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ATIEIR IZ B E R R TR IR A ALE

"= R A W FAERKR O 9f
(BT K20 B2 B BDE A 70 5 I P TS %, 2 710062)

OB AT ERE AR O D RABUN 69 & B K R Mt B AT A% E Srak e TR, L HAR R R AT
V&R AR 478 RAR A & B B 2097 B & Zikde L], B K IR I 4 K A TG 1 15 45 PR AR I m AL 64 505
ETRREZBARATRBMEZTRGAL, BABARLIEZEZEARRAEAFAPZER: AARRERS
FEHBIERBGER, REAAAELEERRLIAZTEERAK. BEEFRR, 6 LR =F 6B TE XA ATE
IRAAT AR 09 A 3356

EgiE EREE PUTHIR; sl EERR,; AMEMA

NHES B84

1 5|8 3 A T P AT IS O R DGR
(WA A Q) S b PR BRI TR B30 22 5,
ik (Goschke & Kuhl, 1993) . JaiC#r4E 5 (Marsh,
Hicks, & Bink, 1998).Stroop 1: 5 (Cohen, Dixon, &
Lindsay, 2005; Cohen, Kantner, Dixon, & Lindsay,
2011)4%, Ak R P PAT HITS 2 R AE B BTG 7K F-

25 2K 2 AT B AC 12 AT 5 T8 20 (prospective
memory task paradigm), %=X 35 = E AT BY
BRI 8000 5 B B, B AT B B Rl AT
PEATH T 45 (ongoing task, OT) M #x i HIRITBE LI
{155 (prospective memory task, PMT); ZJ& & 5%
B PMT 4558 J5 8000 Bt B ER B R fs 2 AT
OT, {HAFACL R AU B 1), 10 54p0L
Y S BB K CE (Scullin, Einstein, & McDaniel, 2009;
Walser, Goschke, et al., 2014), A3 A A
LR AN VT LY SR 22 5 . CE A BlUS RdE
LI -1 R BRGSO R N NI N 5 AN S S &7
Fopr I, R AR T AT B 2 1R 0 2 181 I A 52
m g LIS X, T ERTERL, Anderson I
Einstein (2017) 5% Walser %5 (2012) 2R 4 i 7 S5 3%
& G BB ATHT Y PMT, T AFA DG R F
I o JE A B B3 T i PMT AT RE (2 9 AR
Yok H AL 2017-07-24 WO TR] AN TR s, e ik ATE 205
" [g%,ﬁ H i}fﬂ?%éyﬁ H(71301092). ﬂE%M}Xﬁ% WIRS 5 i 4% 1k Wi % (preparatory monitoring),

BlLEHF 5T H (13YTC190009) A1k P4 i 75 A 2% B TRk ST RS

rf e B RS I H (GK201603127) %8 8) . M NS o
HBEMEF: M, E-mail: jiming@snnu.edu.cn HE 2% TR P UM B S ICAZ AR 55 e Ay Fe A 2

AIBEICIZ (prospective memory, PM)Z+5ic 5
TERGRAR 1 B I LIRAT TS TR 4 91T 3 1O BE
(Scullin, Bugg, & McDaniel, 2012), F- #5610
R TR I FRAEEE 7K F(Goschke & Kuhl, 1993;
Penningroth, 2011), it 8 75 W 56 & & E 58
R R RIPRE RS R, 58 B, AR5
(Anderson & Einstein, 2017; Pink & Dodson, 2013;
Scullin & Bugg, 2013; Scullin et al., 2012; Walser,
Fischer, & Goschke, 2012; Walser, Goschke, & Fischer,
2014; Walser, Goschke, Moschl, & Fischer, 2017,
Walser, Plessow, Goschke, & Fischer, 2014)F1 i h{
58155 (Beck, Ruge, Walser, & Goschke, 2014)%%
YR, AL 5E L EUBOE J5 I R AL Z0 KR
(deactivation), ANATBEJFINANTSS 7= E T4, i H
TERFE 26 1 F 6 2 B HE SEUAT A5 commission
errors, CE), X F T P24 N 8 Fx A /i 112 B 1K
J5i % (aftereffects of completed intentions).

BEERR R E R AW, B2
FIE 2% % K15 2 (postponed intention paradigm), Rl
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JERI BB

1 B ICIZE =R B B (BORBE I Scullin et al., 2012)

R . RIEARTE MR B R AL RE S A
FMES Gk, B B P800 (intention interference
effect), (HPFEXWAFAEL EF . R EEE
AT, FRE R PAT B B A o R A %
RS ), (R R U AT R S5 4 N BT, B
B RAF B B N B RAF . (BAERTIEICAZ AT 555
KT, BEIRIEABELRGIITERM) . BE T
W) IR -BERY, =FHEME TR
e, RV AREERNARNIERG MHTE
JOAZ 3 20 £ G F e 255 1 Tl 99 ol 53 0 225 P61 T S e
SR

2 AFAHLE

21 BARE-HH K gRR

A A B = R OB BN Oy, BIEE AU
BRSPS LR 25 R . AR [ &
PEICH B B H AT 45 61 D BE A Be A7 2 1 1H &
&l B + 3 (Scullin, Bugg, McDaniel, & Einstein,
2011; Scullin et al., 2012) F & 42 HUZFE 76 %A
HHWENS 5T, REMHECER IR EA
SN K HEIC R G IRBUHER . A & SRR
TFARERM, LE-FERERS®E . OT REM
T.28Z (Einstein et al., 2005), gt A7# 51 D g
% /D A 5 5% 4 (shifting) . 5557 (updating) 1 410 1]
(inhibition) = I & (Friedman & Miyake, 2017),
P Th e YRt A Z LR FEEN T, 41

PR D BEAS BB IE W A AEAE I, SRR Y IH R
B T4 /T 55, A SBERERG MeER
A REPAT IR B AU YL 55 /i, Bk CE.

P 5T B30 SCAF A i I — 4 ) 2 ISR A
— 5 W AIESE K A T A &SRB N A E B S
o FHe, 7E Scullin 55(2012)/5 %00 & K Bt bk
B Wb BT M M4 (WS 2 PMT &
245, MHARRM(ERBONLE), OT
(AN HNBHAT 55 ) IR A2 I T 48R, i 26 R 2 i i
R [ & B BUR I (Einstein et al., 2005), {E47}
REERERER; Hk, #4515 (Implementation-
intention encoding) /&2 /5 PMT {45 f)—Ff & BAIR
W, AU RAEEE x M, ABAPITIT R y OB
UL K X POAT SR R0 B R B
(Gollwitzer, 1999), T AIZmfE it TR -HEM
HRGS, $& A B R B ORI Y W] B P (McDaniel
& Scullin, 2010) . #H I F 4% #fE 4 19 (standard
encoding), Il B 4mi4 2B T H LK CE (Bugg,
Scullin, & McDaniel, 2013),

5 — 5 T UE 5 2 410 1 B ) e 2 1 R e A
HRMBRGH . EENER AR A &G
J1F£ 625 5 (Mullet et al., 2013), {HIAE A0
i€ J1 ¥ 2% (Lustig, Hasher, & Zacks, 2007), Z53%
AR R G 3% (Scullin et al., 2011)%
B £ CE (Scullin et al., 2012; Bugg, Scullin, &
Rauvola, 2016); M4#H 7 #HE N SHFEZ AR H
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REJIRT, (EIBR T & KBS S AR Y 22 5 (Scullin et
al., 2011).

WA X H & P06 e OB R iy T
JFi%E . Schaper il Grundgeiger (2017)% %8 | iR -
AT BT BE A2 12 1T 55 (delay-execute prospective
memory tasks)fY) CE, EIR—ATHTIEICAZAE S 1M
R 2 2 F I IS A B R BT (SR AR
TEZE ) H L ZBUAE IR $F T R, B R IS
BRATZAE A WSS . WS K0T
S AMLEAR T PMT Siak, R 3:30 CE TR
X5 SRR S R Ao oA 55 5 R
BIRMEMEMHIEE S, FBFEZL CE (Pink &
Dodson, 2013), Schaper Fl Grundgeiger (2017)IA
i CE JFFAZAM R Wi 3 B0 B AN F A, i 2
B WA FARE . BB IH 2 R AT He b
N o AHHR AT 55 K a0 AT 55 TP BN EeE 1 R
¢, Ik CE fl PMT Sk [l TR

H & 4 -0 i 2 W B A A LT PSS
FiE: (1) L5905 1Y ) 45 7 & R W UJLT i 9t
WARHIE PMT B 2459 (Scullin et al., 2011), {H
J MR TR G R Tk BRRS, ATy T e R
ek, MR, B e S B RIITE
K. Q4S54T PMT kRSB EIE K H®
PYERES; (A PMT B2, Bl iU e
W PMT 45046 21k, ZR-PMT 24548 BRIk
SERREAEX AL . MR RBE S LR, SRR
(3 T RETR T PMT 25548 S18, F3X CE.

22 WmEMEEEL

Walser % (2017)IA R MRS A FAH KL R T
T E R BRI ML
T RRAS LUPAR T AE B8, an R BA RS AE,
BECEICIEURAREY . A ERRET, &
TR R B S5 PP v RN . I
i OT M AR PMT SN . 451 PMT X
NS THIER Y OT S i, FEER G X5
028 14 78 FEAZm T BE 98 (preparatory  attentional
processes and memory processes)—2{, A& PMT
) B O A T I AR A N BRI ML AR AR, DA
VU PRI 1 BRI 101248 % (Smith, 2003).

C A I Bt W e R A TR . B
HE, Walser 25(2012) % BUAE 5 %50 12 B B v 48 in e
PMT Hf, BEIERIE K., Walser Z5(2012)IA AHT
TH 2 P Yy B A i Ak 2 I 5 R A = B Be OT

PISAT B 2 1, TEBE eI, ARG R
AT AMASRIUH B K, T3 OT e hi, S Kl
JER. HUK, Walser 2£(2017) % BUM He T3 IHZ R
JIT V8 B R AR e R — BB, BT IR R T JE
FRIESE s — B B R RCE R . BT IHL R e 4
TE G WA —B0A R TSR 0T R, 2%
AT ZR, TR H R F 0 R IE 0 6 — B,
B TR B AT 2 BRI SPRIHE R,
AFEHAXLESEHEZNEFR, FHERNE
EE%L.

WA IFEA LA SIS . 35—, Scullin
1 Bugg (2013) 2K 5250 20 #1007 PMT, #5141
Bl HEAT OT. ZJ5 5 I SE 5 4H ik PMT 45
HF 58 260 trails (IRNCHFIBHAE S5, AN TRAE G
LRI IAES 40 trial (B8 HEN 1) 258 trial (K
HERTLH), TEsRANFAEICZE R H BT 20 trials(20~39
trials B 238~257 trials) [ S NI o 45 5 K ST S I
A5 AR 20~39trials b AY SN I
5, ABJEAER B R AE CBo 3 i B AE /D il 4%
P RO N IR B S8, 55, Beck %
(2014) % B 7E 25 B AT B B i SO0 if 450 i 1z )23
(rostral lateral prefrontal cortex)#%#i%; 7£& K5
W2 G, DK DL o R SN A R 2
55 10 24 1 W #2521 A 5€ (Burgess, Dumontheil, &
Gilbert, 2007; Burgess, Gonen-Yaacovi, & Volle,
2011), XU I7E R K58 M 5 A A AT
P

1 & 4R H— 30 ) R D R g A M
) 43 1B A T 4R BT 3 B2 AR R TR S
5o HRSEIA0 SR WO AL SRE 3 R E A &
PRI, T T A A S R R [ R ] 174 4 AR
T A B A R 4B 5 R AT BB AE TS
BT LA R F Y225 b, Walser £5(2012,
2017)7E J5 2 4 By B i 9 PMT, JF HAE
BRI IC AT R PMT B 45 T 97 S B3t 3k ] B4 iff
Bl 73 T T T B U S M 4R S RO B B i
Scullin 55 (2011, 2012)5R HUAY 52 56 4 k5 52 5077
TN RREMRE, AF TR A &
P

3 H#HEHE

31 & MR R I
A ETCAZ AN 19T A2 B2 U S 12 8 L i
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Ze FRAR L (EXT T2 RGBT AN A ] (5 4
fe, E, BEHFE, 2010) Ml BRI B E 42
IAFAE PSP TR B T4 M M s SR IO B A
J% 32 HUE # (McDaniel, LaMontagne, Beck, Scullin,
& Braver, 2013), T4 W45 HR IGH BAL 45 K 5
(insula) . Hif #1177 [9] (anterior cingulate cortex, ACC).
70 %5 151 9 4% (dorsal frontoparietal networks). B
B jZ )2 (rostral prefrontal cortex) fliti[X.

0 B %5 [X 38 (dorsal frontal cortex). &I TH
I(dorasl parietal cortex). #ZH{j M (precuneus)Z I
X2 Bl O 25 00 ) 4% o B N 91 TOT ) 4% (ventral
frontoparietal networks) i i ] 57 4% [X 35k (ventral
frontal cortex). &M (ventral parietal cortex)
S5 DX B o O Y AR A R S Ak T 8 E
ARG BB R FRFERRS, AL
WA &, IEONA T 2 21 FOUE R RS, M
AN H % A R _L 5 | S (Corbetta & Shulman,
2002), Cona, Scarpazza, Sartori, Moscovitch F
Bisiacchi (2015)/97073 M & BLT U4 T 1) 2% 55 1
A5 T Do £6% 7 17 R 102 14 R A7 5 H R 1 s S =X
AN B R AT B B 00450 10T 190 28 Y50 i B T K
T 25 VA 2 R o 52 R 00 50 T ) 4% 7™ A= B 5 ) 9
(X L Cona, Bisiacchi, Sartori, & Scarpazza, 2016),
Cona %5(2015) 7 WUH v AR A Bt 1 48 o SR 78
& 1% 3 7 8L AU (Attention to Delayed Intention
model), ZEHIN N AL L ERAE BT B, 8 0070 T50
W28 L HER) P RER ARG A B AR R
KA RIS ICICZE, I 8 Fm T H 4B =
A3 NSRRI SRAE

Burgess 45(2007) & 81 Py &M 5 iy &5 - 57 J2
TEREE A B G, BRIP4t R 2 AE A

[ it ]—»{ N

K2 HE

ALHAT OT b (5 il 20 )7 A B R0, i S MO iy 45
I iz JZAE PR AT PMT B0 F2 3 3 K, Burgess
452007, 201 D)3 H BRTAIT 2R 18 Rk (gateway
hypothesis) : B &M Aij A5 P 3 457 500 80—k 7 i
(stimulus-independent process), £ & & 7E K A}
TEAZ 2 B8 s BRI Wk o A 85 S R T B -4
&) Jill T-(stimulus-oriented process), #& [ F i T.4k
FERIBAR D o M A (4 B ] AR A A 1A B
REAESAT OT B MEMIFTHEICIZER R, IR AR
i RAF AR LRI SRAE o 5 0007450 51 ) 2% 5 W i 451 -
F )2 e [R)AR B TR A 1 A 8 Al

Jili 5 5 ACC 21 i 28 . M %% (salience network),
B PN 4 B (Seeley et al.,2007), 4HIHEICIZ
LR INIB, Wi 1E R A F 5 =, I
5 AL 3 B 5 Z AR EL (% #1078 7] (Leech & Sharp,
2014), 17 P FEPIASTESS /AT fRE b5 By IX
. ACC HIJ5 307 [l (posterior cingulate cortex,
PCC). ACC H 3T #RIN A5 R B in T w5 (4 OT
Je PMT), I8 52455153 2 Y MUTT 4 (Shenhay,
Botvinick, & Cohen, 2013), ZMulF; % 1) 86 £
AN T AR 1] T 350 38— 7 0 T, 6T £ IR R
HAE B A 2).
32 BAREBEK

A & ARBGE A 5 . PCC . IS MR T5 /9 4 |
PN AI3HE T (medial temporal lobe)ZE 5 X (AN & 3), i
K W A AT ICAZ R B AL F) PCC, PCC
FE 45 48 1 55 1 5 T00 X 28 AH X (Leech & Sharp,
2014), AR AL IR B Y AR, 00450 Tt ) £
TRATW EMEEN T, HIMPLREI TR
Bk, A T Do 20 0 3 ) G RS 3] 5 AR R AR I A
4y PN 3 2 TR R AIF (Cona et al., 2015) . PA M - 4 6

HUTEH

fiF-g el

GLEE D

P AR O B
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[ sy || st |o{ powimmtras | >{ vspusot

p=ici]

K3 HRRIGEM

ZEHLH REHEAH S f5 B A (U R A E ), ik
LRV T, M2aBEE B A LMW R ZIN
Z H(Moscovitch, 1994; McDaniel & Einstein, 2011),

ZRg bk, AT P AR IO AT LR (I
#= 1)

4 BRHESRE

B EEAURAE T 58 Sl U ) 2 B R 36 20
bR NAUL % . B4 TP FA RN E G
1 R Al a8 1 55) L IR R R (EERITH B OT 5
JERCM BB OT —8it: . &REBME). AHEH
FECIRAH M VS 1739 5], Walser, Goschke, et al.,
2014) 552 M B B G 8. MR 181 A 23R
] 2 DU R T 86 42 W T P LA R AT ) A R
AR PR HIBILA 9 43 05 F TH = A 4 IO
TN BRI S5 . kAR A 52 e 55 R
FEBUAEAE PG 45 Pl 000 I - T 1 AV 4 2 T I
[ &R EGE % o T 0085 T0 ) 2% B Ik i 45 - i 2 45
G DX S R T A4 1 M s AR TBGE B I R SR G i
T2 A M85 0 ) 2% K IR it L PCC SR X,
BB BT TSR A AR DA T A 3L (0]
41 BEERHEREEENERE?

AT R W T 3 b 6 S TR AH O 26 2R L
e SR D TG SR VA R R A, H R
W22 R R R E A SRR R R B . BGRIESM
BEARAE 5 S T B R 1) B 7 I TR A
BE T R T8O N I 25 5 R, B —,

Walser 45 (2012)F il T AN FAH G2 2 5 DG e il ik
5 B, (AT & B R =3 B T s s A
S, KON EE F B IR T H R
. BB, 7€ PMT &5 RIE T, BRI AR
K2k 2 R DT 150 008 A0 T I 9 G 25 S {BLAE
PMT B {38 5T, Bl WA ) 3 in 15 i
I AETE .38 25 5 (Scullin et al., 2009); 5=, £
38X AN A S £ 2% R DG I 3 38 A o T2 e TG
Z 5, (HEHE AR B2 5 Scullin et al,
2011)0 DAL Wi 8 IR 4 o i) 422300 BR 17 J2 o Bof 25
SRR A RERME ., BTSN,

BEIPATHBEPMT BRI AT, 58k T 34—
JN (UNER Z—1 Q H)MR 4 o A4 JF Rk iy Be A
FRAH R R IR, I F] B8 £ IO 38— S 1 15
R BLRR-IR BRI BEHREET
XA, S —, Walser 252012 %R 115N
ML IZ R R, BEAT B B2 3 WA 75,
RS R0 A o B S A A B . R MR
Bf e g 2 N7 I 25 IR R s Ak, (R R 2 Rt
B AN T s R B AT 38 KT % DG 08 in T
NEEF, 5, RAEEREEAT B BT 2 ER
BT RR-N Z B AR, EE R R PAT (2R
RAEIIL PMT 7E4iS 2 5 BUH) 24 T 210
¥ J8 CE (Bugg & Scullin, 2013),

HEWE RT3 B s, XA KRG & B
B, RS BRPTHE, HHEREAS
M a2 B SML. 75 PMT 452 5, ANFEMEL
R REIME A bl A A BHLH R & F 8l
AN TR 5 2R 2% T UC C 30080 0% I T S g i 25 S i 2
Eb AN~ A AT BE ST AS FRAR SR L R AT IR EE . AN
RIS T, T X DT S 38 AT B T AN SR v
WA T o T AR AR R A e R P oE, Kok
5T AT LA I N H i R AR IR, Lh AN 4%
BIHLAH AN X 75 76 AN B A SR 2R R 2 R0 .
42 BEREXRFER—NTIHERZHEEMTE?

BRGEAETIHERRIENFE REE. HE

F 1 AMIANSBEEE

RN FI S BRI — 41 ) 2 e o P M
RO A PR T 58 R I TR 1 AT 55
IH P f By 5 IR T B B R R FI kT I T
SR B R &, A A Zhik Jik, RN B
A PR JE AT 245 L A 3 TEARI 0 2% | kP iy A
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B RIERIGE AT g — D THEHBR SRS
T BHIR R EBUERHOZB ) . TP RGBT E B
RRACIC R G IHEZ E E4E . Walser, Goschke 4§
(2014)38 i e\ 2 58 A% B 5 #5022 18] 4 AT
50 TAEICAZ s, & BUE AL S amiok, &
FE RO/ o B PR B R4 AT 55 T far iR,
YA Z E R TRk, (2 TIHEEE
TERY 2R3 o THAR BRIV IH 2 1 010 12 R AE Bifi B 8] T 52
i, RUE TS IE P8 32 $5T AR A0V (Scullin et al.,
2009; Walser, Plessow, et al., 2014), {H2% EF|IfE
5 v 3 AT B B 5 i 255 2 o B ) o s 0
[ L I A e 75 A TH 2 PR SR AE B R (B) i 3R . )5 2
WF5E AT LA AR S5 b B 9 3 11 5 Wl 31 5 28000 4 1) I [1)
(B BRIV AR AN, EL AT ¥ LA i D28 1 VR VA 1Y
AR+ 58K g s [ ) o 1 1 R R R R A T4
A [ B B B) 9B R AT AR T 45, 1S, Bk
AELAE PR Lo B 3 i TPt o 2 Bl s [R]85 R T A8 K

TSR TH 2 0 2 T R — AN 3 S AR 1 3
MR 2 T M B, B2 & K g id i il R IEK
I s R A R g I 1 R, TH
T B FRAE T 4305 P Al T BEBRGR, M S EOE KW
HEER . XHRE, REEMREA TR
AR, (HA5EE T CB MM .
43 MRRE

B, AEaiul, BERERRETIHER
AL MR TGN, TH R B FRAE T A 76 R A
YHEE WA BRI, AR R. IHE
B BRI, ) e W = AR E LR S S E R
B Bl TR R, AR5 UL R
T 1H 2 R IR 52 e B 2 B Tl 2 AL .
Ja SEWF I R B TS vk, A BRI
BEEEBC G DI ge A —u, REU L=
BT 2 — Nt r SR, BNHERA BB
5 W~ 1H 2% B PR AR B -3 i 28 e, AN K] AP &
AEAEH, BAER—AFF 538 2N 7 — A (e
B 4 ST B B R S, AR = 3 S (R A B2 i (A
. FEEFENSE . WA ERMSE, R
TE—HEZR YR R 2 50, A W] BEA TR
AR,

Hk, HitEx B R GRZm, IR
A, WHRRE G MM & TSI, filan,
Harris fll Cumming (2003)% 8™ 5 () £ J& A AR
TELERFEPATIER ZEIEEETT . FEMH . IMR AN

X6 (2008) 1 BF TS R B, R I bl 26 2 T
PERUT 55 BT BEIC12; fEm MR85 T, Abr
8 4 VR T X 33 A I B 9 T AR R T AR
T HE L, W HINE RN, H
IR BT A RS S ERERNRR, —Ir
T, 1 2 RS BT R D RE, e an £ B AS
g5 AR Th g, w2 EEERG 5 —0r
1, AT B B 5 JE R0 A= B B A 2 RS AR R
BF, BDZEAERIAGEE N, AR ] SR IUH A .

wJE, R CE MTpiHit, fEAZSAt
K. e A AL T E R . E KU1l
o, AR R T BT — RPN AL B R
1012 AT %5 (habitual prospective memory task), i
CEfE R —Fh Al iy NH KGR, Bl g R AE7E S
PERTREICIZIE B L AR 5L 78 BE R B A 52 A
ZJa, TR AR IZEAE, HXAHEEEAD
BT, MEEERESW T SRE . b
(output monitoring)sE— A 1 BEPR 0 T3
B, $RAERE Z B PRI A C AT I B
W BiE I o PRI SR 5% 1T AR R 384 A A
R . BRI T R R I AR T

SE 0k

e, T, FEE. (2010). M ERP BB RIIEICIZIN
o 22 BRI FIN L. O ZEFL A, 18(3), 426-
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M echanisms of commission errorsin aftereffects of completed intentions

HUANG Huan; LIU Bo; ZHOU Chenchen; JI Ming
(School of Psychology, Shaanxi Normal University;

Key Lab for Behavior & Cognitive Neuroscience of Shaanxi Province, Xi’an 710062, China)

Abstract: Aftereffects of completed intentions refer to participants continue retrieving intentions interfering
with current cognitive tasks, after their failures in deactivating completed or cancelled intentions. Recent
studies investigated the related factors and cognitive mechanisms in prospective memory task paradigm.
Spontaneous retrieval and preparatory monitoring retrieval diverge in whether the retrieval process depends
on attentional resources. Brain imaging research also showed that there are two neural pathways for
intention retrieval. Further studies are necessary to explore effective approaches to reduce commission
errors, and develop a new paradigm including three aspects of aftereffects of completed intentions, which
are failures in intentional forgetting, retrieval of completed intentions and failures in inhibition.

Key words: aftereffects of completed intentions; commission errors; cognitive mechanisms; attentional

resources; neural mechanisms



