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Abstract

Prospective memory is the memory referring to future activities or events. After reviewing the
previous study, the task interference effect of event-based memory is found. The response time of
ongoing task is slow and the error rate increases under the influence of respective memory. Eye
tracking technology and ERP provide relevant evidence from different perspectives. Further ex-
ploring the impact of context relevance, task nature and cue characteristic on task interference,
may help to re-examine the main resource limited theory and discuss the rationality of the delay
theory. The purpose is to reveal the processing mechanism of event prospective memory.
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1. 518

EHEAFZT, G HEESEINHLBUR AR I, Bef 1041045 R PUT E R I & EAT
No BT EILAEPAT R RAT N HCIZ BN 5 BTBE 112 (prospective memory, PM) (Heathcote, Loft, & Re-
mington, 2015). BIANFAT FHEEERI KK b, HEZEWE)ERICAE TN, B RN aE, SEgd
418 Hy B IS R (Gregory, Irwin, Faulks, & Chekaluk, 2014). M) i i BE 012 /2 F4E M R BE i 42
(event-based prospective memory, EBPM), 5% 2| H Fr FAFEIFTHE H AR 1045 2 5 5 vk Rl 16 H bR 3)
(i, 9K, A%%, & KT, 2014). ASCFE B FAEME AT ICAZ TS TN

MHT, BB ICAZAT S Z AEAE T CAER St DL G IRBEAR R AN . 1838 & B HAT B R It 22 45
DA 22 A A% O B 23 R B 7 AT o 9 SV 1) JE SR (Dismukes, 2012; Loft, 2014). i, =5 Hh 22 3 i
1 EHL 2 A B Rk EIR 20 RS L, ATHEICIZ RIS TR KIGELF]: 50%~70%, RTHEILAZ
MATE IS AR, #2IE BOA L BE R R, BT 5 BCTIEICIZAT 5 M R, 5 38 W 2= 52 H o AR T
DRI, X ATRECAZ T 5T B AT — 2 IS & X

RTHETCAZ AT 45 TR 0N 6 3 A7 AE T A2 0 Tk R e, %o B 38 P F FE AN REAR FE I 12
EEMRIOIAE, WA ATIE LTS ST TS 2RI HAER, dE— 0328 arhEic 2 n THL

=

2. EBPM HI{EE T

Einstein 41 McDaniel (1990):kH 1 £ Sk TS AR B BEICIZ B 730 X—XUE 578 ROV K 2 2 i
WH RS X0 E T EAA 58 gt AT A A 55 (B anial VA Wy b, 6 Hoield% “F” g, R4z “J7),
[FEF] PM SRR, R I, e B8 55 I IO AR AT R e BB S ORL (BN, 4% “FL” ).
BTSRRI SR T H % A3 R I ATHE L2 AT 55, B n, @I A B ik — e M . 248
M, IEERATHIS ST IRREN R A PGB R LA, A RIS BALE 4
KA. B, AOGEAT RS 2l R AT APAT R R, [FIRE, W B AEEAT TSRS L1245
WL FENAHEAT PR SS HIPAT, F0H) AT (Smith, 2003). KEATFTERY, MEEEA N TR, A7
I & E R B B B, BIFEAF 45 T4 (task interference) B #£45 (cost) (Ball, Brewer, & Loft, 2014).

—UBRF T, KA T T S PR A M SRR I RO IR, (HAEFARTE AT TR ERER RIS
AL, Smith (2003) 2 T ATHEICIZIXUTES LB, $h R T & pariEiciz i sia X, e b s
T A A— AN SIS R R EPAT AT P AE S . Smith 15250 15 B I W HIER BT T RTIEIL1Z
A58 QTR FEAT H AT 55 7= LR A, 1 IR A P v PR A P s 2 I TRV N AT 2%, Wl AR P AT R i A2 A T
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IR . SRR, SIS, AR B bR 0 0 s B 2 K T ) A% TR X A L SRV Y
SR, BIESS TR — R AT % EAIED. Smith (BT 7 AR A RTIEICIZ TIER, B)E, KEHF
W RTIEICAZ B0 AL R T %7

BRAT R SRIRHR 7E, A E RS E AR, BT 2 Bl E s R, WA T
FIRTIEICIZ BN T R (R B0k & F4ok, 20105 45K, 2014; Shelton & Christopher, 2016). {£45TF#k
(AT R E < 1 H R S SEISS (38, AR S8 R IR E B IRAEAT 55 Z (Rl [ 5 4 o 710 (2014) 8 ik % 45
SRR, KIIR S5 BRI AMATEAT 25 56 BN i BRI A A, BTREEAZ 5 MR R R
%8 . Shelton and Christopher (2016) AR SHHF 78t A B PM 7 B B9 58 28 5 B A0 5 0 73 kAT T AT 55
B1a PM HEAMESA IO E, BEHLR S PM AT 555 34T AT 55 00 3. HR BB AR S i) Ml 7 wir s
TAZAT S R R VR L, (EANAE ELBEHR AT S TS ML o

4h4 ERP HIWFFLSE ORI, N300 HIR/ERTHEICIZE R4~ SIEMEBEM L, AT IER7E
& IR, SR RHATIEILIZIESI Y, EPATHAT TS 2 4h, FELETEFE N BT 5 0 oA i Tt
(%%l vt, 45, 2007). West 55 A (2006) LAZE L= BE NP RLE) n-back (55, KILBEE MEFEREE N, £
3-back &1, N300 J&55, FIMEMEIERICREZ R, Wik 7 eRTiu 7K I N300 Sl |32k (15
8, BTHEME IE PR ML T THRIBRE . J5 fn Tk F2 (5 1, 77, & #8472, 2010; Cona, Kliegel, & Bisiacchi,
2015a). Kant and Kapplle (2014)8F 704 XS & BTREICIZFIThREIAT, &I 41%H0 il 45347 BB 3 $047 PMAT:
FHIMGREZ T IEF R, BIERAAT IR 28, 6 Z grai (AT #5122 50 PM AT .

B ATIEICAZAE S TR RS, FEAT AR T R BT FR AT 55 S BB 380 J B R R R, il
I BT MEICAZAT 55 R EAT FPAT 5571 R AT AR ILFZ I, [ S B FTREICAZ AT 7 R B2 B
IRZNEAR X ERP SRR RN, W EHR M 1RSI AL RN s AT i g fh, f7E
B NEN TR AN o ATRHETCIZ 2 R M AT RIFRE KRR, ATRECAZ 0 FC B30 o I E R R,
AR T AT AR S AT, BIFHR RN = A

3. EBPM BU{EE TR A952 M B 3=
3.1 HEEEXM

BEAT AT SSFEAR ORI SR I, 72 PM AHSRIEEE T, BUBEICAZAE S5 S REAT TP AT 25 L IAAEE B 70 R AR Y
HE, MAERMLRNFEMEE—PMX 5, #imSE8CERFEsR . FUEEERE, UHmESRER
FREHR, 2T PM AT SUAKERE, MAFIT PM 34T, IEH AR T PM (F8R)F i8S
& (Cook, Marsh, & Hicks, 2005). 14k, Marsh, Cook il Hicks (2006) &, &3 TR AIBENL A, 5
PM ANHISCHIE B (G, 347 TS BO2 A, PM IO B )M LG, 78 PM ARG IE B (i, 384T AT
%5 PM 1145 40 2 B R ) Bl 2047 AR 25 16 S B S 12 . AHABL,  Kuhlmann AT Rummel (2014)8F 72, #iak
PAT HIEAT FPAE 55 NI IE BCAE 55 (Smith & Bayen, 2004), 75 B4t 4 ria] (1051 (4 2 75 5 /i DY AN A B
12 LG IAE—NILET, PM 2 EIAXT SR 42 TR 8 IR B S ONL . #9h PM TS SRR 5K, 210 TE
FERAEBU A ICFLR IR BN L=, E RS AR), H PM &R I — R g S,
AR PM AH 15 53 (1R 56 L PM SR S 5452 11 S w7 B 1

A, EEAERE BB T, BTS2 EB 20 AT RS = AT . BIEAM ST, FEfit
AT AR e, RIS A R A EER, PM S OEWRIL T — A RO EREE. X1
HAFERTHE IC 22 ) SE 0 X — 1A A WA 45, % A JEiR S PM AT BBt T 33— AL .
Cohen, Jaudas, Hirschhorn, Sobin 1 Gollwitzer (2012)4& 78 1y FI W o Faml ARG ] R 5 T4, f8 5
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Pk — R A FE A AR PM RN 576 PM I &M LG, AT TS50 PM E AR
PEREVC RO RO 22 R (B, 2 PM HAmR Fia e, AT Hilse 2 Jid A & JE1@) . Lourengo
FiI Maylor (2014) 526/t — 2, RIS IGRIGH L, AR PR Frimcb, AR .

SIS, BT PM KRR, 78 KT R, AMRHEAMSE N TAEY, #F ST & T
HE 5% 5 AT IEICAZAT RAEAS AR O RE B 1 17 52 3 B % 462 (Dismukes, 2012; Loft, Smith, & Bhaskara, 2011;
Loft, Smith, & Remington, 2013). i, X} PM Si55EAH M2 A IBETE, A T REER 7t i 42 =i PM 04T
REIHI&R .

3.2. ESR

FAFVERTIEICIZ RUE S PE TR g T AT AT 55 5 BT IEAE 25 AT S5 VR, W45 RO EJBE L R 255,
o2 5 A T2 B0 AR B DA S B RAEAT 55 (A1 R 43 o

W R, @S BAMES T RIE R PM AL, W EbRECE . R A 1E ek
R HFR AT TR 2%, AT F- Pt 3958 (Lourenco et al., 2013; Wesslein et al., 2014; Walter & Meier, 2014;
Conaetal., 2015c). WL RM, SAEMBAMLIL, FEHIDN LS T MB PR RBPETR R &), SR TR
DRSS TR ZR PM $0U47, (AR PM AL MRS RSM T PM RO TIU, R, §ema 7 iE
A 4y it #E (Lourenco, Hill, & Maylor, 2015).

MELRAR, @IS TR S5 RGP TS TR TN, W ik PM AT45 ek AT AT 55 2,
SR ERIRIAC, $Em PM BIHAT IR UE BRME 25 THAN . Rummel F1 Meiser (2013) (5256 2)%& ¥,
AT PM AT 55 BT 06 B NS ) RS I B ST A O Sk, B4R SR H AR R RINK 248
75 B (FE 5 55 19 B 1T 5 ) SR\ PMAE 55 1) 75 SR AR TR , S22 36 in 77 2R T P AT 25 (B4 - ABABLIY , Boywiitt
A Rummel (2012) (L5 1)@ & &0 H AR 2 R AXAE 10% M b (76 55— 2% AF 9 90%) 30, BRAXHAE:
- HRITUH . AT B0 8T, RIUER TN H bR R H I AT REPEBUR, AT ) S LRt 8 4 14
TR, BT AT AT 55 BSOS R BR B A o BRI, ABaliAT JEAT AT 55 B SRS D7 EH I8 T PM AT 2% 75 SR (1 73
s

YHTHEICAZ AT 55 50 B BB B B v, 7R B 2 R R TR, BT AT S5 AR . EAh,
AN UL TR R AT 55 7 SROGE ATHE 1 AZ AN AT HPATE 55 IO B 70 O SRS AR AR BN 1) 78 DA R0 IS
A2 G AT P AT 53T SRS TR B, AR T ATIE 1012 AT 55 75 B0 2 RN, ERAMES e i R &1
FH BB LTS, SRR TS TR

3.3. FTIFE

AR5 TN H B FE FE AR T 32047 TR AT 45 AL PM AT S5 R 0, G0 BSO8R R PR 45 1 X P55 F 2
B, IR T PM RS R AT P S AN 5 SR —— 2R R HRRAE, fn, ST RIEAELE, PM 2k
RINEFEM. PM 2R 1R AN (Harrison & Einstein, 2010).

PM 2R3 W35 T ARSI S i 0 4 A — 30, BB AR RGBT 2T N R3REG, H HAEM
HlFEH N TR N B IR (Altgassen et al., 2014), BAR, BEHMLRIEE T PM AT, (HKIHS ™
A FE . Anett and Mareike (2016) K ILZEARIFFERSH(LE, HAE, A, ZFEN)E, BRTEFAN,
HABFER AT PM LR EEMNRITEAE; MERMEER, ZANARIEL, EWH T PM LRI EEHE
SR AT IEICAZAT 55 T AR

IAER, SRR 2 I A O PM R R R M. Lourenco, White il Maylor (2013) R BT IE SR
FERTIEICIZAT S, FECT BT RS I TRIFEEE,  H2 5 R R B on AL i A 53 475 AR 3% Bt . Lourenco
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A Maylor (2014)F 45 R o, BT RS RIS BARBUEAILES, JESREEM PM AR 55 AL SR ) #6
i1, Ross et al., (2015)1) ERP B 7t 1, 2] N300 7EAR IR (IR AE PM 2RI, 288N T,
X5 Cona % A\ (2014, 2015b) IR A — 3L, ZREELZESIKE N BRI, BN PM &%, HIERE
LRTGEA L NREEAZERE. Y PM AESRAERER, SFRE U MR 2 R R A E
B, 5EEPMAESAMLL, T HESIAERE PM L RMIRDERITE 2, KB 5K (Andreas et al.,
2016; Hicks et al., 2016).

MERRSRECI M, WS RAEMLRIIRNE AR ERIREUIRE, EEm TRy, BELR
T SRR 2R, BRELRNFHE ST T ES I ESN, 25lEMERE R, K, BIE
e EMBRENLRB S E— NS T, REARZENSIERENLRNTRES] K 5T H(E
SR LT, 51K 5 2 i = SR p4a i n L.

4. EBPM BUESE TN AIR i iR FE
4.1. FEARIER

KEMTF LRI, AHEBAE I TREE PR, A T2 B s N K (BRI T %5 T4E), &
W7 A AR K S B T AR 28 2R T BT R IETERE N T R, AT TS A PM AT S5 L AR [F 1 E
BT, M2 PR RTIE LR R, AT TS I T Rr R R BIRRE D, [FS8T R WA
(Ball etal., 2014). Smith and Loft (2014)3& BH#EAT HE 55 FOAESUR B 1 = IR IR I 43 -

KT ARYEFE SRR B R B RSB 2 N T3S 5 & s A2 in T2
o HIRMF RS PM RN EHEEUR A 30 Tk 2 S msFE il n 1.

ZHE I TR ® T — A RIGHIALE, PM SR o] DA T 52 5 75 SR I I U0 1, mT DA i
T H &I T.(Einstein & McDaniel, 2010; Bhangal et al., 2016). £ —fE5444F, Flln, 24 PM Hir&ZR
e EMECRAER, PM BIREGE BAIN T, AFEAMBEIERRAN . WX, #H7HE%. PM
1255 LA BAMRBRFIE R E T PM $AT BRED A2 75 75 Z W iln 1.

T E R ANCIZ N T RS (PAM) BRI T ¥ Z000 T2 PM BIh )4 ZE 4 (Smith & Bayen, 2004), x4k
R, dEEBIMEE, PM BAREATUR) AT e R AE MR R A DLAh, BRI IS IN T, SR TR AR
R Pk, BT TS RS ESUE (i PM AT 55 BT BT B i Tam #, BRSE B bR s i,
M FEREREER G — AT, b2 AR,

PR R (] (0 3 ) SR T MR SRR AR D I AR, REIRNIEAEEH PM HFRZER B H IR 5 Bl A R
NN E (Lourenco, White, & Maylor, 2013), {H&, ZEMTHERBRYNFERELZRRT “WI”7 , RBIE
PM FEREIE, AT EIELE, 78 SN TR T TR, X B RFERE — & &1 R i
Yo PAM BLR RS 2 I TR RN L, R HARREAEME M, Hoee IR e =
KT A0 BEAR A FEIN Y, R TEAMES 2 H.

4.2. TIRES

MR IEA RIS 1 E 5k HATHES S PMAES Z AL A RAE R MR, JFm PM AR5
R BEUR . BRURIL S AR AT AL 55 B SUSEIN (RTS) I N, IR AN E R BIRE] PM E55h. Heathcote, Loft
A1 Roger (2015)4¢ i (U 3ER B X BLYRA BR B HEAT 1 BB IPAL, St 7 AR ROML s BalR R I
JL SR, AT A S5 RIS B AT R B S 2R . S B R A R AR, H#AT SR
JSZRRE 2 3800, AR AR TERERI PM HAR. BETCE 0N, 28R 2 B Red At th TR skems, o
Lo ¥ BEAT AR5 N R R K4
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SR 7RSS R B, AT S A B IR ] Sk 8 e 7 B R BLiC AR T IE e AZ i & . %) Lourengo,
White £ Maylor (2013)%# 347 T BEERAN BT 70T, R IUBE A [X 5l b 1 8 e B IR, WP FE & PM H
PRI NI TENG, X 5 AEB B PRER — 5. R, AMATE T AT RS RS, 845 58 2 f I IR
S PM SRR . SEIRFRASERT Lourenco 25 A (2013)F 704 1 i (1 AR AEA, i R % R B ), 75
Fl| PM A AT A0 AT 55 300 0 1 1 2 2 R R 5 AN B 5 Y TE 1) PME L A 1 55 A1 194 e 7 8 R 22 ] PR AL 7
R ” RAEIR BRI L, AT TS5 I U SR R IR A AL EAT TP AT S S NIRRT, A 2 R [R]
i PM Bk %

4.3. IBRTER

B UEA BB I AR, S MR 02 BT 55 TP A5B9S ot 2 A R B VR AE 3R AT AT 2% S5 T
BEICIZAT S 2 M SE 4 o BT PAT SR PM ARSI T R 7 [ — A BRPAT IR, 4 PM RN
Tl T B NVE R R, AT ARSI B SR 208 . e R AERGR RS 2 i Y ], 7E PM
PAT IS AR RS I R FER . SR AN TR IR RS e, U P RERUR BT REICAZ AT AT AT S5 AR, I
e HEMAEI, ARERBLESEHAT PM AT AMRER . S5 TiX—RBR M, SV PR E S L AE R NS R
PEIRTE AT 55 18] ) FC AR REAR I O, T DG v S B To 2 ) B A 2R AL 1 O

JERFAR IR BN, R AATRA RN R 22 JC 5 vl 2 A BRIV, HHEAT T 55 R A — 5 /2l
Bom TR EAT PR SR PM AR 55 2 (R BEUR AL 22 S 300, B PAM BRI 2 #n T3 E F 1 R RIL =,
HAGE PM FEH A T BN IR, MR BE S PM SRR AR . TR PM H R
T 1 OB BRIRR, fEAF USR AR (AR K, A 2 R PM O OB ZEIR PRI AR, AIRER
AR EEFR R T % PM OFES B AR ALET, A B TH5E PM AN THINLE]. (BJ, BB RS A 23R 1
RS P T, L B O AR AU TH 2 R G347 AT 45 I B FIAR Y (Smith, Hunt, & Murray, 2016), {7
IHEA RN PM AT S B AR B HRAT B

PR FREEL VR AE IR B0 43 71 A T 58 6 5 SR 1 A FE R T BT RECAZ AT 55 R RN 7= A LB,

FEAETR 7 LR IRAVERN B P R B AL BE MR AT HECAZAE 55 5 AT AR 55 2 MM SC EAR A, B
PR 1 [R] A7 7 ) 1) A AR e B3R 10 RTBE IS AZAE 55 0 TR AR, A Al iECIZ & R a0 S5 Bl .
AT ATIECAZ BT T SN B A XSS, AR i S 12 A D B BRI FE R R MEAT AT 5570 15 Hi ok
WUFR AR AR T — MRS, HLER IR AEEAT TP AR 55 T I RTIEICAZ AR 55 B D, AR5 1 Wt 52 1A 2L
Peo BT, ARREWETE P RIS & LR LA AR, MATIEICIZ RIS S S . AR 55 M i B2 2R AIE
R, RETHIECIESAS, RIS N ERRR.
5 RE

HIBECAZ 078 F TR A TR R G AR SE, 6 Hon AL R B — € BBtk . A bSO 2
WHITRATZH, AOLATIEICAZ BAESS TR — 5 FE Rt OUE S5 ¥ T SRR, PRI AE S8 e i AL
S PR A A RN T A AE LA R A S R 2
51. LRI SRANESNA

{E45 T80 AT A AR T S PERTIEiCAZ i THLHI ) — A Re 0, (B2, HArEm R ZIE 5
S R 2 o 2 HE T B O TR RIE R 3 (l, Boywitt & Rummel, 2012 XFVLECAIAILEL 4% “J” Al
“N” BRI, X PM RRBE “17), KiRERBIIE 2GRS i & 2N FRZE; PM RS
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BEAT ARSI ELBOR R D, BT BURMIRLN ;2 BT UL £-1 24 [ SN A 9485, A FT RE B
TAES T IRAE AL 550 2 M EL AR T ReE . FEARRIDT T, BEERZF AR, fRMI M4 5k

%%E%&% FUASS & 2 DU AR, - HIO R SE, Al PM AR RA RN Tl A, 2 —
FHATIEICIZ B &R .

5.2. EMAESHKN

FERTHEICIZ I SIS SR FT, ATIEICAZ SIS PR ABCE — A 5~10 B SHeAE 55 S8, B, 28
Bein, ERSLIEET, ATIECIZRER YRR URBUY — A/, bR —RE, HE—H. #THhE
SSRGS, X TECH R BRI 18 5 B I T ROU AR AT IE IS IZ RS TS .. 58
ARSI A R NSRS EALL, KR — A AT T R IR AR D v 2R 2 RO I T4

#EER
ke RUEICIZIOREING Y ERAT AT, BUTRHRIBUT B I030 8210 4i5: 2016CBY006.
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