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Abstract

Change Blindness, also known as “Inattentional blindness”, is a long lasted topic which can be dated
back to 1953 when French had put forward the concept of it. Subsequent researchers’ diligently ex-
plorations have spanned two centuries. With the rapid progress of science and technology, Change
Blindness studies are no longer confined in laboratory or laboratory conditions, but are out of the
door, letting people feel the charm of Change Blindness. The charm of Change Blindness also makes
hundreds of schools of thought contend with each other in the experimental paradigm. Based on the
previous studies, this paper summed up the advances of Change Blindness with classified paradigm.
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AL E (Change Blindness)7’F A “LEME” (Inattentional Blindness). “AEBEME” . AL
ENMARNEENHE, FAE19534F, FrenchiiEERHBUMEXMES, EHAHAE BB AtE
MERREBTRAMEL. EENSEHFA RS, ZUAENMALACHERARBR T LR EREZRK
HFRIREE, MREHKINEAMRZZNME MRS S, XHiIEEEREREETH. BFRFY. &
TRARBR, RCGHETHBUMRE LR EE SRR,

XA
ZUME, ERER, KE, HX

1. 5|18
1.1 TBHMEENX

A4k A5 (Change Blindness) X Fx “L&E4LE 7 (Inattentional Blindness). “RNEBME" . £IEM %
HHEFER T AN SRR, 4125 AR NS 22 1R,

1.2. EHAEIHH

1.2.1. TSRO THHIER SR

SO BRGS0 T AR A B 120 C AL A PR 9, E R D A AR (%) P o R 1) A 8 A 40
EAGWERME, XL ERI0 AL H AT SRR A8 I S5 Bl AR e AR IEAT IR, R N B 1R
75 E— B K I E R

FERE RS M 34T “—F M #8” (Coherence Theory) i, iZEUL AN E A
A FE B NIEAE AR S B LR HYME R, M ERIRZH UL, B2 4R R R A5
B RALTE PR E KA. N TRFRX N ASMER R, B E = HlsH o
(Triadic Architecture Theory) (Rensink, 2000) 75 ZI#H 4 —& 5> A8 %€ (Rensink & O’Regan, 2000; Landman,
Spekreijse, & Lamme, 2003; Mitroff, Simons, & Levin, 2004; Varakin, Levin, & Collins, 2007).

Rensink tA 2 BTEAS L 38 FH B3R AET7 2NE A BRAR I B A AL A E ML, Bttt i 17— 3)
AR, ZAHLH] R R B AT 55 1) BORFI S AR . A0 CAL I B =300 A4 (L 1 1,
g kofE Bash i, HEEL ). B RS (Early System). %4k &4 (Object system). ¥ &
A4 (Setting system). (1) FIHRS: FHRGZ —MUKFR RS, EHIDIRE 2 0 57 A Wb a0 X 52
e RS, GRS BH L, (AR IN 8] 55 2 [R) ( — BOvE AT 8 G, ELARRIE SOt B i i
B (2 B ARS: KUERGR - NARERGIMTERRS, N5 RFEIFLEH]T 58RI — B0 %4,
() WERG: WEARGHEMEKRG F, ZAENRY. HEREREAFNZE, ERTIHFEIERS
(Nonattentional), TfjAS 23 8 T15 75 & 45 (Attentional) . ¥ B &R G MR 24K 1 & 540 /R S B 2 411
], X EERARE I R ARG A ER, TURERGEKIEE EAFETERENZE,

Henderson (Henderson, 1992)5 Hollingworth (Henderson & Hollingworth, 1999)I\ Py F-HARY Bkt = B
ASELL AN () FEAL) T ol [T S S B SR (R AT B PR A T L2, D TR i I B T At
EANERERAG G S, S EAESR A D GO 15 IR AN I — Sty f ofr 75 21— Lo 2l 24t 7 T Re.
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Figure 1. Schematic of triadic architecture (Rensink, 2000)
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Simons Al Rensink (Simons & Rensink, 2005)I\ Ai& B AL E P % i) BERG s VU Rk R : (1) TR &R
IEEA5EK, BASEmEMELRR 2R TS EEHIE; ) FARIECEENK, BERARIhEAL
BEE: (3) BTG HIRAEAE AULAS; (4) BiGRAELLECRG . 25 EATR, HATBg— s R
EIRIARAE T BRI LA AR 55638, HEMSSRAEN, THEI R R A8 HREE A =R
AN 5 7 TR R R -

ftbAr1(Simons & Rensink, 2005)I\ A AP Hb 5 8248 A0 HL T2 1 BE s 58 A = A0 3R, BRI 22 H
BAE. B, BTG BN FYERES MR, JF HIX SR AE 1 AR5 LR RAE ot 5 5 A/ i kT, &
e HIRIE s LK, BTSRRI SEYRAE R IHT IR Rtk oh, ERIhHR S B, e %
FERT 5 RAE LB JE 4 F AR ARE, PRk DAAR A5 A W A8 A0 B R AE D “ T8 IR0 R A il AN )
H HANSRAR A BRI G WRAE, MAMATREE “ARIN7 R,

1.2.2. TSRO

Beck % A\ (Beck, Rees, Frith & Lavie, 2001)iz F U Be M A% W4 34 (functional Magnetic Resonance Imag-
ing, IMRI) S HR 03 AR BT 78 AL S B G 150 55 1 & TR, AR5 22 (03 B0 i X5 00 5 i [X e Bk 20 2R X
BOAH—8 RIS ETAT A M, AR g SRS, WAL AN SRR 4 R IE

SIS — AL S0, SRR — 7 BB AT - REW SEAES5, 1 55— 77 Th SCEE R I WL AL A A1 FEL 17
Pk . WK YR BB, B EARFRRME R, —FREEE, AR E, B
I T R RIS S — P EAE T S9N, BT LR R B D5 T SR R iR X
TSN AE LG R B 14 5 A i XORE I 38 % (Visual Ventral Stream) A1 i—— 10 K Jix f7 /= (Frontoparietal
Cortex)FH ¢, BT SLUA AN, 5 28R A A0 X PR35 30 (04 DX ekt B SR AN [ o S 2 % R A Ji 3 1] 1)
AALARAE T 5 IR R AR B R [ (Fusiform Gyrus) B2, T XU BT IR S 80 1 HAR [ i o X3k
V&R, BI LG SO FE 52 5 I X 4. SIS 51V B B X ORARARBE, (KSR /N 43 B B 2 Ak
—— 5 3@ E ARG

MAER KA BEW SR RT I T, Toil 2 IRl B R 288, KA =AM B e 2 R bl Fe e 1o ,
EAT A BRARIE . TR R AN A AR o DUAE AR 5 40 5 R I 000 S 5 000 B vt i %



MIfER, LA 2 “BENSTE R IORBEDXIK, 15 & 40 SO “ANRENETER” MOCHEIX . TMTi%sk
iR UAEDTE 8 AR T OO S s+ B, HR, WEFOR B SR T T2 21
5 RN 368 5 47 T W A 2 SR A X R 5 1

Bl A SEIRRR AR RIS EEHON IR SIS, SRR EERE P S i — B R . ATRARER, BolaE
HELGEEN I IRIRALE . PORIR S 518 U IR AL E L B 2R . FHidt—2aH, Lk
R RE T W SR AR AL, HH RN X & Sh AR S ER Bh TE ok o

1.3. ZEHAERNER

1.3.1. FBEM

IR XS R S AL B SR OO, TEIR 2 BRI 1 SLI0 AT 78 BATTAR A 2 DL A 11 28 B 5
RO, R RS, ) R R AR SR B AR B g A B ALK (Simons
& Chabris, 1999) S48, B ER WA 1 BEA I R AR AE D % 20 AR AR BRI B (1 ORI, 4RI
BRI TR, Biinsekm TAEIERE0E < OBEE” 1IRHE, REE “KER” MEmS5%4
MG @EJVFEES, 0 HBES I —d 2B, B “ KR BRI — R s
WL L7 RS S, eNmESYAERmEAES, UESEME, KAEZME KT R pe
o H—J5M, H—AHLHISZIRHAT 5 (Rensink, O’Regan, & Clark, 1997) M348/~ 1 5 224 52 3 1 s LAY
SN, Lt AT R RO S AR AN BE B PR MO MR BT 5E, AT Y IX R BT O R S B ]
A = ACE RN TR R B = . AR A SRR N, B, B, BIERER.

132 B E

Pringle (Pringle & Irwin, 2001) ] Zh & ET {6 [ (Functional field of view, FFOV)AT- 45 I Sk A ik 18 i v
B, DL 80 5K Ik 51 M AR P 1Al SRR AR A A BR A AR D SEBG A R, LR R TR g RO R AR T AR
1, RSINHE g R AR B o 45 SR R D REAR T Y6 RN R B A8 ) AR AR A 5 2 S S sl BE A, SR BGHIE |
e SSR Y A= & A I [P

1.33. nI750e

D110 0 117 S A = B w0 Nl £ 0 1 Rl = I 1 < 9| O D =W b S b u e el R SR G ol
EF TR B TR 3 T A 2 EIE (Epstein, Higgins, Jablonski, & Feiler, 2007), Seighak ikt T @ oo
TS el 37 55 AR AN F0 W 2 T A, R AR O AR A B A o T AT e A1 R A B UE AL i 2 B 5 T i G R
(R BLATIERA “ B R R BN, AR BRI R e . EOAHIE ) Ala, 1 25 P A BEE T AR R
R AA RS2 40T Aa, RIBCR AN TAR KFR A EEGHR T AR SERFAE

13.4. T &EA
LR IHR 2 — A N [EII GE 873 S A RIEVE B EE. I LRIZAMEZESR . Ui PR HIRES
(Ban9% 55 %) W HIS R GE ) LA R AR BUIR A (Z5 P AP RS ) (1) 2 (Clifasefil, Takarangi, & Bergman, 2006).
Clifasefil (Clifasefil, Takarangi, & Bergman, 2006)JE% U35 24 AATTEE S AN R R B0 RS I A8 (LA i H & A
EETEMRN RS A %R, ZITH Simons MIZIZASAA S TE RIS IEHAR B . S8 45 JL AR BT 0] 6 A
EHSAA R, TS PRI T A AR SRR R s S A s, OB ANE R G IR E .

1.3.5. BHMEAE
A AR, BTN TIEREAR— %6; IX AP R A YR 2 T A R A e A
FIFFE HAH KR 2% 2 WS R, AT 2R AR, e st BBl T BB M E . thin, TR



MBI AL B, e BRGRIT L H G E LR 2 BT R R YR, 110 AR B2 ) i B el 2 52 e A 3 o
IR DR s SRS BRI B S, X N et R BRSO B e, BRI 4 K 2 Kol
223 7 AL WA (=0, 2009).

1.36. X#

AVE T A SO B A FVAETE I AR IR B M%7 X ES AL A H ? Masuda
(Masuda & Nisbett, 2001) (IR 45 HH T2 5 LB, B0 K RRAR G AR 7K R KGR R AR 9 sEge phkL 2
DT HIRAT, HW AR TE W T A4 REAGI T B R B SR, TSR R AT, il
MIEE BT XM RS RGNSl R L A 77 o HAR N T AN T, it 60%
1 H AR B35, Bl “RE T KN, KERGON, B EALIERK” . £ Masuda
(Masuda & Nisbett, 2006) 232 AL E BIF 72 R I P 7 N Wir a6 20 A i H O E 7 ie) i, 32 ZRT7 N, il
AT AR = B A s AR AL

1.3.7. Htb

SRR, SR, BIEA, 2009 TEEN B E WA BERW, 17 LAEICAZIRBU B E Y
W AN . RN (A2, IREET, R, ORI EE, 2007) AR FAE AR, PSRRI R AE R L —
iy, AEARERRBOIPI MR IR R K, SRAERE SRS, YR B o 523
fvEE . Finch (Finch & Lavie, 2007)F1 Lavie (Lavie, 2006) % 4 Hb ] iR 24 24 Fif 4T 5% (0 5015 S 17 2K 1k 58 6
EAE HILE, SRHES A AR, TRME BRI R S . BT REES, A
WA NMEERE . HUER B Bl S5, TALAR S 0] ORI B R AR MR R, BERHH
H A, A E %0 A S ik 38 59 K .

14, SEHSER

1.4.1. BEXEBR

WA SEEG A MR RPSREG il e IR EE A A I TT, A Z bR B 2 At .
LG, LI A IR (2RI — A (Z ) AR, HARIMIE, R EA T 3L A58 f5 1R B
REEE VP A SV 7w PP =S| i 1 N TP 4 Y s W a1 N N P BV A AN Y VA = W &
JR Ak .

(1) W5

1998 4, Mack 1 Rock (Mack & Rock, 1998)% b L E #2177 H O WL, 2 301« 248 B J A 7
AR B S50 2 SR o SRER TP BT A MR DL I BR R 2 I, MR A=A B
P B AN AT FERTEREM S, PRI R CE 7% 2 I A A 38 SO ——h e 23—
ANHAERIR “47 FETERIE, #FTEHW <+ FrsEmn KOs 2 0 m K ——H RO, BB S A
AIRRDCIR,  H A2 TE B B AR RNEOE 2 DUS AT SN o AIWESS I, BURSCE I B, b B T
FARK “A+7 FETER I, 5508 2GR CRERRIEB) KA. s sl i 4 52 “Jack” (B
T 1), 105 R A — AN e TR “Jeck” (K17 2), 2 HBURE A E R, Bk IRE
AR “time” (K7 3)s AIAMLZ(HT 4. — DR ar s & BB T n), X
TR — B IR E

£ 2009 4F, SRR(IKE, sREE, RO, 2009)FEIFHEH TR AR AN EE. sk, gk
2 R R W R TR O N R T P 2 TR S B RE AL, R R FE A =K B R, K. R
BIAHEE, AN JH —ANER KA TR, KR e,



VIl ok T A
CAEE

Ak, Rensink (Rensink et al., 1997)%8 AMAISEALT “ a4k 7E 7 Wk s, 7oA matiE Bl o B THL
fIE B KA T A4k Aginsky BB (Aginsky & Tarr, 2000)2EAR BH K 224 A8 A AR 1 92 56 25 Sz 06 vh 4T3 11
TR, WA 2 AR A S S R L

(2) Z#frE

N X EWAE A EIRNW T, SMEH AR THEZ 0 EE. SHETFRARRZ, &k
A7 B AR TE R B AL B A e, HOAH A e (s 2 D B B AN B A o R E NI RS2,
PR, XRE, BT EE, 2007) (B T AL E . (EZSEIE PR TS R B R AR 2
B—IAHZ DN EGHE B .. SR FE NRE, —RRAGBMNE R, —RESGEMNTH.
MR ARG, —MEERF SR, RS, KRB A—MeENFiaS5E A H T
PrE, BRI 5, B MRS, FERIH UL E RS B8 2 CART SO BRI, 8 SO AR
B). Bk sh, W SE R FRRIES N —EEA—F. SRR, HRRECN E 685 2
e T RO R S 1) g A, T B SRR A — BN, VR R R A RN B .

(3) itk

2003 4, Beck /N (Beck & Levin, 2003)7E B FFM LR F 3T 1O TR E 585, H5E4 BRI
MBHE B2 2 2 A8 A, PR S5 R T S R ™ B O D I a2 7 AT A B F AR A —— T X Bz
F st 2 A /A2 4k

SLEMEL A 4 < AR, A 260 SR (N EE 5 TR BE LA 1~16 AR R E
FEFETE b, R B E T E0 AN A A IR & o S RO o R GETE R + 1~16 ANl
BN ZBRFE, PR 252 B AN G B CRIBA AN O D), T 2 BRI Rk
A Jm AR, BT 7 SR S FIR e A T A —FE DL AR AN —FE . 28R AT, BEE R
2, BaXrIERRAR TR, EXE 3 /N 4 AR HEAT FIWT RIS, IE#H 3R s .

IAh, O'Regan (1% 5%, A2, 2003)7E 1992 4F i 5256 K 2004 4 Mitroff (Mitroff, Simons, &
Levin, 2004)55 N R R I BT LI SL50 1 FIAHE T A /22 4.

1.4.2. HEXEBR

A S 3690 A A AR AR SE AR 3T AN, IR 6 T AN R AU AR SR ) 206 SR S, T T
PRI E RIS ARTEIAEL, SIS AR HIA T TEAS, I AR . AR SR e AR A K AR (i
T2, HIARERE 0] DAG B S2I0 MR A Bl B 52 A-B-A AR (b I FE . B985 3@ % S AT . F S s
Wb AT IS SR

(OWEE

e 2 WL JR 0 T A S B Y B 35 7 2004 4R HRSE T DURSE” 1« AT HR 18] 1 KA 7 51258 (Simons
& Chabris, 1999). %S5 s sib AL 1 &P B 75 A RUFAIRAUN, PUAT A B BN [F) 22— ELAEAR 5K, —BA
FROK, B—AF AR, AR =N, ERBAT 44—A48 B4 2% [ H I 1R 5 n 3L
SREIFAE, XN A0 Bk . 55— B AR IS U0 3R (0 F 2 — (03345 <= 1 Lo MR 24T ) 2
i S8 B R A LR A F A — 0 4 G KRR DU AR 0 5 N AR CATRIRE (4 75 R R AT v ) 2
e SEEGA R 2 [FIRER R T EL 75 R RIS, S p Rl L AR R AL AR R SR R AR R
TR A F AR AR AL IR, S ARG HA R E I . BTS2 R 2 P A b e — BA R £
BRUREL BIRARL L N E AL, SEROARE 2 R, 7R eI B 7 3 i i ki« AR IR
BB B S UIE S T2 7 L B T ONANFEIZAURIEE WA A 7 S,

CERRI, AN 192 NFIHER, A 54%TERE] T R H ORI ST 46% A B E. R RAE T



RANFERFAT A (67%) 2 T L4 (42%) . Ml AE B L F I HCOROBRENE L, NI s
65%Lt 44%.

b4, Most % NFESER & R T —FaFsL R A SE 5, sk « STHRERI S ARE « TR (5k
i, 2010)80F B — WIS TS N R 5 “ B ARALES " SLIRSEHNE A 1 R s A seie i .

(2) HAk

H A AR S A SR A RO 1, RIAT R 2R SRR AR R R NAE, h2e
H R, AT AN

Simons #1 Levin (Simons & Levin, 1998)3L [ 17 —/NE @8I S25:, AATLE—3Bor Ll “ Mg A
H” e, BRI BB IE R AR A B, A ERELI O ARSI ROE S AR k<N
B IETER I, X B 5 — i “ TAN” MR, 5 —RABWN T TSRS g
N7 ZIGEE . AT TR R TS, ACRISTE] S —un ) “ Il Eg N AR IR —FEM )i
ANZ7 o W R EE SRR B i 8 R )iX F 484k . Levin (Levin, Momen, & Drivdahl, 2000)7Ef 5 X EE
TIXREE, BTN R AR DL O R R . RO T AR B 0 1), il & DL BRI
BHABATTE T RE S22 2], 97.6% B A UG E LRI U 2. Mskhr b, 7R A G R 46%68 5
SRENBA .

15 RRBUMEIBENRARK K RS

151 HREAMEHEX

IE 20 H 2 SO E B 503 Simons 3775 2008 4F “Jm2 i DURML” WPk %8 A I,
MNATEAR AN BB A B AL E TR AR R AT ELRBRBEAATER, IBER “ KRR AR
RBE AR RS I 5AE?

EREIRETEMN.

AR E G E AL, AR RERRARAR R A, F P& s PRI 3. Haines At i) B -7
AT FTR R AT S, AR AR LN R RAT R RO RAT AR . BRI AT, H—Y)
IR ESAE =R, BWRIPAS . AU FHE . P55 RIS O S S5 B A RE I I 24 X 3
BHIEEH, —WER. MAFERYEE, HELEEZREIN, XMEEMEEFMNE . AP
DNKIZ—150, EE BB OLT, ERA B R GOk WL ERE SRR 7 — 2 HUEEERH T,
TR CGERET RAET o ARIEHIZ R B S, AR E SRR SAEFFAF . mTIHL, £ H A
H XA E MLy B2

B 7 RURS HUZAERINIH], AR E B9 KGR T LIRS . Joi g byt ™ . kA A
AIPER AT, B R S R SRR P i) i B RPRR SR I I EA DORIEE R A WAk
MIIRER. UL, ZRAEIUE BT FE TR B, EREIR At —SIRGF IS IS B it 4 R i K iE
FER i ge . M5 BIMAE BRI R4 REE R SR AMTHIE RS, WSEPR EARA LS s s m 1. el
AT AAN, U ERZDEUDILG 0T T B DIV SCERA T AT, 8 BATH R R R
fEF, EiGHEZ 6.

15.2. BUREHREKEZREE

AL E BTN 2, FE 1953 4F, French i AR AR UM E X MRS, 54k 7%
WA EIIRZR IS T PIAELS . BEERE M R iEkD, ZUAE BT T R R IR T 5 = al
T BT ROSRAE, 2 FH 5 A A AR R SE R 2 IR IR 1) . BRI E I AU AE AP E A AR K
MRt S, EERRZERGETIRAIRE, Sl E 5 TFCIZR R A E SRk



Vo, v AL
FE S 53

-

PER . BEE R R R, A E R R R EA LR U : (1) 12H FMRIL PET SEH A KR
DAEAALE B G ) X, SR ML (2) BRI ARE N E D HAR, hREfiidi AR, Uit
HAR)VFRARWE R AT (3) Rl FECRUME &M s R, AWisBIA M 4) WK
BURE RN THLE] (5) BHAE S & MHLE. IE . BlENBET . (6) BT B HE RN
JEU AL, BB RS
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