56 DR Journal of Psychological Science 2019, 42 (1) : 56-61

Btk

SEARIR ARSI

(BARRFHAPED, M6, 264011)

NP BRI A S R R A E A I BT A 22 D~ ~) RSN AR X I BT 22 OS2, S8 1 B e B A b A ) AT
SRS 22 , S0 2 RS 3 S s AL PB4 2] RES VR AR B0 P AR 2T 4 D I il s 22 ey 2
SRR (1) WP AE I T N i 22, el T BRI A S SRR F A B . (2) A RES IR G2 A L
) RESIVE AR &S A AT BRI 7 S S SRR IR B i 22 B /D, XA~ T 2 SR R S P v 22 B K

IS WP EIATH R

1

11 F T i 22

1% J8 F5 I (affective forecasting) 8 4~ A& X}
A K =15 & B 3 U ( Gilbert, Pinel, Wilson,
Blumberg, & Wheatley, 1998; Wilson & Gilbert,
2003 ) o AfTHEATIGERTET, AfE Al T ARk
PEXHELE RSN, XPFN N 2E (impact bias )
( Wilson & Gilbert, 2003 ) . [ ij 17 /8% B fr) WF 5%
WRENF G, RS HEREIN 2 )RR
(Bkeft, skig, 2015; XUBEE:, sfEfE, AR,
2010; B FEpKEE | 2013; Kurtz, 2016; Moons, Chen, &
Mackie, 2017 ) . F/REHUIN i 22 A IMA 22 5 (Z2RAT
2012; 5 9& | 2009; Christophe & Hansenne, 2016 ) .
F AR RS 0, il anda e CBKBEA, 5k
W, TR, YUK, Wk, 2018) . =3 (Ruby,
Dunn, Perrino, Gillis, & Viel, 2011) %%, 4K ifi, H
] A A DG T Rt i 22 T 9 22 DDA A ik
W, WIEAMRHELET 3~5 % 2401 L 115 B
D, 2 i LB 2 van A T A SR s ke 1 R A 1
2% ( Gautam, Bulley, Von Hippel, & Suddendorf, 2017;
Kopp, Atance, & Pearce, 2017 ) . A IITHI, HHAEJ

DA EET DA AR T 25

R RN, SHUEAML, FOFES . ]
MBORAAR ST K2 JZ T 105 R GG SR ss Y, i
FIA J BT REED A e, DR IHOGH IR 28 ) I
N hERA (R, KIEAT, TR, 2014) o B
2, HDFIRT SR BR AR TR RE A1 B
227 R DR E2AL S5, AR
> 55 FAAE N 25 5 e Hoot 2 ) HARiiasK. I
U, RS D AE2E 2 AT R T A A SR e 25 EL A R
B ERS FELSL R L
1.2 WP AR 24T Ry v B RN i 22

DR R, AR (focalism ) J& T3
MR 22 2R, RUAATTHE S R R 1% 5 1T
OGP s2m ), 200 17 5 ZAF R i
SRFE 2 (BKIREA, sKIgE, 2015; B FE K4,
2013) o SHUAEAFULEAM L, F /DA 25010
TAATAZAIE SRR, R 1 4 v S
WAL, I HAERTE L i B 2 RE (RS,
2014 ) o L, FRATHEN, w)rhAFEXT 2 2] 25 R i
W, 255 5zt Esgnn, 2 HALCFE R,

MBS, B MW 2E. g, AR
B

* WSS E S HIRFPEFEESIH (71401068) FLLIZRAHRHFLRII H (18CIYI13) (%R,

#OEIHAER . KB E-mail: fengandwei@126.com
DOI:10.16719/j.cnki.1671-6981.20190109



57

fBise 12 WA= 25 s Al RO 2 > 485 SRt ke () AR
PR TR A 2 2] 235 SR o BT AR AT I
1.3 2EReshMEAR Sl Th A2 2047 A s R
22 A5 )

2 5 17 3 B2 & (action theory ) ( Chapman &
Skinner, 1989; Chapman, Skinner, & Baltes, 1990;
Skinner, Chapman, & Baltes, 1988 ) , 17sliH 314
FB. HW =5 AR 2061731
e =t a: (1) #5560 - ERE ST 21
X HARRES I B BT (2) FB - HIWAE
SRR R TFBOS Tk B EH bR SRR

(3) BEBhMEASH & (agency beliefs ) F8MAME A C
PA SRR TB (465577, 687 . M ASCHRE .
i55) R BRI, b, BeshE(E SR
A G F A T ) (Walls & Little, 2005) . 2%
SJREBIEAR SR A MA, SRR N ATES) 1 Bl
MR IRLLIAEIA N HAR (Walls & Little, 2005)

CAMFFE R, 5 BN I 22 25 52 SIHLIR 52

( Morewedge & Buechel, 2013; Pauketat, Moons,
Chen, Mackie, & Sherman, 2016 ) . BKBEfERIZEZS
2 (2017) Iy, AMTSEBLEARISIHLEGE, B
Al FAR SIS BB AT SRR MU S5 A TR AR A7 J%
) RE SN VEAR Gk R h AR o2 > RE S MR & s 1Y
SR TSR BNAIL LB SR BT, R > iR il o
e P, XFEE aeshbEam gl AR kUL, B
2 BERAETORLZ  TE R 2 ) S R A TR Z S
PRITTT S v A R DB TR I I X T2 2T Re sl PR 55
PRI TR AR, TR 2= ) S5 SRR TR 2, B
()2 S 25 RAETUREZ A1, DRI B s A D I A AR
TR P, R ik

B 2a: X R 7 >0 45 B 71 Bt B,
) RE SN VEAR &8s 1w rh AR o2 > RE S VAR &R Y
I A B Al I R I

B 2b: X AR 2% 2] 5 S R T SR B
) REShVEAR Gk R h AR o2 > RE S MR & s 1Y
BT A S Al RIS BT AR AR

R T RUER, A SO T AN S S
B AEZ LRI rh AR 2 20 AT Ry v R SRR v 26 2 5 A7
T 28 2 FISELG 3 70 HiTE e 2 P S h 2%
G i A 2 ] BB O I R T i 26 520

2 1
2.1 #ik

MHEA 2= — ZE ) DU B AL SRR 100 24850,
BRBAE 93 4, Hh BA 45 44, LA 48 %4, Py
M 1324 % (SD=1.09 % )

2.2 SRt

MG LR A B AR R A, AR
R, IR MR AN K. RIS
R REREK = SRR S, Bl i
DIHFR M, AR ds: (1) X2 Sagesi i
(IR T , FERPATNAE YRR P
HERE (skdgs ) B RoTE TR R, FE 5 AV
ghim) (%, B0, B, JRD R ), BAAEER,
I=3dE AR 2%, 7= AR 2% 190 R s AR
TG . EZE AT, R IR A A SR
DU AR AT B 1 3, 45978 s TH
EESREL,  (2) X2 SEIRA RN AL . TR
PR HTE A RIS, T A C AR 2
PSR, 51 ] v i 5 2 Tal AR ]

2.3 LT

SN 2 SEFEET, BEORPG B BIAE
KWK SEFEP IR 25 2 Roe 5 115 B I
AR B, . SR bR, 04
XA 73 49 64 83, WIANBHEFIE: A. 7439 64
83 B. 734694 83 C.7349 6843 D. 7349 64 83, 1r%
AR SR IR S s s gk, [R5 2 2
S ASAE R R TT P AL 5o 1)
—L IR BEAL T R A, SR A R R A a0k
W E IS TS 2 R 50 04 S g A R
XA TR, R E 2 O
2.4 SRS

V17 T T A5 1 TR A 6 1 P A A A 7 T X
FEA e K56, S5 R A, WINAMT, KR
(M=6.01, SD=0.84 ) &} 3 & TIHEMAL: (M=4.97,
SD=1.12) , (45)=6.74, p=001, d=1.05, SCREEK;
RWEAT, M (M=5.60, SD=0.76) i3
T RAR IS (M=4.77, SD=0.87) , 1(46)=6.28,
p=001, d=1.02, RCREK, #F—D BB FLK
WA A T 400 R A R SR g 22 7 TR N ik 2 i
BRI 2240 ), ML AEAS e kIR R, ) g%
P4 AR B R TR R 25 (M=1.04, SD=1.05)
oW &M T (M=82, SD=90) JC It & % %,
191)=1.10, p=28,

25 T 1itie
SEHG 1SR, IR RTINS B AR S 2 ]



58

2R W, YIhAEAE T AR ) SRR S AR
AR 28 FNR MU T 46, Rl T 2s, =2
FRBR 1, XS5 UENIRE R 2, MES &G
AR K4 v ( Gautam et al., 2017; Noda,
2016) . S 2 ff it — LB G T RE SIS S XTI
Hh A i RTINS

3 2

31 ik

FE XA h 2 A ) — ) U B AL £ 240 44 1
R, B4 1104, L4130 4, FHFER 13.52 %
(SD=1.11%) .
3.2 E>)heshE S E R g

gEA T 24 A VTR EEH, IF2 IR Baker,
Little Fl1 Brownell (2003) Fr il (I RE SN A5 & 14
FATGH T 20 DRILRBIR, AN RE SRR Yk
BERSNT R sh MG SR . NERRES AR &
&N 01, R R AN RESh IS S dEk B
BIMFER SRR 1555, Ra, DL 120 BRI
RS B AT TR0 AR E R T
Brovai s, MBREE 2/ T 30 i, m& R
BT 12, NERRE SRS SR B 6 -,
HNRESI AR SRS 6 M, fem, LAFIAb
K A BRI Y 192 24274 o R H IS 1Y
HRIATIUETER R 00T, Sk - 2 R 3k
M, x’df=131, GFI=95, AGFI=.92, NNFI=.96,
CFI=.97, RMSEA=.04, ZFRI Y25 T35 F8 bn AR 7E
ATz . IEUE RS E R RECh 91, 1
Wit 3R 1 N — B BEAR A
33 it

AR 2 (TRl EE & /55 ) x2
(2 g5 By R0 gl e s it |
AR (1) EAResEE, s A
Ko SR B g i2E 2 Be a5 & G U Tl A,
19T 27% Amaesh PG &, 19535 27% M E5iE
FIPEGES. (2) %558, ) RIPHASKE,
AR R A, R i [R]2e  RA
RIS A dE: (1) PRI, 2RI 7EdE A
VePR WA L / AR R, A SEEE 1, (2)
1B EARES . BRI MA@ / AR A A ek
WHAZ IS, P A CARR B LG R, RG] 52
55 1o (3) IHEm i 2s, RS R0 5 17 A g5

I2E1E
34 LY

LR RS B N AR A PP AT 3 Hh i 1o A
W R, S REmINE . REHEEES
TR CIRR N AR RISESS 1), d5ea R seilikah
AR L AER B OSSR, W TE 0 i i
KRR G, EE BRI S, 5
WSR2 G, WA B st s g R T e
fRRE, TR T (50 R
35 5T
35.1 WA IR MR (A1 B i 2=

By A AR Ak T B o R 1 SRR Y S
M 53 =5.93, SD =94, My =5.12, SD =111,
(63)=5.90, p<O1, d=79, % W4 ¥k Al 17 2K
XoF 1 A 17 T 1) 5% W) M g5 =5.61, SD 45 =90, M s
=487, SD 4, =80, 1(55)=6.51, p<Ol, d=87.
352 2EJRES kA AR R e 22 ) 5

h T A A A S RE S MR A UM B T
1R TNR 22 s, AT T kel 2500 2
R, REsPEE S TR A B3 F(1, 116 )=15,
p=70, FIEERNFERAA L, F(1,116)=14,
p=T1, F RG2S RS HAE 2
F(1,116)=1028, p=.002, n°=.08, #E—fiRs0n;
orbr (R 1) BB, WRIIFMET, =T 6eshtE
R 0 U R O 22 . /N T 2T RE s RS Y
P, RMRAET, 22 Be st &nm i gl 2%
T 22 35 K T2 2] BE s 5 A 55 Bt
3.6 L2 1ie

S 2 PSRRI, R Resh (S &R A
55 A ) HR AR R A T BT IS AR I BN 2 I 11
TR, BRI, X R ) 25 SRR A Tt s
) Re MR &5 R AR R IR 2 R 2
X ) S SR AT TR, 2> e st (E sk
W A O 25 TR, SCRFER R 2. SEEE 3K
E— A LI 2 2T 1 B 5 4824 S e sh s vt

SRR FITR A 272 > 2485 SR R o i 22 14 52 i
4 3
4.1 #Ek

FEHE T4 TP 2] — ) DU R LE R 300 44 8
K, HoHA 152 4, i 148 &4, FHY4EES 13.37
% (SD=1.08 %) .



59

1 t
LR e & ik ST 22 t df P d
jpaz] (n=32) 49+.94 937 6 » 0
55(n=32) 1.12+1.16
I #h(n=28) 99+.75 225 s 0 .
55(n=28) 49+.88

42 SRt

AR 2 (CF 2T Resh TR /55 ) x 2( %
RS B ORI ST F AR 4
(1) 2 Reahtifmd, Jrhsm. SPAKF, i
A58 2, (2) 222455 40 ARG A 7K
WARF R 0 E Bk, HigiHRE, &
) BARZ K IR A, ATk 3 B ARSI B
ORI, ARG (1) THEH ., 2R
T HAE AR 2 ik ]/ ARA B H bR AR B R
[P FSE 1, (2) 1HEMARLS . BERPHTE i ]
RERPIRR / KRB EbRZ G, A SRR
M ESEIR, (M FSEE 1. (3) 1HIERH n 2%,
RIS 5 A T P 20
4.3 SRR

WIARZ KA T, PS4 S AR s M5
SR, BEE RN B O IR F PR A
EHBR, XA CIRE]/ ARk B2 HERZ )5 11
AT, SRRSO S, TEH55 b A Hplial
(R, K 5E g BARI BRI o, R 5En H
PRI R A . o), FERE R B A B,
B B G A T
44 SR
4.4.1 PIPAE IR CRA T B SRR s 2

BRI R A T R B B AR 25 R A
JB, M =598, SD 4 w=99, My =533, SDyy
=1.22, #(75)=4.76, p<O01, d=59, R R4, %
WA R s Al T AR 3 B bR Z 5 T AR T
M 55 =549, SD 55=99, My, =4.75, SD =82,
1(73)=6.12, p<01, d=81, FCREK,
4.42 ) REB A X IR I 22 1) B

TG A 27 2 RE SIS & UM 458 1
TR 2 A s, A T T 25 0T A R R B,

A RES MG S B A R, F(1, 146)=1.41,
p=24, FAERB TR E, F(, 146)=33,
p=57, FA e R S S E I SRS HAE
F(1, 146)=20.89, p=.001, 5°=.13, f&EESN 40T (W,
22), BIMRIAMT, 2= Resh s &R bk
T SRR T AR 25 d /N2 2T R B AR 55 1
W RGN, 2 Rl (n S gl i ko
M 22 0 K= S e st (s &5 1
45 S8 31he

S 3 25K, w AR R AN T R R AR
W AN S P TE I %, SR, X PR 2
SZER, 2T RE SN TR A T i 22 /N
T2E I BES TR & A XTI A 2k ) 4
W, 2= sl AR & i I I e 22 K T
2 ReN S SE R, SCRER 2.

5

5.1 WA 21T A A IR e 2

AN, BRI A Al TR R B AR
A BRI 2 Wy e T I k., AR F 52 R B ) v
HETEA I I 27 2D 7 oy o BRI AR 2 S 45 2R
PRI AR AR 22, SRR 1, 5L
K TIE R i i 5 4 R — 2 CHRBEAT, kg,
2015; BKWEFR, 227570, 2017; Gautam et al., 2017;
Gilbert et al., 1998; Wilson & Gilbert, 2003 ) . X1,
I A R AR N, IR IR BT R e R 25
W T A X 1 28 B I B B i, Y T R AT i
25 2 ZE R PTHT R I B A T IO A B A, SRR A2

UL, 2 AR R, B R,
FEGEM R

5.2 23 B RPN i 2 B
S22 MG 3 BRI, ¥ T bl

2 t
S A % 51 e frr i T i 2 ‘ a r d
- - 15+1.01
et iH(1=38) S0 397 74 001 -92
95(n=38) 1.14£1.15
i \(n=37 1.03+.95
IR SR(n=3T) 2.46 72 016 58
95(n=37) 45+1.07




60

%mm*%#j TN BT ﬁ%%% EpopAY s

GERIEATIINNE, ~7 ] REsh AR &R A L
%7 @ihuﬁmw*iﬁ ﬁ@%§¢ R0
T T G R B, 27 > BESIVEAR &5 4]
*i%%?a&@%u%%W¢$F@ﬁMﬁ§k,

THREBE 20 ARIEITIERE, BEShME(E SR T A
4 0 58 21 19 X 47 3h B 2 il ( Chapman & Skinner,

1989; Chapman et al., 1990; Skinner etal., 1988) .
RESHIEAR & A= SEARTE A &l Lz 4
ﬁiﬁolﬂ,ﬁ?#g%ﬂﬁﬁ%@*i%ﬁ,
TR 2 D G RAE TR Z b, TTE AR 827 > S5 2R )
TETURLZAbs X222 REsh g5 i wT rh ARk Ud, T
W7 ) B RAETOR Z oy, ARG A~ > 45 2R 0]
TETURLZAb, DRI, X R 27 ) 45 A 17 It
Mﬁ RES AR &85 1) vh AR S i 22 25K TRE SN
huﬁ%@¢¢i#ﬁﬁW%j %FWWMN
PEAF &SRR h A 52 i 25 2R T REsPE R &

%%@*E XU, “#JH @éﬁﬁ%%%%ﬂ
00 v A T RITI 22, 5 AT G TR SRR D0 v
WS TEa R — 2 (BRI, 32025, 2017,
Morewedge & Buechel, 2013; Pauketat et al., 2016 )
5.3 FLBFISEEME

UE%?Fﬁﬁmmﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ,
ESRARD A BT 45T A2 20 47 0 P 1 Sy
%% ARWFFE N K SRS B 58 vh AR 2 20 A5
AT R FLINm 2, W5 & ) b A A BR AR N —F
HE LI RO A 22, e T LA DG THIR IRl et
FEAU . F3Ab, DIAEWTIE R ZEON NN AR5
G IR 22 PR IR, AR R AR A DF R 42
175 ST O 22 ) LRI, B2 5C T RE B PEAR okt
A7 IR FIN g 22 52 W R AIF TR ZIAR D DL o ASEHFE A T3 -
FERBEI A, HERESM G S X A2 0 17
rhi RN AR 22 ISR, SR, AT S E
FER, O RS FTE I RS, X T B
1 e DB s i O i BRI, 2 Tk
T IR i 2 S AL e PR 2R AT

AT A BT AN T A5 i e 75 4
FIAT AT EEAE A, B AR AT
rP R T R T ( 22 , P2k D AEXS 27 2] HARIYIESK
5 28 b3 e o\ iV @8

ARWFFEFEEE T 2 > RE BN AR X 40) b AR 17 Rt
M%%%QW ERFE— 20 LB N R RE S MR
SIS RE SR SR BT s 22 52, 4 s A

SURARGE . ioh, I RESME R S T A
I AT R T RN i 22 ) S MBI T R AT o

6

AFRAFH LT 4518

(1) WA 27 A7 Ry P A A1 SRR i 22
il TR A 2] 5 A R AP R IR A 2 > 45
AT R AT I

(2) “EARESMEE S ) th A2z 20 h
E@ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ"ﬁﬁiéo EéX#? W 2 G5 SR A T O I
5 BRI PEAR R ] T 2R L2 ] BRI PEAR &85 1Y
T A 7 R O 22 /0N MR o 2] 2 R A T
W, 27> BRI &R AR h A= oo ] RE Bl A
A ES R A R SR v 25

BKIGeHs L 22225 . (2017). A8 1) A DG e x5 TR ST - i i 22 4 5
Wi . FEEAR L 49(12), 1537-1547.

TKiGefti | ol . (2015). A JRRFITIN (14 50 Dl 25— SR AR B i TS S o 2208 2
DFEE  38(5). 1201-1206.

BRI | o, v, JIbat , Wi . 018). feRE H AR SRR it &
YIH Y . OPEFIR . 5008), 840-847.

ZRRA . (2012). A/ (A5 T i 25 520 | 35 R 5 #2517 9 S TIEDF

R PN R R AT

XIBEER | sRmie | ATl R . (2010). TR I 22 A DGR TR | OB F)
FIRE | 18(8). 1246-1255.
BIEVK  RE W], KR | FBRKER |, 254 TR
BB D PEFLFA R 21(8), 1482-1492.
3 (2009). 4 %fﬁz/ﬂ/ﬁé AN F RITEEA KT
108 e =2 VAt

BREE BRI, HL . (2014). T AEIGLE TR & AL B R A 3R
I ROPEFZ%E . 22(4). T13-T17.

Baker, C. W., Little, T. D., & Brownell, K. D. (2003). Predicting adolescent eating

& i“#

rm:g

(2013). i rh i SR £

FEHRITTER

and activity behaviors: The role of social norms and personal agency. Health
Psychology, 22(2), 189-198.

Chapman, M., & Skinner, E. A. (1989). Children's agency beliefs, cognitive
performance, and conceptions of effort and ability: Individual and
developmental differences. Child Development, 60(5), 1229-1238.

Chapman, M., Skinner, E. A., & Baltes, P. B. (1990). Interpreting correlations
between children's perceived control and cognitive performance: Control,
agency, or means—ends beliefs? Developmental Psychology, 26(2), 246-253.

Christophe, V., & Hansenne, M. (2016). Dispositional happiness and affective
forecasting: General or specific effect? The Journal of Positive Psychology.
11(2),209-214.

Gautam, S., Bulley, A., Von Hippel, W., & Suddendorf, T. (2017). Affective
forecasting bias in preschool children. Journal of Experimental Child
Psychology, 159, 175-184.

Gilbert, D. T., Pinel, E. C., Wilson, T. D., Blumberg, S. J., & Wheatley, T. P. (1998).

Immune neglect: A source of durability bias in affective forecasting. Journal of



61

Personality and Social Psychology. 75(3). 617-638.

Kopp, L., Atance, C. M., & Pearce, S. (2017). ‘Things aren't so bad!’ :
Preschoolers overpredict the emotional intensity of negative outcomes. British
Journal of Developmental Psychology, 35(4), 623-627.

Kurtz, J. L. (2016). Affective forecasting: Teaching a useful, accessible, and
humbling area of research. Teaching of Psychology, 43(1), 80-85.

Moons, W. G., Chen, J. M., & Mackie, D. M. (2017). Stereotypes: A source of
bias in affective and empathic forecasting. Group Processes and Intergroup
Relations, 20(2), 139-152.

Morewedge, C. K., & Buechel, E. C. (2013). Motivated underpinnings of the impact
bias in affective forecasts. Emotion, 13(6), 1023-1029.

Noda, M. (2016). Does affective forecasting change motivation for disaster

Pauketat, J. V. T., Moons, W. G., Chen, J. M., Mackie, D. M., & Sherman, D. K.
(2016). Self-affirmation and affective forecasting: Affirmation reduces the
anticipated impact of negative events. Motivation and Emotion, 40(5), 750-
759.

Ruby, M. B., Dunn, E. W., Perrino, A., Gillis, R., & Viel, S. (2011). The invisible
benefits of exercise. Health Psychology, 30(1), 67-74.

Skinner, E. A., Chapman, M., & Baltes, P. B. (1988). Control, means—ends,
and agency beliefs: A new conceptualization and its measurement during
childhood. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology. 54(1), 117-133.

Walls, T. A., & Little, T. D. (2005). Relations among personal agency, motivation,
and school adjustment in early adolescence. Journal of Educational

Psychology, 97(1), 23-31.

preparedness? motivation one month after a hypothetical earthquake. Revista

de Psicologia Social, 31(1), 109-136.

Wilson, T. D., & Gilbert, D. T. (2003). Affective forecasting. Advances in
Experimental Social Psychology, 35, 345-411.

The Influence of Learning Agency Beliefs on Affective
Forecasting Bias in Middle School Students’ Learning
Behavior

Geng Xiaowei, Fan Linlin, Zhao Lina
(School of Educational Science, Ludong University, Yantai, 264011)

Abstract Affective forecasting refers to our predictions about how pleasant or unpleasant certain future events make us feel. People tend to
overestimate the impact of future events on their emotions, which is known as impact bias. The present research focuses on whether there is impact
bias in middle school students’ learning behavior and the influence of learning agency belief on affective forecasting of middle school students.

To test the hypotheses, three experiments were conducted. In Experiment 1, a total of 100 middle school students participated in the competition of
“who will be the winner”. Before the test, they predicted the pleasantness of success and unpleasantness of failure in the test. After the test, they were
told that they had succeeded or failed in the test and were asked to report their actual pleasantness of success and unpleasantness of failure in the test.
Results showed that all the students overestimated both the pleasantness of success and the unpleasantness of failure.

In Experiment 2, a total of 240 middle school students were told to participate in a fake high school entrance examination. According to their
scores of learning agency belief scale, they were divided into two groups, one group was with high agency belief and the other one was with low
agency belief. Before the test, they predicted the pleasantness of success and unpleasantness of failure in the test. After the test, they were told that they
had succeeded or failed in the test and were asked to report their actual pleasantness of success and unpleasantness of failure in the test. Results showed
that for predicting the pleasantness of success, students with high agency beliefs showed smaller impact bias than those with low agency beliefs.
However, for predicting the unpleasantness of failure, students with high agency beliefs showed bigger impact bias than those with low agency beliefs.

In Experiment 3, a total of 300 middle school students participated in the final exam. According to their scores of learning agency belief scale,
they were divided into two groups, one group was with high agency belief and the other one was with low agency belief. Before the test, they predicted
the pleasantness of success and unpleasantness of failure in the test. After the test, they were told that they had succeeded or failed in the test and
were asked to report their actual pleasantness of success and unpleasantness of failure. Results showed that for predicting the pleasantness of success,
students with high agency beliefs showed smaller impact bias than those with low agency beliefs. However, for predicting the unpleasantness of
failure, students with high agency beliefs showed bigger impact bias than those with low agency beliefs.

In sum, the present research found that middle school students overestimated the impact of future learning outcomes on their feelings. Besides,
learning agency beliefs influenced middle school students’ impact bias. The present research has both important theoretical and practical implications.
Limitations and further research have been discussed as well.

Key words learning agency beliefs, middle school students, learning behavior, impact bias



