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Abstract

When we use the Internet, the Internet will also react to our study and memory. When we are
faced with the knowledge gap, we will immediately think of asking for help from the Internet. This
phenomenon is called “Google Effect”. This paper explores the influence of Internet on memory
from Google effect. The Internet is not only an external memory medium, but also our transactive
memory partner, which constitutes a part of the transactive memory system. Explaining the
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Google effect from the perspective of cognitive unloading is a generally accepted view, that is, hu-
man cognitive resources are limited, which will transfer some information from internal cognitive
resources to the Internet, thus reducing cognitive load. However, this theory has limitations and
cannot explain the performance improvement under the Internet environment. Subsequent re-
search requires us to further explore the boundary conditions of Google effect and how to offset
the negative impact of Google effect.
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1. FARABHE

BEE B RS R R, BATT IR R AR, X8 R 5] S ARk MO %, HE W AR T RS R
At OB FRAT T e i) R 7 3K, BRAT S A LR R R B ATTAS AR I R R . Betsy Sparrow &5 A e Ze it it
KINR AT LI T, a2 N “AIBN” (Sparrow, Liu, & Wegner, 2011), B AAT1E £ H LR
PHEAN NCAZE, B ERBGR 1 i 2 5 ) B R Bl

B AR e 2 BRI 5T 2 BHAE B R 52 0 32 R B8 B. Sparrow 55 A [P0 AN S5, Sparrow 7t /N
MELER AR 2R 51 3RS NS IZ i sgma M VI, it — RFURE TR Se5, R8T AT T8 i % 5
HEHEAT WY 2% 48 2R R vk ) J (Sparrow, Liu, & Wegner, 2011). SZERZE LW . ARATHEIGFRZ 0N, &
T HEA LT R B FUBE R R R IRATI N B s 2 AT 9 L85 B kit o] DAAR RIS, S %5 JidE
B, AT EX A E B, AT AT DL %R 5] 8 5E TRAR @R FHZE B A B LR
LG RARGTHLF, U AAAEAE R R R EF vl RS, AHEE T35 BRI A1 e 25 5 e E
TEWE AT DR EIE . fEERAMETAR, FHl. MR IIEE, geREE R AN AZ BHAR ETE RS MR B e 128
X, MITRFEMEE BARFREE, ot AR SN2 A BUR B E B, AT Zi02(5 8
HARMI A (BiGEH, 2015).

2. AHMHRIHYIE L RERE

FE IR R R A T AT IR 2 W3 ART . BATR BRI R B CARER FRYE? AT aE =K KA
B BRE, AT BE 2 SR A, (EREE ELIR A SR I FUBT A 5, BB T AR st o, o
PATERASAERIK A BRI ARIRATUART WL HAERTN, B2, B A7, JLFRIIE—Y), AT
BRI S B B AR — D AN E — DR RVE R R 2 . AR AT PREE A A 2 FE
AR B BATHI A A2 . BRI T 2 S EATHIEIZNE ? WA BACIZ R Bk, IR 3AT
MR FHACAZAK R MINFIDT T, a8 A7 A AT et T A RIEN 3K

21 XHIBIZHWAE

Wenger £ 1985 £ 1 7 A HACIZIX MR, FISRHEA 5 I AA T2 EREREAT IR0 TR AR pe i) et
fi(Wenger, 1987). fiuil % HHBAAIHF SR SR B AERIYIAFZ S0 [IBA A, E BA s G AR ) ) £ 3R E L Ak
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R ANVA @A [R) A T KRR o A B RR 52 2 181 PR X R S AR ), FH DAGfis s A7t $RHUA
AR AR ARV T RSN HACIL RS .

DAFERF LR B, A8 A R Ge o A BA R 5% ) P9 308 e 3R 43 T AN B i R 4t 7 48 5 (Akgun, Byrne,
Keskin, & Lynn, 2006). FATERIPA TAEH, AMARAEEILAE TAERT 7 B4 AURABSLR), ZLHILZAR
Gun] MBS A & R LR, AR A, e RS, R A QKM TR, FREH, A
AAFI G BR, TR AN B 1) SR AT 22 3 B SR WX 5 TH i) B R A 2 B D DAt

BRI, FISCHER PO EE . B AT —HE, EECWAERA T4 T — M HIAZ RS, fi1e AARMIEE
BRI RS HACKZAKAE:, B R H OA KM AR SUE S L B ) R B . BT XAk Tk, f7
it FIER IR I 58, FRAVRES ZR e = A, AR 3 S I R A28 Frka i .

2.2. INHEHENEE

NFERM AN ENBE 1 & A BRI, 7EREIEAZ A AT REICAE 7 £ 2 DNHEIEAZTE , 1A s E 268
B4 RPN RN 23 6], A 8 B A BR KA RN R ) (00800, 2018). AR BB RIS BER, #58h
AT I G SRRINEIRE S, L FRA T EEAICIZ N AL SRR Ie A b, B, K EE
ks SRR FRATH sy AR, WEREr RS, XM T B AR
XA R BN g s, T DA S A RN 8% ) 2 56 O e BE BT AR o S FRATTRIH AR ST E SRS
AWNFANFIBTIE, DR N BRI, AR EN B AR T

WHTED ] BE 2 5 B0 OB = AL IR IR R 2 — o ELIC A N SR TE: EL UL 50K IR A7k i R0 i 2
{5 L6 RE 77, DL ANATTRT DK B8 22 B0 N SR 7% 21 BRI b o AE ATV A BRI 32 51 32 )5,
AN RIR N 28 AT e PRAFAE R B, ENTEMITT 5 R 7RI, A FRATTIE 48 J i il CRAZ 47 B R0
A% FEEMZI IR R % T HIMIAEE, Gt RO BIRATCIZ IR 8. [, RAR N EE R,
HOME BN, SRARCIZA RN, MR EICZIN TR SR T, BABE M E RS
ECPIA7 i, Dk B S AT AE, i 58 2 AR IR — R A M 1 TAE

FENENEE RS AR, IR A RCIC AR IR R A T 6 . Ward A B &S 1 KE5 1A 2
1812, BT AAIA R ELIZE BN, AMERICIZE S T g8k A #F2 (Ward, 2013). XN 55 1
Sparrow [{JSEERZEIRAH— 2, FANEE BORAFMA BR TICAE RN EAR T .

3. EEXMXAMERIRNE

G5 HIER A5 BRI AR 15 S bt it . RSB AR, AT E ] SR AN P A T ) R, —
AN T (R 5T AR U B AT S FRA T AZ AT — A A% E SN RIRE 17 RS (Seta, 2015). 24—
NAREAOA TSR T LRS5BT, AATA KT REIL S . Xl “AaRHEIZ M~ 5 M A4
AR A AT 14 B I A5 R (5 3 et 4 2R 51 ), AR I E S 1. D2 AR A RIS O XA E S
PR “CNIBEZ” o BRI AR SE IR, SEmaRA T ez g R, F R
LIRS MM N SINE R
3.1. EEMXICIZAIS M

Sparrow %5 A [ 5256 & B R B O A7 R D IZ R B 2, IX U 49 o s B R 4L T A SE bR
AR, I RIAEZET o X RFERNIEE BRmIGH B BB T, FoAT10000 T 77 ORI R S g
SRR, T — AR FBAR T, e R AR B HEAZ 4 E (Henkel, 2014) 0 3% st 25 208
FIRECR R A, AHIFE R IS WA T B P R X AN L 5 7 4k 1) N R 58 1 12 3 T B R R
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(Soares & Storm, 2018). FEIXANSEERH, SEER N GIFIA AR RS L4 4R 1 B 2 AT AR, (RS SR R
EENGCE F AR NIRRT 3 I

BEAR, X RLNIE T e 4 A3 (HEAZ . GPS AR A A 15 kbk 2 1) AR F S0 3 B A 215k H
Mo, ARFFERI, 8-SR AR R E R e I B 2, B S 7R TG S AL B S L R B
25 R[] % 28t R L L B 22 R4 55 B A (Henkeel, 2014).

SRIM, 0 FLIE I S5 A e AZ A AR B A — 8 2 FHIRATA1Z « Barasch U AATIAE H AR
o, FRAITS 0 g — B B N EUEO R 3 (Barasch et al., 2017). BFFEARIL, bl el PAE ki
YIAREE, PR ECAZRIUR M2 T 1T XS REE — AN BB mE R, KA E
SIEMAFFNICIZR I JeAh, HETTERIAE M ICAZE AN T REA R T AR 0SBl . XEWE
{5 FH LR IR AT REFARAER 1AM Y EBIA R A dar, AT G B8 22 R IA 0 B8R R AT ) B2 1 2 S AE 2

HECPE A HACIZ R BB RS 7 2 BRATIC 2 45 B = AR s o R840t 9 il LR )
XFAMACAZ IR RS, A /D> B 7 A IR FH L IE ) AT e 2 I A AZ 38 5 RS DA R vt s 424 JE D )
e 12 #(Barasch, Diehl, Silverman et al., 2017). XK T HECPIXCAZ45 K= A 5gm, &l idiZid /%
KA T AR, B R 75 RS AT X — S At 2 AE FRATA D i 7 20 A A B TR 2

3.2. HEXMXHAH B EAIRNE

HIRMA 2 BRI, i ATRAR B 3, BRI EN “BE7 . wik
SO D. M. Wegner 4513 IR 78 1 BALE 2013 AR 5246 Pl ELIBER0 S NN B B, iE
A A Bk 52 i 2O B SR BRI (Wenger & Ward, 2013). 24— NBEAARTE A S LUE I LASRAE
B(Bhn, A HOX R R 51 5 M R BOCIZZ AN, ELB S RS R — N A0 B SARKE
PRy Ix 265 2 AT DUB TR IRAT IR 5 ORI HE A %0 1 #(Kahn & Martinez, 2020).

BB Z BT ARESR i AT B 5, LR A T 5 A N2 S AEAZIE S M e x . 243417
i B PMZBCE mHRAE R, W SR RS AN A 2 ), VAR E RO IERE, i
IR T ey AR 3 S B b BB AT IR R e R A R SR e T L LB P 48 R A S R R AT AN A
SHNCIZ RGP IRIUE B RE I, BAT A AR ATRAE RIR IR B IR B S R RR,
IR tst, ASMAISIZ A IR R AE B 2 TR FERGBORGBER AT BT 24 SR AT LI _E 5 2 24
HERER.

JUEH MR T BRATHA B B, HIZMOAR A SR R RIE R, M2 KAk
51, B HARPE  BA A 5 S5 ) TAR T I SU0E 75 25 2 (K SR FURIER .

3.3. EEXMIXHCIZR M Fl 5 B

HIEM UG EATE WA A 2N, KK, N BRATHER AR, 548 7 RA TR R BRI,
P T BATEAT — L A QST TAE . THRMHL R S EE A R & T BATHIAKIVE R, bk 73,
AIBRIUE SRR L, A5 3RATTHAE TG R 2R Bhdh, FIRIME 23 IR TN 5 BHC IR 55 R RE

ZTCEE N, TR W5 SEAAAE A i RS A4 s AL A TR AR N, AH IR S AR AR 2 T AT TR 27
ST, AR SO RNCAZIN B SS g0 T 3RA T ELIR R I BE AR, 22 B S (B RAMAILIZ R S
AP B AR PR . X M 2B E BATHNCIZHESR (F 0], 2014). BEA, TLHRMIHFFEE T 45 3R T+
I H IR R SEA, XL TEEME B MBI RS E R A RIR Z AR F RS EH, JAIEC
ERFIREETE (S, RSP AT M RIARISS 77, W f 45 SN AL
THRRFE, A SRR FURLZ AR R (14 1]
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4. BBRBMHIMRRE

CA R FEUE B T AR AEAE, FFERDT T BRI ICZ [ 2 (Sparrow, Liu, & Wegner, 2011). 3,
AR AR, HEMSBERMFEZ, $ERATNE H B (Wenger & Ward, 2013), {HZEFHIRA
HANIRB IR, FHRIAFTERIDL T %A, RBEMRD WAL TSR IR R T &, IE TR ERAT
BE— B AR o

4.1 ABBNHELBEREFEERR

DA BEAS KT R AONAE T AR RS, 2480 LR I A A gk . (H2, HIEI A BE S
fR R LI HCAZ B REm o R A2 PTSE AT A T AR A B, I NE A 22 k2, {H Soares 5
IR, WA KENMEEAEL T, 72 SBOCIZERIK R F#(Soares & Storm, 2018). Hk, A F1EIZ,
TETF SRR BB IR EE R A28 7. 76 Barasch 25 ARUsEierf, w7k E sk IR A iic A2 808 L AU
I8 P IR 12 8 5 3 (Barasch, Diehl, Silverman et al., 2017). %fitt, WFRERIAERR, HBASEN T
BN HTE A TiEs TR, AATEE AL 24 A = bR

INHEDN B SR T ATEAR R AR F AR R ARSI P A, AR AT A R BR T . L 1B 4 $2805 5.
Ry SR D SR R B2 B A REIZ I R S EOA R A 2 R A ?

4.2. AR % ERARFH

OB AR, AN R S 2R A2 R BIZIHUIIFEN, G0 RAE A8 A BB I A 1R 53 (10 22 ST 3L
BRI XS AZ B0 T RO ERVF AN S R A e BRI, 2 96 P A 1 e S B A BV 2 B T 2 SRR 7 A
LREE o TR TR 2 LALAN ST S SOA PR RIRON KRR R, DA R A B VR AR EBEAT W FE o T 5 A 12k
FORTR EAE S ) R AT A, X PR RE o INaRic Iz iy, 2 15 S HRTH A SRR SR A R 85 70 R
B L PA T — D £

4.3. EEXRIFHEIZ RN i HY ALl

BHRRIAACAZEE R e g R A BRI 45 2R, AR BUR ARSI o HLHRRS A
WAL RE ISP B A2 520 2 g BUE R B AP BC? SHRBGS RE R ErE AR AEVERII? BExtix e
), B — AT O SRR BV AR AR R IR, R R SR TE T AR Bh . IEZ0AM A5 e g A R K35 30,
BIRMIXCAZEE 0 i) A FEALR S O 58 2 45 77 BRIE S »

4.4. IR RBA BB I IZA9HER T m

T DA AT AT, A ARRN PR A A T NATTRE AR A N R YR RS B EC,  HAZ O R NS
IR UnSREE AR A A ELIE R 28 51 B NS ), AT RE R R RN A SR BT A RE A o R
Ly SRR ST BV R T — MR T 5. $RINZR 2SI RV (retrieval practice effect)fg 5B & %) HAHLL, 7E
[Fi) S5 T ) P 5%of T 25 A 24T — IR 2 IR BRI 2T, 2 S RIS R AR A O S 15 A1 R B 47t 2 s i A2 AN 39
SES(IRERB, ISR, WMINEE, 2008). R, HEEUZR ST S AR HECIZ AR A R0 e R
IEAE FH BB R | &R S J5, Rt F SRR, ARG8T ?

SE 3k
2515 (2014). MBS AL LR RS E AL IS . [ R 4R, 36(5), 21-32.
K BB(2018). ZHMIXS 1T7 T, R ST, WM WD BE T oK%,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2021.116177 1586 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2021.116177

?Ll
&
B

iksmih, %%, MITEE2008). EM T MR M SRR, O E I E, 16(4), 661-670.

WU (2015). A5 5/ B (/1 179X K40 12 (5 B A2, A e L. 7522 BRyEImf oKz,

Akgun, A. E., Byrne, J. C., Keskin, H., & Lynn, G. S. (2006). Transactive Memory System in New Product Development
teams. IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management, 53, 95-111. https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2005.857570

Barasch, A., Diehl, K., Silverman, J. et al. (2017). Photographic Memory: The Effects of Volitional Photo Taking on Mem-
ory for Visual and Auditory Aspects of an Experience. Psychological science, 28, 1056-1066.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617694868

Henkel, L. A. (2014). Point-and-Shoot Memories: The Influence of Taking Photos on Memory for a Museum Tour. Psycho-
logical Science, 25, 396-402. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613504438

Kahn, A. S., & Martinez, T. M. (2020). Text and You Might Miss 1t? Snap and You Might Remember? Exploring “Google
Effects on Memory” and Cognitive Self-Esteem in the Context of Snapchat and Text Messaging. Computers in Human
Behavior, 104, Article ID 106166. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.106166

Seta, G. D. (2015). Society and the Internet: How Networks of Information and Communication Are Changing Our Lives
[Book Review]. Communication Booknotes Quarterly, 46, 63-65.

Soares, J. S., & Storm, B. C. (2018). Forget in a Flash: A Further Investigation of the Photo-Taking-Impairment Effect.
Journal of Applied Research in Memory and Cognition, 7, 154-160. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2017.10.004

Sparrow, B., Liu, J., & Wegner, D. M. (2011). Google Effects on Memory: Cognitive Consequences of Having Information
at Our Fingertips. Science, 333, 776-778. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1207745

Ward, A. F. (2013). One with the Cloud: Why People Mistake the Internet’s Knowledge for Their Own. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University.

Wenger, D. M. (1987). Transactive Memory: A Contemporary Analysis of the Group Mind. In: Theories of Group Behavior,
Springer, New York, NY, 185-208. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-4634-3 9

Wenger, D. M., & Ward, A. F. (2013). How Google Is Changing Your Brain. Scientific American, 309, 58-61.
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican1213-58

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2021.116177 1587 (LA


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2021.116177
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEM.2005.857570
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617694868
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613504438
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2019.106166
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2017.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1207745
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-4634-3_9
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican1213-58

	“谷歌效应”：互联网对记忆的影响研究综述
	摘  要
	关键词
	“Google Effect”: A Review of Researches on the Influence of the Internet on Memory
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 什么是谷歌效应
	2. 谷歌效应的理论解释
	2.1. 交互记忆的角度
	2.2. 认知卸载的角度

	3. 互联网对个体的影响
	3.1. 互联网对记忆的影响
	3.2. 互联网对认知自尊的影响
	3.3. 互联网对记忆影响的利与弊

	4. 谷歌效应的研究展望
	4.1. 谷歌效应的理论解释存在局限
	4.2. 谷歌效应发生的边界条件
	4.3. 互联网对记忆影响过程的脑机制
	4.4. 如何缓解谷歌效应对记忆的消极影响

	参考文献

