OHERASER 2019, Vol. 27, No. 12, 2034-2042
Advances in Psychological Science DOI: 10.3724/SP.J.1042.2019.02034

BRI

wwa' o B #xn® HFm’

(AR ELT R0 B B, AR 350108) CIRIVE K ¥F 2 &, i 200092)
C T S AR SHE ¥, M T 352100) (HMITE KA ORISR, Fi 311121)

B E ORLHRABRERELLE, S TAEREFEMAL,  TIRE PR A ERGRILRFE. Z
JLAEBRIE 69 P AR ARAE M SUOA B R A A AR B B, AT IRIE B, AR AR A AR AT 1T
QBB AL 6K L] A dm 6 2 AR AOE Ar AR AL I A h, B TR P e kst . EHEH
o TV B ARG b RAE S P dm TALSEITAC 0 IR FFROR; Hr 409 ORoe IR B 8 2, e T UG P ALE 4 1 4 st
BN ERREAIRIER . KRG TRKATIE G547, FUE LI BB . P LS 0
VAB FAn B G AR AT TN 49 BB AR S 2O 69 A S ML) S W A o7 d R T

KEIR R REREBL,; MBI, A RBOL; RAEFEH; A Ik

HEES  Bs42

FigeeA FQH AA RREBF WS IE, L, JKPOMK, 2008; JKPOMK, EBYL, 2005). AL
A Y R TR K g 2k HAR . B L H12 (the representational-change theory) (Kaplan
Gk 9 R R R B AL R A R & Simon, 1990; Thevenot & Oakhill, 2008; {T:% By
HUS AL B L, Bl ErIE AL, s . 2 2007; FRIEAK 25, 2004)% 14 BGAT 1) B 7
e RN 1&&#%%4 AR AF(Mayer, 1995) A EIHLAEL. AN, A R OB WG N T 510
SRR AZ 2 0 BE R OCTE (Bowden & Jung- 45 ABRGE, S5 R IL, ARBTG5 9
Beeman, 2007; Chronicle, MacGregor, & Ormerod, T T (8] 52 18 5 8 B AR 12 I 56 v 72 A AL 1Y
2004; Chu & Macgregor, 2011; Kizilirmak, Wiegmann, TR RS, BR 2 IR A2 B S 380 R (Auble,
& Richardson-Klavehn, 2016; #{fiise, M3k, ¥ Franks, & Soraci, 1979; Danek, Fraps, von Miiller,
h, 2017; B3, 2004; FL, 2016; fEREP;, MRIT, Grothe, & Ollinger, 2013; Ludmer, Dudai, & Rubin,
SRR, IR, 2007; EIESE, XUB, BEL, & g01n), WM %, RHEIZ B (R
i#5, 2012; JHAR, IhIEJE, SPRE WU, XV g g e g B T AR AT 2 1

20173 BKICH, SEIL, WRHE, 2004). A Kohler gz poagrar sciny e i %, iR A2 00 BRI
1917 AE4 WG pOME & LAk, W58 3 X HirE il IA RN B ER ST e — I T R, e T A
Tt R PEAT IE ST, 2 H I anad AR 0 FRIS (the VTR o) B0 15 30 A2 2 S0 A S T 4 T2 24 1

progress-monitoring theory) (Chronicle et al., 2004) . 2 SR B G TR AZ B 0 1R 3R A

R 2T Mg (the cohesive multiCOmPONENt gy i B A ST, KA 2
theory) (Bowden & Jung-Beeman, 2007) . JR &) & TR L AL

Hi5 (the prototype elicitation theory) (= H H., I
1 BB S RBRIEME X

Wkl HA: 2018-12-12 A VR B8 4 i ) 1 6 R

* UM T AT SR 2 LR A (2018RCZX17); A oy i B = ) R B A ) E 8 SR 4K (Kol
Bt 2Rl LRI (P53 B EE I ) (FI2019X009); 192%; e gy " ;iﬁﬁ i, 20350 o,
TG e A B 70 H (2018ZDS14). ; FEE, = i, 2005). F
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AR R RAE, P A LN, 5k
B 2 D SR RAE >, RIV 229K B 14 ) R0 it ok Jy 58
(Jones, 2003), H:rr<gEHA > F1bE ok KB B 015
I A rp i R EEAYRR R BIFSE AR R AR
IR SRR A T ] S I 2 R e R A,
WG B BRAE M E SO R PR I 5
PEHr 5 (Kizilirmak, Thuerich, Folta-Schoofs, Schott,
& Richardson-Klavehn, 2016),

WL PEA A T2 1aCRR A0 0 HR DA N TR
25 78 1) T | G Sy 404 [ 850 R < E 9501 1) 8 (A uble
et al., 1979; Wills, Soraci, Chechile, & Taylor,
2000). 5%, Mednick (1962)45 1515 1) 15 5 12 Hy i
he—A T ZERE J7 1 ), 4N, AE G R AR
1255w, AR AR 3 AN i s el (4 K.
i) 22 ) M — 9 e R 6 R R (R, gk AR R
AT 1 3 A2 S i 1 (Mednick, 1962), {H Danek,
Wiley F1 Ollinger (2016)IkHy, 75413 J7 il a] 50
FEAEEM T ), I 4 0 T ] A i v A
TE“AiJm —DEAR KB AR R G . AE 2,
R 2 i A AT o L ) R AR A A R AR R RS
B VAR KA RSN FI L 7, BIAAAEMRR) 5
L YE TH RIS FE (Auble et al,, 1979; Ludmer
et al., 2011), 40, Wills, Estow, Soraci £l Garcia
(2006 A Hififp 1) + 2 2R 1) B R i (F 7E i
JR—DESR AE BN HE AR ), T4 <L 2RI+ L
) S S AR (N AFTE M8 R — D AR AR A
Mt

FWVEM A AR 58 BT 55 )5 5 T A B 15
A58 3 WL AR 5 A TG Wl i A 56 (“aha” experience)
VMGG 1B 4 AR 1E” (Bowden & Jung-Beeman,
2003a, 2003b; Bowden, Jung-Beeman, Fleck, &
Kounios, 2005; Danek et al., 2013), RIA5 <M 444
Ul R U s T ot el N iy B | EL T SN S 1]
W IR 56 2 4 A R 58 9K B 00 s AS B 1) ) LA
7E A A N5 1 45 3 8 1Y 1R 55 (Sternberg &
Davidson, 1995), 4, Kizilirmak, Silva, Imamoglu
' Richardson-Klavehn (2015)% 3 Bl iz W2 A5 4]
SR B Fr, ISR 5 X B K]y B X I Y B AR ) A
G WO G 2 A TR R I, A I i A
B N, 2 N AEEHE .

25 BATAN, BAR EWIEN I 5 % Wik X
TG BRAEAAAE 22 5, X PR 5 2 B A 2 il
S E A B PP IR A W AR, AR

G S ARG A E L S R o TG Y
AT 3 Ak 3 OB A Tk R A A S < dR G,
I RIUR kA7 Koy ey UK v 15 A i 1 e e ]
b B VR 1 1) 3 389 SR R ST AU I I BIL ] 2 4t
T AR I PRI (Weisberg, 2013), M5 2,
R 32 SR T2 02 S0 A 2 B A 4 3o 4 7 i
FE RN AL B B R

2 IEE R IR IR FFRR

WFFEE R PN 55 2 PPAN TR 4R A i
BT I AU () B AR P AL RIEAT T IR AR
W, BT 78 SR X P R SR AR 001 69 J7 95 28 % 31
T AiCAZ WY A B 00 (Auble et al., 1979; Danek,
Fraps, von Miiller, Grothe, & Ollinger, 2014; Ludmer
etal., 2011), X UL, TCAZ AR DL RN & —Ff
FRE RN . T SO TE R H RS R it %
WLV 12 R0 S WL PPAA 125 5 B SRR I A2 i it
TR HRB H 5T

— ORISR T & WP vk S e s R T
IR BE LS. a0 Auble 2 (1979)Hf A B
fifp )+ 2R FUE R WS (TR MR —DE SR A i
DRI AR ) FIORE < PR )+ 2 S AR IR (AN
e A R =D AR IR A ) o BRI, 7E)
RO R B B SR o AN B AR )+ R (B
. B yaiE T, U T EAERER, HESEN
LR KA, KRN R RARZ SR
P A RE) RN BRAR )+ F (N <A Oy
BRI T, LT HERE LR, HE WK
Fe B, RE R BOATE B R Z i A A
fifp ) FREVESS . FERERRYE 9 rh)E, #lid
T e E PR SS . G5 R AR B, TG Y 0]
AR F i (AN B AR BHZ R 29.5%),
A 14 L e (] 42 A A (< BE AR )+ R Y [T 12
FH18.5%) X UL, T )R RE 1 it ) 22
15 SR BEAh, Wills 45 (2000 K5 <52 B 5+ 1
il 22t 58 B 1 R Ry AR (FF 7R < R D SR OR
TE RN R FR), 8 <52 0 50 B Iy +422 U 30 B
J B S AR AR A AE B R — D SR AR A IA
A ). BRI, 2SS e
1Y B2 S T 52 B0 50 2 Ty +4 U 0 06 >
SNV o v LS I TR VAL EOE TR vE2 1/ S G VAR N
WAER R b XSS R AR, L IC Ry TR
PRIV AN 2 R RL T 24
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%27 %

WAk, 53— LE B SE 3 2R T LT ik 5 i
AR R BT iR A SR o AN S I Y —
TS, O 58— B R RS, W
PETEARRCR R WML IR, B TG R EE
“ITRE R g, A BIAEAESE, RN, M EME,
FRAEBR AT IC B O (F B i e i ) A BT
T CHIWET /BT EDINS: . 25 R A&, 7ETEide
A B ACAZ I g ey, A <M > A 36 R 9 1212
ey e R ! a7 N TR D R vy € S S G
L W0 MT A3 (A B g 48 s 3 A R 2 8 T
2 B TR AR $SU8 (Danek et al., 2013), BF5E#H ik
R FH = WPE A 15 AE AR 2 ] A (Kizilirmak et al.,
2015) 135 ¥ B BXAB AT 55 (Kizilirmak et al., 2016)H
YR T e AR L RN . X R, 012
R L AR B AR M

3 RIZHEIEM BN IR L R

WF5E# K SRR L AR 2 )5,
Xof HCHEAT AR o AR B BOWLIA Sy, U S 3 1R 1)
SRR RSN T A, A 45 R A ) RERAE B B
(o) Rz (8 R B . R B, RIEE B B L
Lt IN BLRY BE 25 T4 B Be(Ash & Wiley, 2006;
Ollinger, Jones, & Knoblich, 2014; Weisberg, 2013),
91 1 [70) 5L SR A 0 ] R 225 T 440 % Iy B A 4 AR i
o) 0N T3 R A7 A, (H PR B TR s 7E
T S EAEWUE N T B rp A 22 . BRI,
PRGN T3 A v B W0 IR SRR BL,  TR) R A R
Xof [ 7 AR N Y (YRR, 7E [ R AS [H) 48 R BB,
WU 25 T8 1B 1R 00 B R AR 11 [ g s (), DT 5 £
JRI AR o BRI, AEAR AT () N T R ) iR
RAEB B, 5] R e 25 % 1) 88 77 A= 36 4 1 RAE,
TE 1) 8 ) 48 2R B B, DU 2398 OE ) 4 RAE 1Y)
[Fi) R (i), T g Rz I R T AR B B (el A
Yt 5 S A <SEI R IRE) L RAE A B Be (7T
T 22 T Pl T S S AT T R ) A R T R A 36 1)
I 35 Y R B B ) L B A N 3 B0 B AN A A
PR T R b, 2 R T R A O B B Be
(Ash & Wiley, 2006), & TG B, A58 5 42
RN G e S TRR VA SRR FET 12 VTR PR 1 o e S TN
R HE I8N (generation effect) (Kizilirmak et al.,
2016)FF A 55 B (Auble et al., 1979)LA Kk
T 25 < i R B (Danek et al., 2013), A%
THNE F MNP R I BRAE | s AR

J RN ZRAE T 48 S5 B B R i e DA A 0 A5 A 580
5 245 %) <R s> A 56 5 3 T DA A A DR R B B R fie
BEICAZ TR AN
31 EFAmmIER
3.1 RN

A LB 4 AR 32 Bl A I A A L )
B A R RS IR R R, R A L
Fel 32 5 = A2 BOR B AL (Burns, 1992; Slamecka
& Graf, 1978; Slamucka & Fevreiski, 1983), %0,
e ) S pe B B, 3 iR B R 78 AR FE AR AT
55 (A L5 20 R PR e o B B A 55 (B 32 5 20), B
JE TR RICILIMIRAT 55, 45 R, 4R
B0 O X H A A 090 12 AR R AR (Burns,
1992; Slamecka & Graf, 1978), %¥iEIN K, 812
PRI A AR 1) 7™ A P RS F T ()BT ]
R DL B, A O T L BRI TR A A £
NI, BV 2 N A8% ) (Kizilirmak et al.,
2016; Shen et al., 2019); (24 F BT, A pin
TSRS BREMEL, #F2, RN TS
f5 BEEBCIm T A G, BPEE 4B T
(Kizilirmak et al., 2016), BIfiH 2, AR
TAJN%% 7 F5E 24 3 B i T ] ff B e AZ A 1T AE A 34
BN B = A ML

I, — S STUERIE S A AR TN 11 R A
TR SERYIEYS . N Kizilirmak £5(2015)2% F
RIIR A Pl 25 55 ) 32 SR A RT3 A 2R 0 S 30
G IS B T S R W R B AR AT R (A
WoBr /1030 H )5 6 2042 (F BT i AT 55 Eidid
TCARRFRR o A5 SR 2 B, < H R B2 LA MR ng
PAE bR i 2 IR 2 BAA R LA < TR (AR 36" Y
AEMERICICBOR T, X2 T A ER %
SUR R NG AN e Va2 | S
TNFISE IS B FE R R BN, < E FoR i ELAT TR ng
W B TE AL I RBOR T A Bl R, X2
T REICIZMIREUE B a5 B F R0 i
IEFRECA AL, B SCRRE YRR I TS . R,
SR AR I S BE ZE W] RE AR A AR U T R,
FEARTE P — B R Tl R, R« H 3R Aok
il 2 UL B B2 2 2 ) I 2 S T R R 2R i T
MR =R R . T HE R X FhoAT R
Kizilirmak %¢(2016)7E 2 /i 1955 56 FL At L3 m<H
B P H A RS R s IR . 25 R
B R A EHLAG T na (AR5 b« 4 5 O A HL
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A W AR ICACBOR A . xR W], A K
TN TARFE IS SE AL PR FFRBOR, E— 28 SRR IR
BN PN TS S LS . BEAh, Bertsch, Pesta,
Wiscott Fll Mcdaniel (2007)i#— 254 & T A B
IS NZS, SIA TN T KRS . %S
R, HE O T L B 1 T e B 2K A A S
T, A EE T SO G, T THCA 4 &
(Mcelroy & Slamecka, 1982; Slamecka & Graf,
1978), 9K, 1 ARABIFE Ry Z B I LA SE R0 EE

2 o] NN S5 QT S P o NI RIS I E 3
T3 VA R 25 3 A% NN X042 B R I 800 1 fidk
FEH I B T —E APk K . 40 Auble 55(1979)
-2y R TR Fb 153 B N 5 R TRk VA R U v Y S8
ROBRINFIZS ) LR . BRI, T HE R
TR 18 280 AR o T AT A A S A R PR R A 2k
&, #EmfE s TIiC 2R Hr i (Auble et al., 1979),
Hop RN TR — D A BRI, T
AR ESHE R, A2 0 E XEE A (Ollinger,
Jones, & Knoblich, 2006), X80 H kB A 3510
ICHTAEAR AN . BIE, Kizilirmak %5(2016) %
IR 132 7 AR L < Bl 132 5 AR i ic 12
RORORFR A, X ULB, AR OO 38 Y 1 7
PNTAREXS HE AT e ok sepF e 2[R B, A
AR AN BE 52 4 i B B AR A A0, X T
B AR 0 Ao P v R M X AR AR
3.1.2  RIEFHHIEIR

T PR TA I T3 X e A2 i O 5k
L H M e, W SE A K R R B 4 TR R AT A
Feo BRI, KATEE R BB RAEHA Y
B R IR M I AR S IS 2R B IR FEROR, RV
S i B ) <1 ) J0 R0 REL s A o] B 4 5> e ik F A
Wi B 14 <3 1) A 0Bk 28 A e S B B <37 TH 28 B
B O AR RO Z ) PR ER RO (Auble et al., 1979;
W3, 2004), T, Auble Z5(1979) K41 15 F i K
FEAE AR —DE SR IR A A 0 i A (B SR AE 4 460 ),
B WA RAE RN T 5 T RAE S Ty f5
SRR . S5 R R, A RIEFES N LR
WCACRCR AL . 5T 20 R (4 R i
XA AR FEBOR R AL VR TR A, A
AR SRy — R AE TR B B R R I TR R T {5 B
PEHUAZE R (Auble et al., 1979; Kizilirmak et al.,
2016), AFZ, 7EER-RIEE S BRP Rk
P> (suddenness)FI“EFE:” (directness)ZEIA Fl4F

PR 5 225 B R BUR A 2R . HorpeRk
P A8 U 5] R0 25 808 R R AE JE R AL
TSR B, B R A A ) 2 SR
HEZERWAERA, HFARRMER, 838 TFE-A
/3 M1 (Epstein, Kirshnit, Lanza, & Rubin, 1984).

RAFFE ISRy, A VRAE I T8 o 7
rh AR ST AR JR) TR J T 174 [ 70 R AR 5 S A o 41 )
(constraint relaxation: F-ZH48 v iR B 4k # )k 41
Y43 ff (chunk decomposition: {8 ZH He 44K 43 HY,
TN, DMEF RSN EDET N IR R, T
A% #r #) 2 4E ) (Knoblich, Ohlsson, Haider, &
Rhenius, 1999; Js, K00, MG TE, TK4G 3%,
FH, 2013), % AR R R e A S B e
REWS (2 it )5 SE I AL IR FF 3R (Auble et al., 1979;
Ludmer et al., 2011), [F]AT, ZBISAE A AR
Tl R0 2H e o ik (R ME BE AR Ta], IR 2033 PR A A
R EACICRFF R R A — A TSR
HIEEE o IR A R AT BT A B A B
FIAHISS 5 RO Z MK R o
3.1.3 MMM SRIEFRIBILHXR

NI R8Ny, 1CAZ 8 1 A S v]
B A WU 5 R AR B 40 B0 SR i R, (HL X T X
IC A B AR P 800 R B AE T, 3 2 AH LA
Ve, BB ARG B0, Auble % (1979)% A,
PR )RR LA TN B )RR )
142 3, (EE M 2 AN 52 0 AN B i )+ 2k R 1
MIZRBCR . XU, A 0N H A N 35 ) AN RE
f BECAC RO BT AL RN 77 A, R R AR L hiE
iR, B2 JC R R G AR A AL A AR DS 0
KA AR Wills 55(2000) & 3, S B + H i
58 HE B IR A2 B S I T 2 0 50 A BT R+ I
P88 S IR S, XA, AR AN P Y 3R
MEFEH X IO R BEAE T . RIS, <S58 %K R
5s+ BRI + e h S E IS ST
TR EREE R Ss+ BITRE R + T
Yo B ST, X R, AR RO I R B
AR EN: (% = S TR v R LR Fa R v S S VA S D A e = 2 )
FEAL ARV SS 0y 3 AR I X e 2
R O 4 BV AL 22 e, DA SRR b 2% A T
FAE LA P AN A N X IO A SR #EE T -
3.2 BTN B A8

SN T RS AR, 15 45 09 < ng > R 55 3=
G A DN SR B 15 8 A 6 (T > A 3 ) %
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RRVAIOR TR ik by QAR A o IR L N TSI (273 1)
5 [0 el i v 7 A 0 << > 1A 1 RS A1 HE T A2 1R
R (Danek et al., 2013; Kizilirmak et al., 2016;
Ludmer et al., 2011), W0 {56 J2& 5 76 8 i T4 2L
B, A A A 6 20 a5 15 2 IS A BRI 2
(Sternberg & Davidson, 1995), filin, B3k KfErE
VAL AL R G T 5 ) R DR O ¥R IF D /E I
IR E AL T, ZBRRE 2R T
H IR 154456 (Chein & Weisberg, 2014; Ovington,
Saliba, Moran, Goldring, & MacDonald, 2018;
Weisberg, 2013), & BFFEUE 52 AE A I 1 7]
15 S5 AR 36 B AU 4% (Danek et al., 2014; Gick &
Lockhart, 1995; Gruber, 1995; Shen, Yuan, Liu, &
Luo, 2016; MM, 8, 2012; R4, 2016).
1 Danek %5 (2014 )R FHJBE A 55 5 4nfuf S 3L ) R0
YR A A A T > A, [ B 1 B R 2
I ) 28R AE, 45 2R B, <Ml iy AR 30 475 2 2%
TFO R 455 JE1, Shen 45 (2016) K FH iz I &5
R AR 55 U5 M e >R 3y, o L k4T 455 17 2
A, SR R M e A BLAT AR 45 B AREAIE

B2 & Wy 415l OV e %N g 24 Z L
ICACHI PRI AT N 2 SR R B, 75 R I i AR
V18 A28 1102 38 S 2 R T A 5 A << Iy > A 5 1 e
[i]1Z 5 (Danek et al., 2013), JFZEMF5EE R
SRS HAR g <Ml > PR A1 2 I S0 PR ROR
PEALT P FERIESS . BRI, S 1%
IR 56 9 785 4 A% (%) 50T R 5 i . 2 T 0 [ 8 o
1 A )5 1045 25 44 19 1E 8 142 % (Ludmer et al.,
2011), ¥, Kizilirmak Z£(2016)% fH fMRI Fi AR
5P BHE R AT 5 R SR A5 2R

W 2, LT MR e R 30 0 BRI 15 2 RE 8 {12
HEJG SRR RCR o ST 4R R AT ST e IR 56 1
ARBTHRAG T — Sk 1% Z W R, IS 1A g
R MNEIRNEGA W, MU S BIRN%, Ef
T IH M G 4% (Beeftink, van Eerde, & Rutte, 2008;
Chermahini & Hommel, 2010; Cranford & Moss,
2012; Danek & Wiley, 2017; Hill & Kemp, 2018;
Kaplan & Simon, 1990), #: % if A1 & 1A Ml 4
(Shen et al., 2018; JLIELE, W&, ®IR, ik, X
&, 2017), 40, Kaplan A1 Simon (1990)ff Bh5% Hit
MEAEE ) RE R 1 Wb iy~ A 50 1) J 1, 45 2R A 3L,
ARG 3 g 24 A0 1 2, T EL R 56 20 7H 5t
&4 . AP, Chermahini F1 Hommel (2010)2% it

PR IRARMT S R, MEERESRPIELT
B 0 PRI 45 . I, Shen Z5(2018)3i i W4 1
IR H E AR R AR R I G IR R, RSy
B RR B, Wi IR0 & 2 4R R, AL 45 A TN 31
BB G . AN E R ARYS . 5 A R DG 1A
I AR DL R A A ) B SR o Sk R <RI A B A
A A, B T W 5 AU 1 48 R 56 (Hill & Kemp,
2018), AL IAFIAL Yo A T S UEZ WAL, Shen
25 (2018) 1 — 25 R FH Bz Jbk v 0o 1 /890 SR 3™
AW A AT B AR BRI R, SRR, ST AR
TG AU Bb, o T 045 ) R Bl 2 B 5 B 1) 2
JoR: FiL S SRR A 0 B X R, MRG0 2
TR A 45 LA BN AR A 25 A A . 3k Se B 5% 2 1
$EIR, MR AR AR 3 )5 22 B Ie A2 AR R B PR
LRI RBEC A B A, — 7 2 B 45 A I 52 ),
I3 — 7 R T BB 32 B H B 04 (52 ), A s Al
U, AT A5 S5 s <R e A 56 1) B A3 A 1y
J SRR ST 5% 1 7 ), 4k R o — 25 BRI M g
P56 X e AZ AR L BN AR A B, 3k
T 28 1 T i A B B
3.3 IHEIZHIRIE LA RN AR I F il

D S Ay R TRk VA TR R I IV o o 2 A
WA . A A BN 32 2 AT 4 1) 8 R A By
B s R B @R B RIEE
W Bt A fg Bz N, RIDNJRN A0 A s LA R 5=
TR 2 480 B0 A R 155 44 1) << P> 6y 3 T8 DA fi
IR B B B A PR RN o 3T B 114 426 5 A I 4 X AE
IRBE PR MO R 50 P Bt o ] R A D 1)
AR, AR AETEER NI Be(Shen et al.,
2018; WL %5 2017; =g 5, 2016), 7EHf#
PR B B B3 114 << WA ey > {2k 5 2 A 155 4% (Shen et all,
2016; WL 45, 2017; ®IE %, 2016), MifefE
JE) i B LA B & A T A4) I B3 198 << B s> e 6 2 Y B I
#%(Cranford & Moss, 2012; ILITFLE % 2017; &
g 4%, 2016), Kb, 7E4EJE LI FRAEE B BT
Ja Bt IC AR SEE L, AT REAS 2 B TN A% T R
FACFLAR VR, 2t <M na 1R 56 i 7R HH o I
I, S5 S5 AT i — 2D R A B B A i
EYSE LN

WA, BT A, 2 F I LA ] X H kAT
TR o BB T Ay, TEBUR BT B, MR TSR
AELB B 2 (W7 A3 M LA RO 7 23 MR VA 7= A W 42
P 247 2 AR AT rp i AT 5 X (5 CAZ DL AR O6) Y
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Z W B TE, e 32 A2 PR R ROCR
(Bunzeck, & Duzel, 2012;
Kizilirmak et al., 2016; Kumaran & Maguire, 2009;
Lisman & Grace, 2005; Otmakhova, Duzel, Deutch,
& Lisman, 2013), 4l Kizilirmak 25(2016)2% F “[A]
B =R R AR X L IMRT 4 R 5 32 BE 5 AR
155 BEATWI SR B, 5 2 B0 T DA 5G9 22l
SUIR 0 T2 B RE 35 000 24 /NI AR
PR IER 2 X 3R, A2 RIS AL AL
L7 AR AT RS B IN T DA G . (B R
N, IR BT 0 AR DA B B B 8 25 1 2 Bk
B2 BN Al I AN BE 58 2 i B A R R I 345
PLQEIESESE, 2017) PRI, SC TR IN BLIT BOW
AL A FEAE P J2 by <0 ey AR 58 Ok fifp B ik J2 phy 2
BN TORARRE, XA RS R — PR R

4 MRRE

ARk, BEFT#H B RIS AR P 3
177 A DA B AVE FIAILN 55 07 T & 2 BUS — 2 I
EAP A — L B (10 7 [ B i R A 30 2 5 i o o
P I B TSR Sk AR BAF 9 T I R B0 R A AL AL
FIHRA R S DLENEIZ BRI D808 . PEA
AR ZPE DL R X 12800 B A B 2R 47 B R 48
Wit

5, PUALR R4 e o DIERFRY £
B350 5 2R FH 32 00 BE v 0 A 15 A WA,
SR WA P 7 KBFEAR G2 A . & WY
Wik BN EE B IR WARE, hTEEZ MEE &R
SRR, B RS EE X TR F A g
A& T A5 IA M (Danek et al., 2016), 11 3 WIEHr
PR TR0 3 R, X EAR T AE S
R At 10 TR A << > A 1 ) 5 SR BTG v L
AR AR DL . B IE, PN 7 ] g s
RELAS-ER 112 B B30 DL A0 A AL . RSk
WSR3 7T 2% S8 B WP ik 5 E P A 45 G
VLU B AN AN 2 2 4k, 584 Hb A AR 101 9 4
Bro WNTESEYS AT, AR ISR A H LR ok
B 3l 43 S 445 [ 5 AR 4G (Rl R, A SE e AR
PR <0l ey (A B AR v HE AT B Fe M . IR
W25, WEFEE nl A 2l Aol 3 B e i
[B] R AR (0] BT e o A . AR, XA
&5 20T fiE 4 IR SF (Kizilirmak et al., 2016),
{H 3% /0 BRI 43 HH B < T ¥ Y i AG S AR T

Doeller, Dolan,

[

ISR QU £ N R TR VA SR TR 2 ey g VA SR e
. EEVR O LAEA I TR AE 5 (Auble et al.,
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The promoting effect of insight on memory
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Abstract: The promoting effect of insight on memory refers to the phenomenon that processing insightful
problems facilitate memory retention, compared with processing non-insightful problems, which is a robust
effect regardless of operational definitions of insight and experimental paradigms. Based on the stage view
of insight, two theories were proposed to explain the cognitive mechanisms underlying the promoting effect
of insight. The theories of cognitive generation and representation-change propose that cognitive effort,
transfer-appropriate processing and representational-change processing function together during processing
insightful problems to enhance the memory retention, while the emotional "aha" experience theory proposes
that emotional reaction after processing insightful problems promotes the subsequent retrieval of information.
Future studies should focus on the following aspects: selecting appropriate markers of insight, consolidating
the promoting effect of insight on memory, evaluating the sustainability of the promoting effect of insight,
and systematically exploring the cognitive mechanisms underlying the promoting effect of insight on
memory.
Key words: promoting effect of insight on memory; the stage view of insight; generation effect; representation

transformation; “aha” experience





