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wwa' o #® #xn® HFEm’

M 350108) C B RFF R, L 200092)

(AR R0 B B,
R T 352100) (CHUNITTE KSR OBRHERF TS BE, AU 311121)

C TN B £AR 5 ¥ B, A

# OE O LRORBRERULLE, 5T AERIE R AL, Ao TS P ARG T A BRI REB R, IR
JLAEARNE 6 B AT A R UL AR R At P AR I, A TFHIENEN, AR E RS A E e REITIL
QBB AL 6 A Fa L] A dm G 2 AR A AR AL I A h, MIEm TR P e kst . EHEH
e T vh B ARG 6 FAE S 4 e TATHE S0 49 IR AR 46 oRee IR IR IR, e TS P EUS 69t kst
JE B 45 BRI RS A . R R FE R T ARACIRIE 6 4547 . FUE LT ) HUEAR S 2 R RS
VA B FAm B AR AT TN 6 SIE AL S O 69 KSR 5 o A oy R

KR R REBR LB, WIENBEI; A RBL; RAEFEHR; Fo Ik

SRS Bs42

FigeeA FRH AA R EBF WIS IE, UL, JKPOMK, 2008; JKPORK, EBYL, 2005). RAEH
AT A 5RO R K A i AT 2 B AR I, L H12 (the representational-change theory) (Kaplan
FEEAETE AR N R KA LR A E A & Simon, 1990; Thevenot & Oakhill, 2008; 1T:[E jj
HOE MBS E Lo RS TERIE RS, W 4F,2007; FKRPCPRAE, 2004) 55 14 R 7] 3L AR e 1)
KRS | RSO0 A A1 18 A R 45 (Mayer, 1995). IWHPLE . BEAh, EA BT ERUE T 5212
H iR IR 2 18 20 B 22 58 6 1 (Bowden & Jung- ZEATESE, W R I, AT N T 4 ]
Beeman, 2007; Chronicle, MacGregor, & Ormerod, T AR () B2 A S SR B0 2 T 36 v e AR TR AR 1
2004; Chu & Macgregor, 2011; Kizilirmak, Wiegmann, OO, FR 22 R0 A2 B U AE A #51R (Auble,
& Richardson-Klavehn, 2016; B, 5k, ¥ Franks, & Soraci, 1979; Danek, Fraps, von Miiller,
£, 2017; F %), 2004; HHL, 2016; (LB, FSL, Grothe, & Ollinger, 2013; Ludmer, Dudai, & Rubin,
FIBURE, SRERAR, 2007, TEVESS, XUA, BEh, AR p011). WK R, RHEAZEIEHE 30N
i, 2012 TSR, MR, PRI, B XUBL g g gLt R AT B T AT AZ 2 )
2017; SKIRH, ERIT, W SUHE, 2004). HKShler ooz g\ gy sz e %, SeH A (
1917 442 B WG A& LUk, BF5T & X 4E 1A PRI I B ST — T T R, R
R BT DFE, B UL BEIE e gyt w0 e  s0 7 ST T2 1
progress-monitoring theory) (Chronicle et al., 2004) . 2 PR {H G T2 B T R S8R A

Bt 4 £ 4y P18 (the cohesive multi-component L o 2R BRI S VA [ S B 2
theory) (Bowden & Jung-Beeman, 2007) . J5 %5 & R L

FHi¢ (the prototype elicitation theory) (= HE. K, If
1 RS RIRIEME X

R H M 2018-12-12 AR A A P 4 R 6 0 R

* U T T Ak SRk L TR (2018RCZX17); A o fi S5 = ) R B A ] IR i %8 SR 451 (KSh
B LRI TSI (B12019%000; T - t, 5;;% a}ﬁi\;oéso o
5 5 AL FL 77 H 20182DS14). P RbEn, B, SR, SR, 2009), 5
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TSR I [ R AE, SBOLB AL, J5¥k
B 2 DR SR RAB >, BRI Z29K W 1 1) i fige ok Jy 58
(Jones, 2003), H:Ar<gEHA > FpE ok KAE E 15
I A b i FEAYRR R BIFTE AR R AR
0T AR R RS R T TR A 1 I 2 R 56
H G B BRAE M E SO PR 1 5
PEHr % (Kizilirmak, Thuerich, Folta-Schoofs, Schott,
& Richardson-Klavehn, 2016),

FWPEH 14 S IR R AN TR K
255 78 1) T SR G Sy 4504 T 850 R = 95 1 1) 8 (A uble
et al., 1979; Wills, Soraci, Chechile, & Taylor,
2000). 5%, Mednick (1962)45 1515 1) 15 7 12 Hy i
Re—AFE BRGS0 R, 4N, AE G R AR
1255w, AR 2R = AN B s Sl (4 K
Tk =22 TR) e — Y e [R)0 R 08 (R, 2 AR R
AT 1 5 A2 S i 1 (Mednick, 1962), {H Danek,
Wiley F1 Ollinger (2016)Ik 2y, 75 Z 413 J7 fib [a] 50
FEAGEAN TG )AL, JF4 i 1 R) 8 7 rh A
TE“fm R — DR AR K AR R G . BE 2,
TG0 2 4 AR A I I ) 5 A o A A P AR R IR A
B R VAR KRS RN FI L 7, BIAAAEfRR 5
Y E AN EL FE(Auble et al., 1979; Ludmer
et al., 2011), 440, Wills, Estow, Soraci A1 Garcia
(2006)4 /N Lt )+ 2 FRAm) > FE o A (F7 A8 [
JR=PESR KA BN AL AR, i 2 & )+ PR
)7 58 R AR AR A TE A8 R — D SR R AR A IA
L),

FWVEM A ARS8 BT 55 )5 B T A B 2
P56 32 WL AR 5 A I Wl iS4 56 (“aha” experience)
VMGG 1B 4 AR 1E” (Bowden & Jung-Beeman,
2003a, 2003b; Bowden, Jung-Beeman, Fleck, &
Kounios, 2005; Danek et al., 2013), RIA5 W 444
Ul R U S T ot Vel N i B | EL T S SN S ]
> A I 2 A A 2 SR B AR A0 s S B AR 1) )
7 A A NG R 1 2 ) B AR 3K (Sternberg &
Davidson, 1995), 4, Kizilirmak, Silva, Imamoglu
1 Richardson-Klavehn (2015)% R Bl iz W2 A 4]
SR B Fr, SRS X LR E] B X ) B A
F G WO ARG 2 A T A IR, A I iy A
B N, R Z N AEHE .

25 bR, AR EWIEM LS & A ik
TG BRAEAAAE 25 5, X AP i B A 2 ol
S B PPN AR AR W S AR, nT R

T 5 AR o B L 23R KO T
10 =1 T U N S8 B R R (Rl T el A | 4 K
IRV =5 o 5 7= R 4 =9 M 1 DR -9
FARAE R 1Y 77 Y5 3 o BRI TG A DA AL SR AL
T ARG 5 PEIEYE (Weisberg, 2013), RMIH Z,
SR FH 3 PN 25 0 WA T B VR 0004 X R 5T 1
5 AL B R .

2 I EE R IR I R FFRR

WFFEE R PN 55 2 PPAN R 4R A i
BT I T () B AR AL RIEAT T IR AR
W, WG 8 SR X P AR SR AR 00 69 D7 75 22 % 31
T iCAZ T A B0 (Auble et al., 1979; Danek,
Fraps, von Miiller, Grothe, & Ollinger, 2014; Ludmer
etal., 2011), X UL, TCAL AR DL RN & —Ff
TR RN . T SCKTE R H RS Rt %
WLV 12 R0 S WL DA 12 5 B SRR I A2 i it
TERARFRB 5T

— BB R A T L A e i s R T
TCAZ BG40 . G Auble Z5(1979)¥5 < AT
fifp )+ AR B FUE R (PR AR MR /- D SR KA /Y
TR AR ) FIORE PR )+ 2 S AR IR (AP
TE MR —DE AR KAE BN ) . AT &, 7R 1R
RO R B B SR o AN B AR A+ R (B
. B yai T, U THEARER, HESN
LR KA, AR R RARZ SR
PR A R SE) RN BRAR )+ R (N <A
BRI T, U T HBERE LR, iE WK
F: WG, RGO 2 IR AT A
fifp ) FRENESS . FERERR YL 9 roh)E, #lid
T e A R EZAE S . A5 R R B, TG Y ]
LA (AN BRI+ R R LA 29.5%),
A 14 R e (] 42 A A (< PR AR )+ R Y [T 12
N 18.5%) 0 XULH, I T R) R RE fe ik Jn 22
(15 SR BEAh, Wills 55 (2000 K5 52 B 5+ 1
il 22t 58 B 1 R R AR (FF 7R < R —DE SR R
FE RN R FR), 8 e 52 0 50 2 Ty + 45 U 300 B
S FEE R AR R (A TE M3 SR —DE AR R A
HAR) . SR A, <2 I HE SR L e s E
F4 112 JR I T 5 30 58 B PRI R+ IR ) R
ESRCIR vy 5 i I RR VAL DR TR VR 0/ Y VA ER TN
WAER Rl b XIS R AR, 02 Ry iR
TR A AN AS 2 A R TR 2
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WeAbh, o — BB A5 R ] PPN I 5 1
FEAL R BT AL B DL AN o AN S —
TSR b, PO WA 8 — B AR A, [
P FEARBOR AT S BRY, 28 EUAR s A
“IRfi RS, A BRIAAAETE, e e, RS,
PR R HEAT 0 RO AZ (BT A e 12 0 AN A 7
MCCHIWEFT/IB T E DI . 25 R A& B, fERREIdiZ
FA AL I 55 ey, A <R > A 565 85 1) 3242
SR T TC M0 A 56 R 1) A RO . X U A,
DA = 00 <M > A 36 Sy i s S 4 [ R R B T
TZ BTG G A0 (Danek et al., 2013), #F5RE B
SR F 2 WA 125 AEASORJRE 58 P A (Kizilirmak et all,
2015) A3 B B IR AEAT: 55 (Kizilirmak et al., 2016)H1
PR B TR W AR AN . X KB, D12
AR O Ak N BA AR

3 RIZHEIEM BN IR L R

W5 K ACAL R LR 2 )5, 11
X FCHEAT A o W B BN, G 2 AR B )
SR RSN T A, A4S R A 1) RERAE B B
o) s (8 R B . BB RIEE AR B L
Lt IN BLRY BE 2 T B Be(Ash & Wiley, 2006;
Ollinger, Jones, & Knoblich, 2014; Weisberg, 2013),
) ey ) RS ALE AR (i) 80 s [ 480 2R B Be A i 1 N A
5 o) N T3 R A7 A, (H PR By TR s AE
T S AR WU N T B p A 2 . BRI,
TR AN L AR b R0 IR SR AE B B[R] R M e
Xof [ 7 A R HE Y ( FRAE, 7 [ RS (B 48 R BB,
M 25T WA 1R A0 1R FRAE (9 5] B2 i), DA 2 300
JR AR o SR, AR IR () N T R ) kR
FAE B B, ] A e 35 % ] R 7 A 5 Y R AE,
TE ) 2 () 48 3R B B, WU 23 T8 OE i) 46 R AE 1)
[} RS [, A Pz ), R =y B B (e T2
2 5 BT LAY <SERA [ IR )  RAEE AT BL 3T
e =2 T Pl T S 5 AT T 8 ) A5 R T R A 3 1)
U 38 24 FRAE B Be) L K e TA S B B AN A7 7
PR T F rp, L R T R A O B Be
(Ash & Wiley, 2006)., & Ti{E M B, 555 42
HH R i B AC AR LSRN A BRI . BETIA
R A B8N (generation effect) (Kizilirmak et al.,
2016)FIFAF 55 4 3% (Auble et al., 1979)LL 5
T4 1 < w4 K 58 (Danek et al., 2013), IAHIAN
TS EEMRIR I ERAL | R as (a8 %, i

Jry TR AT 5 AL S5 B B K A B 012 A A I 35800
5 285 11 <M > i 56 R /> = S DA i DR R B B ke i
BEICIZ M B0

31 EFAmmIER

3.1 £

A RN 48 A B Bh A A R) A R L R
T2 I A SR e PR R e T v, R AR L K L
BE 32 5 3 A2 BOR B AL (Burns, 1992; Slamecka
& Graf, 1978; Slamucka & Fevreiski, 1983), 140,
e ) S e B B, 2 i B R B R 78 AR T A AT
55 (A L7 20 R PR e o B B A 55 (B 32 7 20), B
JE TR RICICIMIRAT 55, 45 R, 4R
B e o A A B I8 A7 B HF 3R (Burns,
1992; Slamecka & Graf, 1978), ZHitil N, id1Z
PRI A AR 1) 7™ A P RS T ()BT ]
MR Y B, Az BN T e B BN T B A R £
INHIBHR, BVFRZEE 2035 /) (Kizilimmak et al.,
2016; Shen et al., 2019); ()& TR T, A pin
TSRS REMEL, ®#F52, EEnTS
R TEAME, BE ST T
(Kizilirmak et al., 2016), B Z, AR A
TAJN%% 3 F05E 2458 B T ] fif BT AZ A 14 AR 3
RN 7 A ML -

SR, — S SR 5T by AR AR R A5,
T8 R SE AAIEHE . T Kizilirmak 25(2015)%
W 300 [ J 25 %56 < 1 R SR i AR e 2k WU 2 30
ARG B R A& I R B 7R A B2 (A
WsBr/ IH 300 H )5 6 8 0424 (F B i 21T 55 idid
TCARFFRLR o 5 SR R B, < H R L2 LA Mg
MBS bR i 2R I 2 BAA R LA < TR (AR 36" Y
AEMIT ORI TS, X2H T A F K
R B AE Z WA IR A A S, B SR
TNJNZE T B FT R KB, H F2oRA# B T
W 1 TE LI RBORA T Bl R, X2
T REICAZMREUE B a5 A F R0 i
TR AR, B SCREE YN TS . AR,
SR RIS I 5T R AR AE AR iU LAt 72,
FEARE P — B RN TR, Ri«A 3R Aok
i O I I BB 4R =2 (W) 1 2 5 R B R A AU T
PR 25 8. N T HEBR X R AT AR o,
Kizilirmak 55(2016)7E Z Rl 1 5% 5 FE Ay 1 34 e B
Fe 5 B H RNE S I B A M ia IR o 45 R K
L R A ELA I0na AR5 b - 1 4 5 R A L
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A W AR BOR T . xR W], A K
I TARFE S LB PR FFRBOR, HE— 28 SRR IR
BN PN SS S LS . BEAh, Bertsch, Pesta,
Wiscott Fl Mcdaniel (2007)#F— 254" i T AE B0
BN A, SIA TN T K FERULE o WA
S, Az U T L RSN T K B 2R A Ak iR S
T, A R SCES, NI THE IR R i
(Mcelroy & Slamecka, 1982; Slamecka & Graf,
1978) 8RN, T ARATWIFE A Z Bl B i S 30 E A

2 ] NN 9% 5 QT S NP o NI RIS I E 3
3L R 25 # I TS 1C A B A O SN 1Y fi
FEE B B T — 2 APk % . 4 Auble 55£(1979)
5 PR [10) RSN B8 T AN 9 5 T A2 ) A R SR
ORI SS ) TR R . BEEE A, AT BE2
TR P R A o T T A A i A B BRI A AL
&, Mt TICIZ B R iR (Auble et al., 1979),
Hop R I TR — A BN,
THOREE R, I%IﬁEXEEiﬁ%(Ollinger,
Jones, & Knoblich, 2006), P A5 H i EEAS A7 i
TG BN . B, Kizilirmak %6(2016)%
IR 32 7 AR L < Bl 132 7 A+ i ic 2
RORORF R4, X ULB, AR OO 38 Y 1T %
INTAREXS HE AT e ok se Py Sh R0, 4
JRAONE AN BE 58 4 il R0 1L A A A Bk, X AT
AE S 00 2o i AR R %o HGRAE o
3.1.2  RIEFHHRIBIR

S T AL AR N T B X e AZ B R O ek
L H fif e, WIS K R T RAE A 4 TR R AT A
Feo BRI, KATEE R BB S RAEHA Y
BRI AR IS SR 1AL DR AR OR, RV
Ja I B i) <“1H Y JC A3 s T o] B i 55 F R AR HE A
Wi B 14 < 1A 0Bk 28 A e S B B <3 TH 28 B
B O AR RO L A PR ER RO (Auble et al., 1979;
W, 2004), iGN, Auble Z5(1979) ¥4I 15 F i K
FFAE AR —DE SR IR A9 A i A (B SR AE 4 ),
B WA RAE RN T 5 TR AE R4 T f5
SRR ROR . S5 R R, A RIEFES N T
WCACRCR A . WFITE 20 I B 1 4 R ik
I TR AR FEBOCR R AL R TR, A
S AR R — A AL B B (R R M I R T R
IR (Auble et al., 1979; Kizilirmak et al.,
2016), AFZ, 7EfER-RIETE S B PRk
P£” (suddenness)FI“E fEM: (directness) SN HIFE

PER 5 2215 B SR BUR A B e R . Horpedg k
> AL S 1 ] 851 227 8 3 SR AE T IR 10
TSR BE, B R AR A ) Y 2 SR
HIEZERWARA, HFARRAER, 8 FE-A1
43 #ri (Epstein, Kirshnit, Lanza, & Rubin, 1984),
FAEF AR BIE LNy, ARTE N T s o &
AR T AR R T BT I i) AR AT AR R 1 o)
(constraint relaxation: F2THg 5o iR 4k 2 #)k 41
e (chunk decomposition: I ZH Hed& 1A 43 A%
TN, DMAEF &SNS BT IR, T
A #r ) 2 4E ) (Knoblich, Ohlsson, Haider, &
Rhenius, 1999; Jif5&, k&L, PMNEIE, K4 3%,
FR, 2013), T R U R R AR D i) O S AR,
REAS fe = SE YL IZ IRAF8CR (Auble et al., 1979;
Ludmer et al., 2011), [FIAF, ZBIEAE A A R
Tl R0 ZH e o ik (4 e BE AR TR], IR 2033 PR AR R
X EACICRFF R RS — A TSR
HHEE IR g A Bl T A BN
TN SS 5 R A e e 2Z [ I K R
3.1.3 MMM SRIEFRBILH KR
NFIN TR Ay, 1CAZ 8 b A B w]
P A SN 5 R AR G 0 B R R R, (HL X )
IC L B TR P 45800 2 BRpERAE T, 38 S AH LA
o, SR E A7 BN, Auble 45 (1979)% BH,
PRI+ 2 R B B HE 0 TR R )+ R
W22, H A8 E BN 52 N 3R AT+ 2R
BIZRCR . X B, A 0N H A N 35 ) AN RE
i BEIC AL IS R SARON 7 A, RO RIEF 4 fie
il B, B2 TG0 R P R AR A I A2 A 0 A AR
Ko 0 Wills 45 (2000) & BE, <SP + 54
e B R A R S i T 2 50 A ] R+ I
00 58 A B S, XU, A AR Y ER
TEE X HCC R HEE . RIE, “RBERE R
55+ RIA + AR R E IO ST
FBIEREE RS s+ BITRE R + TN
Yo A ST, X R, AR RO A R BS
I BE MR R AL R R AL AR o PRk, JS 22 F
FEAL PRS0y L 3 R I T e
PTG L 55 P VR AL 22 5%, DA AR R 45
FAE R 4 0 AN AR N X 10 A R #EVE T -
3.2 BTN MR A8
SINEUIN TR AR TR], 15 25 0 Iy i i 52
T O Y AL DN B B 1) 1% 2 A T (<< MR s >4 6 ) Xof
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RRVAIOR TR ok by QAR A o R L N TSI (27 3 7]
5 [0 Ll i v 7 0 << > 1A 5 B8 A1 HE T 12 1R
FisUR (Danek et al., 2013; Kizilirmak et al., 2016;
Ludmer et al., 2011), W& {56 S5 76 8L i T4 2L
W B, A A A 6 20 g R 5 15 2 I8 A BRI 2
(Sternberg & Davidson, 1995), {40, Faf%kpEre
VAL AL R G T 5 ) R DR O ¥R IF D g I
RIREAFER B G2, 2G4 8 T i
T IRl 544 56 (Chein & Weisberg, 2014; Ovington,
Saliba, Moran, Goldring, & MacDonald, 2018;
Weisberg, 2013), & W58 UE 35/ LE fif PR 1 (7]
U R 56 2 TR 1 45 (Danek et al., 2014; Gick &
Lockhart, 1995; Gruber, 1995; Shen, Yuan, Liu, &
Luo, 2016; 3 HH, F 2, 2012; =&, 2016).
1 Danek %(2014 )R FJBE A 55 5 anfuf S 3L a) B0
VoK AW RS, (R I 3A TR A 2
I T 28 R AE, 45 2R B, “Thf iy (AR 30 4% /3 2%
FE0 RN 455 T30, Shen %5(2016) R FH i i &
IRARAT: 5575 W ey R 3y, o b o 455 17 4
F BRI B e R 6 ELAT RN 45 B4R

MR I, T TR iG> IR 05 BE 6 12
ICACHY PR AT N2 S0 R B, 75 KW A5
F18) A28 110 38 S 2 o T A 5 A << Iy > A 5 1 e
12 % (Danek et al., 2013), JFZRF o8& R Z
G HR g Wi R 3 A 3 5 il AL IR 8CR
PEOLT P IERIESE . BRI, SE %
WIIAR DG 18 785 A% 1) BT 22 ol 3 ) i) R e e
1 A )5 10 4E 35 440 19 1E 8 142 % (Ludmer et al,,
2011), ¥, Kizilirmak %(2016)% | fMRI AR
SRR R AT 5 R RS RIA A5 2R

W 2, BT B e R 50 4 BRI 15 2 RE 8 fie
HEJFERACALORFRRIOCR o I 4F AT OC IR ey 4 5 114
ARG T —SE R 1 Z TSR, I AR5
e MNEENGER, AMUEEBRESE, o8
T TH M 1 4% (Beeftink, van Eerde, & Rutte, 2008;
Chermahini & Hommel, 2010; Cranford & Moss,
2012; Danek & Wiley, 2017; Hill & Kemp, 2018;
Kaplan & Simon, 1990), #: % if A& 1A 1A 5
(Shen et al., 2018; PLiESE, =&, ®XUE, vids, X
£, 2017), fil4n, Kaplan Al Simon (1990)f# Bli#% it
R TR AR 1 <M (A 3 0 Js 4, 5 R R B,
AN AR 3 5 24 0 1 2, 0 EL R 36 30 7H 5t
&4, AP, Chermahini A1 Hommel (2010)2% i

PR B AEAE 55 R B, MARTE RS B s R T
B PRI 45 . I, Shen Z5(2018)3i i W4 1
B H E AR R AR R I RG IR R, RS
BT RR R, Wi IR 90 & 2 4R R, 4045 A N 31
BB 4 . AN E R RS . 5 AR R DG 1A
I AR DL R A A ) SR o Sk R, <RI A B A
AN AL T 5 U B 45 R 58 (Hill & Kemp,
2018), M INA ST A T WIFZM A, Shen
ZE(2018) ik — 2% FH Bz Jik v A0 I A 30 S 3k
AW A AT B AR B R, SRR, ST AR
5 [ AR L, o T () R i R SR B A R
s S I S P <O o B I U e N
T A 45 LA BN AR o B 25 A A o 3k Se B 5% 2 1
PRI, MR R G 4R 3 F5 22 00 A AR R 0 A
BUHI W RRESCH B A, — 7 I 32 B 45 A I 52 ),
73— 7 R T B8 32 B B 4 (52w, A s Al
I, AnAn] A A5 S S <M 0 A 56 1 B A3 1y
J SRR ST 5% 1 7 ), 4k o — 25 BRI iR g
P56 X T AZ AR L N AR A BT, F 5 3
TR L 1 BT IEPRBG B
3.3 SHEIZMTRIE R B R IR $ Y

ISR E NI BB O 3 iy 48 it 22 Fh 2
WA . AN A BN 32 B AT 4 1) 8 R A By
B s R B . R)R B B L R R IE E A
Wy BE S & i Bz Rons, RIDAE0 0 A &8 DA R 3%
IR 2 80 B0 A R, 155 2 1% << > 6y = B D A fi
DA R B0 B Ao RN o T B 109 28 30 P TE 4R o TR
IRBE PR MO R 50 P B 0 (] R D 1)
AR, AN HRA TSR INI Be(Shen et al.,
2018; WIS %5 2017; =g 5, 2016), 7EHf#
DA B B B3 114 << MR ey > {2 5 2 LA 155 4% (Shen et all,
2016; JLTELE 4%, 2017; RIE %%, 2016), lMifefs
Jay B Bt LA B AT A I B 1 <M s R 50 2 S AW 1
% (Cranford & Moss, 2012; L 4, 2017; %
W% 4, 2016), [Eth, FEARJR LR FRAL T AL B BV
Ja B IC AR IEE L, AT REAS & TN I S% Iy
FAEFEHVER, T2 i W s AR50 1 £ o I
I, S5 S AT i — 2D T A B B A i
T2 BB LR

WA, FFFR A, 2 F I T ] X kAT
iR o LM T Ay, R B, AR TSR
AELB 8 2 (W37 A LA RO 7 2 MR VA 7= A (9 2 B
P35 25 (i A Hp AT T X3 (5 e AZ L TR 26) Y
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Z W W B TR, T e R 32 A2 fR R ROCR
(Bunzeck, Dolan, & Duzel, 2012;
Kizilirmak et al., 2016; Kumaran & Maguire, 2009;
Lisman & Grace, 2005; Otmakhova, Duzel, Deutch,
& Lisman, 2013), 4l Kizilirmak %(2016)2% FH “[A]
B Y= R AR FE K L EMRT B R 5 328 B B AR
155 BEATWI SR B, 5 250 T U A 5G9 22l
SUIRA 1 T0 FE L R W35 000 24 /NI AR
FFRIES RZ A . X R, AR O ERL
L7 AR AT R S R E I T UIA G . B RS
N, JEEE A R DA BRI B 25 Hh A B
BB I A I AN R 58 A BECAZ B I Rk
NLQEIESESE, 2017) PRI, OG- IN BLIT BO
LA A FEAE FH S <0 ey > A% 350 Dfe fifp o ik 2y 2
BN TORARRE, XA RS R — P RR

4 MRRE

AR, AFFEE BARTEICAZ TG P 34 s niE
FA 77 A DA VR LR 45 7 TH 2 8 BV — 5 I 3F
EAP A — S B (10 2 [ B i A5 30 2 5 i o o
P I A TSR Sk AR BAF 9 I R B0 R A AL AL
BRI S DLENCIZ R BRI P30S . PEA
AR DL R i 350 DA AL R A7 B R
it

T, ARG R E R e Lo LIRS £
L3 o SR 3 L BE A T 0 B A T R
SR WA P 7 KB EAR G2 A, B WY
Wik B mEE B AE, HTEE 2 MEE &R
SRR, BT E X T F AT g
AJE Tl HEIA A (Danek et al., 2016), 1 WA
PR TR A RIS, X B PR T BES
R T A 5 LA MR > AR 1) 1 S 3R vk LS
PEAR B AR OL . B BE, PR 7 T RS
iR R PSRN TRRVA S T o 3y GNP 3
TF5E 35 AT 2% JEH B WP ik 5 E TP A 45
PIUEE AN AN 2 2 4k, 58 4 Hi A AR 11 9 4
BRo ANFESER Z 0T, AR D0 TR SR R
H 3l 4 Sy fi A ()8 5 JE WG (A, 726 S0 gad R,
B AR W 0 R B bR AT A R . LG
WZ R, WEoed nl A 2 A g 2 5 s
5] R 55 AR G [n) BHEA T ST A T . AR, X AR A
A& 77 U0 BE & BN AR 5F (Kizilirmak et al., 2016),
{H 3% 2 /0 BB R 43 H B e T ¥s g i AG S R T

Doeller,

[

FOR, ARSI A2 B O 3800 Y R E
P o 18 25 O A AEAF I SLY {55 (Auble et al.,
1979; Danek et al., 2013). 5541} (Danek 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



