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AT A B R 2 A (A (W7 5 S 2 A A 4 R A7 A 4 SE A, FRAT T o
XA S OB, DL OB ZH SO R AT A IS E OSSR TUL (Baird et al., 2011;
Demblon and D’Argembeau, 2014 ) . FIHESAW, AN LA TS B HRIAAER, I8 A LS
TR o 15 UL T A O A — SR R XS 28 B TR, B RO S5 A 15 28 OB i T . 1R T X
BEHRINE, ELTIBETARNZ s, Wb ERABRR, DA Fis shREE— s ik
KRS, RE TERGS R SURE RS Bl U FAS DS i A, i A SR TN R G A S N T
VT SRS
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1 {FHENHEXER

11 BT T APEER

A RTIEEXT AT FIFET Y EAEE I, — EAFAEPIRD FZA P IS e . H— IR AT
BEHEREAA, B LIEepsh, #msdTh, mRVEE0k, PURREES (DeWall et al.,
2015) o WS AT A MAETEEL T, Fik, A5#d, AT AR B A TS wTRY
%% (Loewenstein et al., 2001; Baumeister et al., 2007 ) J M AT 1457 o (HIX— Bt iE 5] — 2L SEnF
FRPREL, REWTRAI, 1545 AT A AR R — A G 28 6047 R AR AT SE A UM ( Schwarz and
Clore, 1996; Bernstein and Matthew, 2019) o H B4R RGNS, INATELE 51T M Z R SCR %Y,
EIFAR EHOCR, MRMEER . HEHEEEEN—FRBIRG, IR RO, f—
FRIEAPERARIIN T, (DeWall et al., 2015) o BEHPEE THAE KR EE OAS T RERES (H
SRR, I FAE RSN S AT ), 23R, AR S B MR Le T T ok SR nT
RERNGL, XFPTUBREEHS BN AN ERR IS LA, BRI, BERMT R T SR IEFME R, AR
295N TN (Baumeister etal., 2007 ) o XFEGAE A5 RGN A REAERCD, ATIRETHIAESIERT B

LT T HARESRAT AT, BR T AT RESS R AN IR T A e Bl 2 A, Zhpl e dism
PR A 25 45 R BRI HAR A SRR RS R, TRl , T AR Mt s 1 AT 55 h iR B
(Kaplan et al., 2020) .

12 BRERZ S BEREEEAIRIEIRR

BlHE4 AR (Atkinson, 1957, 1964) MBS, O AN HbRiERE ST S M EMLLA
TUHA LT — > AARTE B Q8N A A RE ) S8 R 55 M5 & B (R B 2019 B bR
RIRIARAR e, PG, XA CAEORASIIN BARAIESR, BRpELr, Mkt SECEIFRI, 10
fF RS AFRAYIESR (Bandura, 1986) o WATHFSTERM, BN MR M E#E, HErnik
b, MARMB AWK (Feather, 1988) o XA & 1 I PRI 7E T W 2B — M (E RS H2 1 R iy 301 28
FFRN AR DGR, HARBUR AT SCE, B RERE MBS . Rk, FRURATSCR HAR ] BE L
AISEILAY E AR EA SRR, B AR = AT AT TX R 2R A5 iR B A F AR T 22 D 156 SR S g
58 (Wilson and Gilbert, 2003) . JUHJE 54F 55 M A9 (NG 25 ANE 23 R BUMA H IREBRIEFRAT, Ifi
HiR it — 5 FECER I AR TE 00, B, st 75 45 B A9 iR ( Cotet and Veresezan,
2015) o FIRACAEEFNATE 55 e 2 17 BT DU B 1 () A DG T R 7, AT I EAT: 55 HiT 1 11 SRS BB IR B 2
SRR EARE [ AT 55 P %S R K630 (Stoeber et al., 2008 ) . 4K, 7E58/M HAMES S #EH,
526 TN 25 2 ) 19 AR AR 52 AT 55 R 8% 1 R BE R B T, 5% & A S MR A ML 4 e A
IFE R B AT 1A

1.3 BRMERTREINZINESRIDPEWER

T2 T i 25 BAT SIHLEORERI, S0P 55 BORFE NS5 A G, (R 22 B FAR AT ARAHIE L K I 3%
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KBERIZ 7 TEAS BT FEKIR (Greitemeyer, 2009 ) AUAFSE 2 ZUESE T R0 —SE TRiA Rk (4T 55 b 4%
TN EE, B, ARXS T Al RO i A 55 R Uit 2] 1 200, DAIMIBEAR T RefA e, - R0 bk 0 1 195
S PO TR B H AR B [l (HR S v A O AN R I AT 55 AN T AR, T S B A T
H AT AR AT RAR A T 0EA, , I HAMARAY I RSB AP &5 HAR I SCEE, L, WA
M NATE R HAR AT SEBL,, BRI 45 2 S W25 X HAR A SRR I, X HARAYIE K 32 3]
TG 52, 528 T A e R 22 9, B2 e A R R (0 5 4 PR e i B2 RIAF 2 A B i), {HL
ST AR, o RV 2 T 5 RS2 1 4 0 — B R S S S X H AR Y SRR AR B, S iR
Z U AR TR BRI S, W 7 RO TR AOIRAS ) B R AR, X T
NATRE A SIS FPEAT, A Z AR Z MG R SR HTERERE BT S sh ks L s
TR AR LG, SRR LRI ot SRR IR 22, DT I 58 T 25 %A 7S AT B Y B HE52 08 ( Winkielman
etal., 2005) .

2 BAHRAHMRERR

28X T R T B T SR A E AR R R i, TR B2/ E N ST AT SR A 15 3 R B SIE
RIS HE. SR, TG4 BN B 2R 2 SR IFFE, AHRMEHESE (Wilson and Gilbert, 2005) | %k
Wi (Qian et al., 2020) . #h2x APRASHE . (@EEAIE 3R 5408 (Ellis et al., 2018; Lin et al., 2020) ,
R LG SRR, FE AN S e vk ol B Be AR TN G I BBIN ) BT 17 45 32 EL RVt 15
LIRS TP NE RS TR (DeWall, 2015) o {HFE B R A4 S0 46 SCHR AR AFF 2 HH B 56 T 14 2 X A
SRR R PRI, AR BAFELS A RE e AT 55, (EBSEAIE T, AT B AT 55 54
PERISS IRERE P T AMARBE S 3RAT AT . U A 155 4 VB SZ I I 2 Aot B RV 125 5%, BERS TR
WAEZ R 4 2 M 22 3N FEORFSTE L (Kaplan et al., 2020) o Hit, AHF50E R ES%
T B2 1 4 2 A — B — 8 bR BeAh, AT FAR AT SRAS P A LA B AR 25 S 5, B
TRALAEACT A IR S R T R AT 55 RO FRREEE AR I (Stoeber et al., 2008) . HAREAIENE TR 1E 45T
F IR AR WS R, (RS2 T RE R A FRALBEESE i H bR AR T s /. ik,
WFFEE I LT (R

B 1 WOUELEXT H AR R FREE R RB A R, HLU A5 24 24 T 2 A 455t B AR 41
T 55 F 30 A T 41 T

S 2 [ FRAAEES AT H AR R R R R, A TR AR R R R R A
IREZAEL . IS SE 4 TS (—30k ) I A FRAERIENT B bR R AR A TR .

3 MIRAE

3.1 SCHUARIR

55 150 & HIBE 61, ZORENIER, WSEER, T/ EHE R, HERbrifE: 81 BDI (1
SUIFZE R ) BDI>13 0 HEBR; ScdrhaiB il (ALATHRsRIEN ), SeidEss bt (A>T 10s, &4
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B B st 2 /0405 15 MES, TS bl P /D AE 10s LA E, P I %8 AT BE S Mgl 26 SR ) &
A8 143 I ARCEE, HobBEME 50 44, FIRTE 14 ~ 20 2 2 A],

3.2 LRt

FR VAT 2922 IRE BT CIEZE RO IS i A ROV H N AR /), K ARy
40 (PN ) MR BUERAES IR AR (B, THi ) & AFRREE (W (%) 5 AR
WRRFE . R N — B (RN — BRI .

3.3 SCIARL

FIFEAHEFEM S (CRT)  ( Raven’s Progressive Matrices ) JEAESCF 8 Jilse, —Ip 60 s B R AT,
FEB A B INMERE FIBUT 43 B AL BL C. Dy E FZH, BR2H T FH A i 80 S B R AR — B, 745 261 [ 1 R R e
AR, WEHWERT, 6% LU AR gL, REWET . AFESCETE S, REBOL., #7008k
TR NERREME A, B T OB AT S5 B oAk 138 21 A W] R AR AE I SO 22 5, PRIMGRE A8 S5 vy 175 28 Tl
HKEXHESF RN . K] PsychoPy 3.0 XFSEB A T 4 o

3.4 XWiER

ARG B O T A TR BIB9S, AR AR B b 58 1 D 30 AT 5%
ANBRETR], AT REZ S8 AL AT 55 o WAIR) Al AR sk . AR5 SR 45 th R it ARG AT 55
TERMTEIA T IER T “ROSMPe T 30 Z/MES MRS R m TPk 838 Ui “IRoE >
F 30 MES, HUILBA A @ TR RS W R BG , FrA g A TS RSz N -5 (38)
25 (4F) #HAT5.

SR 1B G R D 4 =i 3 U 8 R 7 o O 1 % K R/

M PORE RS HEEAES .

FFRALRRIER: AR (Spreitzer, 1995) FAUERMAGRE LR (fildn, “FRXIFRTEMAE S 1Y
Re IRk E 0" 5 1= AR, 7=5RBUFE ) , SERE FHRIPAE S RE T A A0 TAE A FRAAE
( Tangirala and Ramanujam, 2012) .

3.5 BitoHT

R JH SPSS 24.0 XSRS TR 0T, BRI INRE LM ETT 22007 . BRI I8 758500
KR T7 1%

4 #£B

41 BRYAELE
X BT IR S AL B NS 4 FRPAN L ST REAS T4, Z5SRINE 1 PR, R g BUBIALLERS
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5L R TR AL, S U s g s A, AT A m T i, R B T
LE SRR I o X S A A A S S IR A R | 2 R I A H B R i
Ja BT HEA TS REAS T AR, S50 | R, s B i 3 i TR, e AR S 45 1) S 3 B X
R

# 1 FTEBRHBRESRIENEEERITHEERIFN

Table 1 Difference analysis of emotional self-assessment between high and low prospective emotion

group
A S N M SD t p
1 T 3. .
I 2 E%ﬁﬁ Zf » 189 ; 15 15.39 0.00
S5 B Egg ;; i:(l)j 2;23 2.53 0.01
R n o > 219 0.03
O

4.2 RNEFHIBENRIREBRINTTRIERINERNK

AT . OB FAR R, DARBUR IER A8 | [ H R, 22BN A i fi
JCJT 203 M, BRI 2 PR, R2ETT ZMRSCAE IR IR AR AR E (ps>0.126) , T2, W2
JCT5 22T KR A R AT o PR IEARR AT, U] s ERRIAS [ S5t Y A RV 2 45 2 1 T e S8 U T 55
A (p=0.001) M BIERECE (p=0.046) 394 B F 2R, WU 45 R 2R 25 80UE A IE B
o AR AR R

# 2 MESES RGBS EZIES RN EERBTEE

Table 2 Test of inter-subject effect of prospective and feedback group on task performance

R AR i A i ¥ior F p LR
BE R pEy2Elin) 4408570.84 9 489841.20 6.83 0.00 0.23
- BRI 1393.43 9 154.82 6.05 0.00 0.21
o =8 44347184.49 1 4434718449  618.78 0.00 0.75
BIOEWAEL 65541.98 1 65541.98 2563.79 0.00 0.93
O SIS 459908.49 1 459908.49 6.410 0.01 0.03
P S UE AR 10.07 1 10.07 0.39 0.53 0.00
M pEyzEliny 2494786.98 4 623696.74 8.70 0.00 0.14
T B REL 1132.00 4 283.00 11.07 0.00 0.18
s p=8ii:n) 1464999.15 4 366249.78 5.11 0.00 0.09
BUAR R Rl I R AL 251.75 4 62.93 2.46 0.04 0.05

- peyiiliny 14835330.92 139 71668.26

- ABIERAER 5291.84 139 25.56
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PP L BKP ] AR AT e B, S U IR RS I AR N b5 v S i L ey g 2200, B
e BUY, RSB B W AR T R, N, BEE PO A3 R, Bm KPR R B i xt
Pt P s R I A ] FEIERRZ SR L, o SO AR U A U X s TR A, (HRE
H O R, OB et — DA 55 R B

4.3 BRMENET BN

R IRAMHSC T, X1 4 8%z — SO AT 55 R IR 2 BB A TAOC T, 255 A I, RIAE
55 I T FHBSHE bR 5 a2 — 3k 2 W3 IE ARG (1=0.26, p<0.05) , DRI, Xz —SPEAE Ui
T4 S B TR A VE R, RO 1 RO G 46 5 M S ot FH B A i > B 4%, R A PROCESS 3.4 i
50T, SR 3 R, A E 3, 54— SO AE TR 28 52w B i s s e eh A VR
It HX AR E R R T 2R B (Cl= [ 1.04, 17713 ] ), FEARRE ( KIEH ) S imige s
Z B PRI, MR A, A E RS . IR LS, el ez — B
FRRETRINBHALEAE S5 TP By, TR BHEO T, T, R . X R TRl Rl , Al
Mz, NEREMEE 20 IE R,

3 TS, RIGFEZ MR RE R EIES
Table 3 Regression analysis of prospective emotion, feedback and perceived consistency on post-

feedback time

AF i Jebrifith R 5 ' [ LLCI, ULCI] R R’
Wk -589.75 -2.89 [ -996.05, —183.45] 0.45 0.20
W2 434.11 3.09" [ 154.84, 713.39 ]
A7 —3 23.35 3.29” [9.26, 37.44]
ki 374.49 3.09” [ 133.18, 615.79 ]
Wi 28 * -223.63 -2.08" [ -382.46, —64.80]

E: *p<0.05; *#p<0.01, A TR,
4.4 BFEEERET BN

KB IRAMHDC T, X1 48 8%z — SO M 55 IR 2 R BRI THDC T, S5 A, RIAE
55 I BTG P8R 5 IS —Bvk 2 B3 IEA DG (1,=0.37, p<0.01) , Bk, XSz — otk 7E fi i)
NS S s A B s A VE D, SR FH PROCESS 3.4 BEATZMT, S5HAN-5 4 Fin. B IRELAEIAE B
B BRsE A ER, BT 288 5t BARFEAE 55 R 132 BT 45 s, (AN 3 Feas g oK 7
BT AT U R AR A2 3h BT 55 R BURIR], B 45 /K723 Bl AR B FRAUBE K - (14 A8 Akt 2 FiTi iz
Bl GUTEAT 55 B N ) 55 5
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T4 TEARYE. BEBBERN KRGS AREEERS

Table 4 Regression analysis of prospective emotion and self-efficacy on post-feedback time

AR E| R t Boot CI R R
W 3.58 -1.15 [-2.07, 4.36] 0.51 0.25
s 28 2.49 1.02 [-1.33, 18.22]
EE R 4.11 3.08" [0.65, 8.75]

5 itig

51 FHRRENRIRFH FEs)RANEESE

T 28 TS B AT 5 48 0947 R AP sk 2 5% A O 28 ( Miloyan and Suddendorf, 2015) o {HJZ,
TGRSR, AR A T I G5 ] RE 2B AR 2T AR 1, (FURAR 2RI R Ge Ik 1+ 45
TR 22, AF5 et b R S 2 B 7 58 8 R4 18] ( Loewenstein et al., 2000) . SZrfifga) 5
HEABFR A AS R, SO IR &5 112 8 RAEAT 55 WA R RO HEffPE, BUMES, ENHUN RS
PN A PR ZE A A B S 54145, R, RO R R R

FATREAS 25 A AT 55 BUH A TR I A AL 2%, (RIS Ul AN R 5 2 2 . 17 25 0
WZEEA AT AT R SR X —8 L, DIEFRESA SRR s . X TR S i 1 26 Tl
ATVEAT: R A S SRS A e R i R A Sl R A B R ( Wiilson et al., 2005) 5 X MRS, A1
H T IO 3 B AR B A I T PR NS R A2 ( Colombo et al., 2020) , {HJEH 23K K]
REE ARG I AR DR, R BRI A4 TRk e, R RO e AR B 02 Hy T R LI 25 AR ( Fu
etal., 2018) . SEHrftis i et S pialab TR BRI, KAFRUT S5 P IER R AR, 28 8h x5 4k
1155 W R FFHEAZ B2, Xt S T 9k T E— D BRI R PRI XS A AT A TR

TEETIAR B EAER B3, UEIZEANRIT A A4 T 45 T AR Ui 2 R i i A A 55 Y
FeaRIL . WUUMIRET, 45 TR R it , waZ 22 A K, (A E A A I, B R I B i B 22
TR, U S R e 2 AR T, (L E R A RO R A — 3 X AELMERF R PR, g
A LR AEIZ B ISR L FE T 45 T 5l R R B 25 .

52 Rt BRMERNRIGHETHBERIIESRIPEER

TEL I SIHLEIRUL, TA R 482 R B6 REAS 1 1252 M A AR & AR AR S5 IR ( Morewedge
and Buechel, 2013) . BUREMHITEE A ( Williams et al., 2012) it S84 58 LR, L0 10 44
frizshh, kA Y NS4 ARSI A BT AR 6 ~ 10 A S B RB sh gL, 3T 245
TAT K YR 466k AATTAT AW e v AR R B T o B g R B, SRS 28 A E R B (959% &
fEIXIEH 020 ~ 0.24) (DeWall etal., 2015) . (AL BUAAAE D AT B8 A m2s, ARS8 tiE R
5 24 B 5 IR 26 VEA 1) — BT AT 1A T B MR 1Y, T 243 i ez — 3ok 5
TIREEAT S5 T, [ Ae S S A 2 TS i Jasz — S5 Pl R VR, U0 S U5 B A e A B T A 2
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SR RHRIL.

PIEWFSE ( Kaplan et al., 2020 )35 T 15 R H0M AERHPE— @ B2 EE R0 B3 FRHM 510 B TAESTEL,
RBIFSE M A S 1 OO A T AR A 2 A R TEAR I Al 5 5y A 1) B S O
KIATEAE . ABFFE DRI T H IR A FURE 28 AT 55 R bR e 2 A, BIAMA B 3
B FIE R 125 1 6% A LI 2 7K SP-8 v B  B A AIR A 55 R IR B b 195 44 T g D1 — B2 9 s ALY
PR, HAFAER S22 5, M3 SCSC A A i A EE AN 32 SOk A B N TEAS AT BRI 52 10 g
A TA RO HbRgefE . ik, aTRAHG, FEARMR T SOCfbr, AR RTIxT B ARfe AP STk iy &
FIVERR /N SHLYE S T i 22 5 1 IR T o i v, B AR S R A, i R — B TSR 55
M J5 3 2 RIS 55 i R v BAAR A R IRl . 35 MR — AN T B8R AR 58 BRI Y

RPN
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Influence of Athletes’ Prospective Emotion and Self-efficacy on

Task Performance

Peng Duobao' Liu Zhongmeng' Zhou Lulu®

1. China Shooting Academy, Shijiazhuang;
2. School of Education, Hengshui University, Hengshui

Abstract: Prospective emotions affect people’s choice of follow-up behavior. This study used experimental
methods to examine how athletes’ prospective feelings about the task to be completed affect their task
performance. The results showed that the interaction between prospective emotion and feedback was
significant. When the prospect was low, positive and negative feedback were given, and the participants’
feelings were not significantly different, but the number of correct answers was significantly more positive
feedback. When the prospect is high, positive feedback improves the athlete’s feeling, but the number of
correct answers in the two groups is basically the same. When positive feedback is given, the consistency
of emotional feelings plays a complete mediating role in the influence of prospect emotions on task
persistence (time). The level of individual self-efficacy explains why the athletes’ task performance is
different when the prospect is high and low. The prospective emotional level will significantly predict
the athletes’ time effort in the task with the change of individual self-efficacy level. Conclusion: Athletes’
prospect of the task to be completed affects task performance, and affects individual persistence through
emotional consistency and self-efficacy. Giving appropriate feedback based on athletes’ prospect of the
task can promote performance.

Key words: Prospective emotion; Feedback; Fmotional eeling consistency; Self-efficacy; Task performance
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