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MATCAZAICR (258 2) A5 SR PRI/ N SR o

KR FRKUINHRL; 2E 2T HIW ST T R RIE &
SHES B84
1 AiE

25 2] 350 R I 2 ) i A RHE S 4;?D1'Jﬁtqjﬁi
SN TR AEAR KRR EE b5 mg | R 22 S A
UM (Dunlosky & Rawson, 2012; Kornell & Metcalfe,
2006; Thiede, Anderson, & Therriault, 2003), XFf
T B2 2] F W (Judgment of Learning, fAi#K JOL),

BRI B R 1Y — Fh ST A 0 ] B (Dunlosky
& Metcalfe, 2009; Mueller, Tauber & Dunlosky,
2013)0 KT AMTIE AT HEAT 27 > F Uiy (4[] A2 d
40 AERTTINAF SR O TE 0 . — LK, XFixn)
OB i R A P RO i IR 5 P (processing
fluency )R Ut F{5E & (beliefs) R i . VT4FEHK, KT F
R NRR (X T /NIRRT H, ATEKR
FHRIUH LA JOL {H 5 ) B BIESE A X P A Rt
PETE ARG . SRR R, TR/ T
i T %t (Kornell, Rhodes, Castel, & Tauber, 2011;
Rhodes & Castel, 2008), 73 —LERFFEI LM, Fik
KN IR T5 & (Hu et al., 2015; Mueller, Dunlosky,
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X ) FI W (Judgment of learning, fAiFR JOL)HISEMN, HiTFAAR
WFFEH L PIAS SR 5 G RO T AR/ NE RN TR (525 DU TR

GEREHL DTG R AR (9256 1)k i i ik
GFIC (S 2)mF, AT R T H E A JOL AL 35 i T/ 7RI H LA JOL K 2) 5 AT TARMS /N AR i i (9256
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Tauber, & Rhodes, 2014), fixiT, Mueller A1 Dunlosky
(O17T)HEH, AR I/ NN 2 J T AT TN 3
W PER RS AR, ST TR MBI
SE A R AL TR, SR TR &R (Mueller
& Dunlosky, 2017), AWFFE1E Mueller A1 Dunlosky
(2017)WFFT A FERE I B8 42 M 25 58RO T T
W 1 A A X A R NN Y S, 1 — 248 7R O
R T BRI ]

Koriat (2000, 2007)$2 Hi B4 XU T8 712 g B
AR G ey AT S0 A KA T 8 — A B L5 0 g ) 3
15 i Y (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2009; Carpenter,
Wilford, Kornell, & Mullaney, 2013; Dunlosky,
Mueller, & Tauber, 2015; Mueller et al., 2014;
Rhodes & Castel, 2008), 1ZMHITA A, JCINH W]
AL 45 A R g8 T Ee 19 I I (Theory-based
monitoring) Fl F& T & 45 (% W5 I (Experience-based
monitoring). Fif & &8 AN AL T R AP B8 sl 5 & cn
KT IR &) #EAT I, 2 —MA 230 T,
J5 R AR R EE T LA (i hn T s v #E A T
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W, J&—F oI T AR 1 R SR
%¢(Jia et al., 2016; Li et al., 2016; Mueller, Dunlosky,
& Tauber, 2016; Mueller et al., 2013; Susser &
Mulligan, 20159 3 HF, H, SeFFAR KN
RIWESE (Hu et al., 2015; Kornell et al., 2011; Mueller
et al., 2014; Rhodes & Castel, 2008) }y I 24t T B %
Uk

Rhodes il Castel (2008) 1 K & 7K/,
RI=AAR K /NEE i AATTRY JOL. WFgEH, #ik2% > 36
A, K (48 pt)/IN(18 pt)yF AR AN B 1Y 5
B E 2 5 s, BolEsy ] — DI H AT 2T A
Wr, RIS 500 H 8% 78 Bl s 03 B2 HS ke i ]
AETE (0~100% Z AL A — A7), 55 i A i
B2 S5 5R I, AXT T /NIRRT E, #iak
TERFRTH A JOLH T i, HSAAR/NATE M
PR ML RS o X b S NN AE S5 SE T 5
rhL 8 S 2 B041E (Kornell et al., 2011; Miele, Finn, &
Molden, 2011; Mueller et al., 2014),

KT A IINEORE 7 ML ) PR S B0 L
BRI T EdE . —J7 1, A W58 (Kornell et al.,
2011; Rhodes & Castel, 2008)7 W, “F{ARK /NN
JE I T P T 2. 1 40, Rhodes AT Castel (2008)
TSRS R AN/ 3T H A8 B A 1 )
(ease-of-reading judgments), 554 A& BE: 3l ) Wt
KRR I H B R BN 5y, R ARIEA 2
RFERITH Ho/ NI I ek s . 1k
— LIS UEAATT WL, BT 5T BRI A 27 2 AR
I e, B RNE RS I 20k 3
>J I H (40 aLtErNaTiOn), 25 5 & B, TEXFHFEN T,
FARRNBONAR R T, RN T e SR
Xf JOL [ sgm i 2] 7 HEAEN . I3 —Jr i,
Mueller 5 A (2014)IIWFFE R, AMIPHHEA IE &
(Bian, R b /N A B B A e R BRI
RO P A R A, S s P TE G . AT RIESY
(25 1 FSEES 2) kB, AR /N JOL, (HA
W] o T W P (LA TR B 531 S I I 9 5 2B 8 27 >
] S FE bR ), & B I/ INORE 1 7 A 5
WMETEC . J28 3 EORPOLSE P B — B T AR
NSRS B AR, SRS LR B Al I R AR
(hypothetical participants)BEWZ [F11Z H K FE 5 /N F
I 30 20 o LR 4 SR HET T 27 ST i
FIT (pre-study JOL), %I Wi % A 7E 27 > Fir, A
AZ I Lt RS2 E &0, 95 3 Al
S 4 ERR BT AR/, ISR RN

JOL M52 nl Ge {5 & Ve .

IRBRGE B, 0 PR RN A A 2 2T
H Rl REARALAE A oS 92 1, 1E 41 Dunlosky 46 A (2015)
e, I TR RS S A R R DI R, 3
A AEMI AR, JEREEM JOL., filfn, AAf7nlfE%k
TA I T 3w M (5 & 3E 17 2% 2 # B (Finn &
Tauber, 2015), 2514, Mueller #1 Dunlosky (2017)
N, SR /INEEONE 1) 7 A ] R R T B oG T
Tt s, BRI, s AR s R A i 3o
H E/ N R0 B I TR, HHIAhin T
T I H C S ROR ST R T IR IR — R,
Mueller 1 Dunlosky i# i 48 F 15 R #R AP 0C T2
(i /s )R &, RSB XS JOL (15
M, ZFr LAk EEEt, JEH R OFREE A
M T @ AT R AR (AN 25 5% i i
Tiitate. IBA, s St (E B S s
Tim M, JF HABAT JOL FEI0 AR R 145 5 9
TR A5 I T8 4 1 B 6 (AN i () | 1 JOL {1 2%
BT —B e (gt ) K JOL {8, stheRM M
T T s e ffE &5 m T JOL, Bigs F il $s
EXHESPATEN, FINsEEs 4 &, iESCge A gk
[5e] 152 W €0, 7 A B ot £ A N T B R W A S 0
P TCHE T35 L TR BB 2 2T B AR [R) 9 BT
PEAT 24 2] IR AR . 25 R & B, SEO6 4 % i
AR H (Y JOL{H 1 35 5 T4 (4 4R35 H 1 JOL
{H, ¥4 AE i e Rk AR H % JOL fA E i
RS, REREIR, XTI TR rE &
AMARY JOL,

J24& Mueller 1 Dunlosky (2017)HJHF57 45 5B 56
BIAN R C T T M (5 &5 T JOL, 4R,
AT BT IR B 5 AR RN . BRI, 56
TR/ 2 75 2 3 T AT 56 F I T
B A 0 72 A ) [ AT AN TS 4 © ek, TE 41 Mueller
F1 Dunlosky 5 Hi ¥, #UBE T HA X T RFA A
HE S M T 5 &, @A T8 g i 5
IR S 5 2, FARK N BT B iy
KT I T M A5 A R 56 <2 2T LI FEAE X
)1 T 78 6 <3 A1 RO S i | B W T 78 08 T V5
WM, R0, Mueller #1 Dunlosky FJAF 53N %
KT JET I THig s mic e 8eR s &
RN TR S EENE, KRN, A
WH L — 2 BRSPS e 22 3K
T B A5 A2 ) FIWT A 52

Zi b, AEMENE: DEZEMELTINT
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TG B A5 &0 R R/ IO, B B2 WL 2) 73 331l 5 %%
AR SR T << AR /NS T o T s e 8 £ 2 DA K
I T RGP ICAZSOR B 5 &% JOL 20 o
T IRE LR EE, APPSR, Sk 1
A 2 A T AR N TR RN R 0 TR X —
fR&, BEZESETRINER IR . S8
2 JE SR IR BRI TR MR AL ORI —
R, BEILESETERR/NER B . WX
L6 [ AL R A BT AT S AR A T G
TN 1 B X 2 > AT ) 5 ) R AR
PRI/ H A, AT g 27 > 40 W 68 A R BIL ol
FEAEHT RIS o

2 SEEe 1. PARRU/INERIN Y
P 9 A 78 0 TR R/ INRRORE (1) 5%
Mg

SLEY 1 B AR T FE RN I L
PR S X AR R INRLON W52 . A58 i 4
X ST 51— B A E R /N
FHIM T s (DL R R R F R w4, 5%
I3 — LA VAR LR AR T s (DR
fRIFR/INFAR T 4 ), 5 LA a2 48 T8 . 2k
SEHTHE ST & B R /RN 2 T AN A S T
T M AF A& A AN & I T A B, IR
L, TEARSZE Y, KPR T I 2 A o 2 3R R
RSN, IEH, BT R IE X R LT
NIRRT X — 15 & AT TR, %5 X2
> W 52 e AT BE LU A 48 SRR LR R, A
W, RS G0 0 2H 1 SR R/ INRIOE T g b4 il 40
R o /N AR TE 30 A1 B 48 R SR I A SR N
PR F R T i 1 — 15 &, WA 2 >
Wt FE I T T OC T hn Tt A5 &t T, A
ZIN T ARG, B2a, NAERERGH
F R/ N AR H _E Y JOL BN & TRk AT H
% JOL MH, ZRINH A ST P4 /NN AH S5 A 3%
W o
21 AHE
211 #Hik

AW BB T G*Power R HEFTIT
% (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007), JGHi%
FARR N FEAFE ) Cohen’s ds ok 0.58 &
0.74 Z ), MHEX —20N I E, MEitkR )
(power)ik#| 0.9 B, f— WK T2 22~34
Z [6](Z WL Yang, Huang, & Shanks, 2018), HR X —

TFELER, S 1 HREL 75 BAERKFAES LR
LI 9 %), FHERHK 2027 +1.69 % . T
BT S IE ) IR H, BEAL ) e 2 R A i
WHLH (23 %), INFIRERHLA (26 2) T4 (26
2o A B E St B O B SR, S
IS, B AR AT AR N AR
212 {USEFOMHL

S REFAE 17 W PC ML ERIE, RN
1024x768, BE4:T9 508 H A, 101259 H AR/
Iy R 18 51 48 45, FEBUAE5F#E H e (A&l 1
JR)o

A

1 s 2B s A

FHl—IH

2SI BPRER 60 Xt WLBGE R, Bl anerLd)—
FRE . RS INIE X SEEE 1Y 22 24 W I A il %t
16 7 SR T XEE RGP E , MEE TR
A B bR IR B RAE— BN E SRR, 1 £oRdE
HIRME, 7 RRAET T o AT B R R RN 2R
R, 1 RoRAEEABE, 7 FonAEw AK, MRIET
SEZE T, W A TR B R HE S, R ERET RS
30 X% AR AR B, BECS 19 30 X ia] X%t LA
FUREIL, ISR &I, WAL X FEXEE (t = 0.03,
p>0.05; M=1.96, SD =021 ALK (t=0.44, p>
0.05; M =623, SD = 0.27) F ZR AR EE, N,
A 4 XA 24 100 4 %R T4 o
213 Xt

2(F KN RFE L ANFR) < 3] KR
E R AL . INFIRE R AL A PTR & 5
Wit AR/ B AR &, 2 5 pl R AR
o PR A A ) H A A EAZIE R %
214 KEIEF

SCIGAE P E-prime 2.0 304 g il o 91 Ak 7E B
B BE R 2R 65 cm BN E, HRIE S B h0oF
Mo IEAXSLIIF AT TR 4 D220k, LI
W 2F AL 55 AR S AR 7 o

IEASE g, g e B AN e 1. R
TR R B9 FE FiE R BT IR X R AR BT A
AR L/ INFAR I TR, KA i > ] 132 ok
WGy o WHRUL, RN TR b T/ 744
BRGINZ, RPN FEIN TE R /N
TR R 2 138 B INFAR T S B A
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FIAE: AR TN T R 15 280 T AR/ IO 52 157

PO R AR D, PRI AR 25 T (%) 98 ) A A0 B 91 BT
PNIES == SN RGNS E N RGNS
G2, B/NFAR R F AN TR i, 1 il 40 4%
WICTH B AR ik . 205, Wi el se sian FE 55

(1)2% 2] o Wi 57 45 1 b ke DA T 5 BE AT 3281
S 60 XHAXT(HHr 30 XFLL 18 S 7R F, 30 Xf
Ph 48 SR B, Rk KRS N PR i 2k
R =R E =R DL Chy kB 0 A8, — 2k
PUEF #7242, 5 —Poil I P i 124 20 1
AR 5 B, B AR 55 R R AT AR IC A 1A
X o BRI IS ST, 9T B E AT 2% 2
REF5N A O 78 B e 9 3k b 5 9% AR B 2 2] [ 12
HH AR A T BEE (0%~100%1F 52, 0%FR /R 5EEAN
AE 2 H ok, 100% 2R 58 e R EHZ 1 k) o T A TRl X
S I HIWE LR, SER 3 434 200 {508 3 (1T
f£%.

)Mo A M B AL 52 B 5 A/ INAS ] i e 3R 1

PR i B B R R ), [RIZ 5 22 X
i H brinl R SR A), B TEASER

Scas el s, R R A R DR
O IE R SR TF G AT A 248 S5 2) e B AHE
5 S
22 HREHH

SR 1 A AE TR L B 5 # R
EfEE FiE oL, o/ NERTE RS A A 4 £
PRI AE AAFETE FIE AR 85%), KRF AT
a1 280 s AN AR TS 308 (A 2508 96%),
i SPSS 20.0 XtAx T Y 69 24 Wik (5 2E4 7 7
Bro
221 FIF|HE

= AR AN [] S AR /N TR G 9 27 2 1 A
Wk 1.

R 1 KB 1 SERREFHAN LIRSS H HE
FEIZIE#HERM £ SD)

JOL 18 MErAR T ES
NGRS INTFAA K7k ANFE
729 4|
T 2 45.96:14.04 44.08£13.00 0.39+021 0.37+0.22
(N=25)
= i
R i 44.97£17.36 40.00£15.40 0.32£0.21 0.34+0.24
1% 2H (N=22)
INF i
NEEER 0 0041563 4020£17.08 0.34£022 0.30£0.17
% 20 (N=22)

LA ST ARG 20746 KN KT
e, ANFR) % 3L KFREBAL, NFRE

WAL ERIADIRG T 2500, SREY, FIRK
JNEYEREN WL, F(1, 66) = 12.04, p < 0.01, n’ =
0.15, KFIEHK JOL [H(M = 43.74, SD = 15.65) . %
B T/NFARY JOL {EH(M=41.54, SD = 15.06); 415
B FERON A B2, F2, 66) = 0.62, p > 0.05; FIEK
NN Z R A BEAE R B2, F(1, 66) = 5.35,p <
0.01, 1= 0.14, EARVLE 2, %7 AR K/ NI 510952
AR AT AT BN A 50 R B R AR T s AL 1Y
Vel e RN JOL 18 B 2 5 T/ Nk ia )
() JOL f&: F(1, 66) = 19.42, p< 0.001, n* = 0.23; #%
il 25 DA B /NS A4 B 358 W 2 1 B A E R R N -
RIEIXT F Y JOL fH 22 57 A i 2 (ps > 0.05).

*%kk

50 4 =] j(?ﬁi
O /NF
40
i 30
By
—
S 20 -
10

BRI KRTRERGA DNTARE R

K2 SE8G 1 O/ Y s2 BAR ]

TE: B iRZELNPRIERR, *** KR p < 0.001
222 [ENZEMHE

S WORTEA [A] FARI/NR S A A2 TE
IR 1,

DL IE A 38 PR 1 R AT 2( AR/ R
L ANFAR) < 3L RFARE A . N
WA ERIADIRA T 2500, SREW, TR
AN | 25 O DA R AR R NI 1) 22 ]
ZEHAE A B3 (ps > 0.05),
2.3 itig

SRS 1 SRR B OC T TR RN
I v f915 & s m Heaz ) FIWr . E I it
AOIRAE, U AE A AR TR i, Al ] 7E
KRFAIH EY JOL {6 W3&Em T/NFRIH Ly
JOL fH, RILMFAERNENL . SR, FEdI2H I A
I TN, X AT RE S KA A BIFSE R T Y
SRR, T SEHTAE ST Ak 5 )2 BR 3Rl (U0 Kornell
et al., 2011; Mueller et al., 2014; Rhodes & Castel,
2008), 5> bR 22 5 0 BE R T B I 4R BE R
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B AR KNSR B SR o /NS AR T i 4 1 3
A AR T ) — FE R B XN ARI E Y JOL
B8 TR KRR T0 A JOLAE, 1 & 75 R FAR R
FAREX EJOL A W25, X—45 1R,
SR KNSR B 7= AR AT BE IR OR S8 2R TR ST
INT RS &, I TR tEAR 5054 nl e e
FHEE W EIHE).

30 SEER 2: LIRS PRSI
R IR SR TR NS B

Mueller F1 Dunlosky (2017)48 i, 7EFAK K/
BN P BFFE R, AN “ R F RS H T4 5
)| I % 3 VN A i 7D (RS = TR VA & Sl
UFr o W 56 T2 2 BB BB AE 5 W T3
PE IR &, J5 & 2T T3 M 5 i e 42 8%
HOBYME A AP S 1 (025 BRI T O TF
PR /INEE i T T30 i P 9 A 780 o A A 2 20 H 1
(1R 5 Wi 2 S R K/ P A I B R PN, S G 2
1y B R % 55 2 (O T T3 i M52 i ic 12
S B A )X 2 ) WA R . SE5G 2 R BEE i
16 FIERHE S AT R 51 S — 4 oA S T
R A 0T H R AR (LA 8 R 7 W e
icdl), 5155 — A pa A In T3 A R il
VA & (I N S 7L R Tk v ve S D W X K4 E N
B2 AR T o A0SR e T OE TR KN A 5
B FEA 1Y 2 T T i gk i it 12X —fF &
WL 2% > F B, B4, A% B AT T 20 A4 i 21
I 2 B AR /NGO o [RIAE,  FR T AR W A i
A48 FIE T RE ISR T E S ER, Ktk %55
FAF T R I AR /NN 7T BE B 2 A
T 7 1 M 51842 TG 56 21 10 9k 8 U 7 725 27 25 ) W o
TP FFE I S — B R R R AN
FRBH B JOL (HEA WE 25, RIFARK/N
BN TH R

3.1 A&
311 #ik

S 2 AR AR E [ SE R 1. PRI 89 A 7E
KR ES MG B 10 %), FHFEB R
20.16 = 1.90 % o i 9 ) S I D IE %, Bifl
MU MO im0 4132 44) . Ttk Sicie ek
(33 B)FFERIZHER4 B)o FTA RS S it 2
RLA O B2 S LA A5 RS, R AT A N R
312 XIHH

[F] S 1.

313 Xkt

2(F RN KT ANFAR) > 3( ) B
(7Y S SRR N T 7 RS BTN VA v <S4 NN ok 1 4 £ )£ O 2
Gmmeit, PR/ AR G, 2508 K
)78 6, PRIAR 5t Sy = 2] S W (BRI 1112 TE A 26
314 XWERF

SEEY 2 AURRIT A AL 1, AN [EZALTE TR
FUEATSS . MRS C A s SRR KR
ANFARIN T AR T s, XA T 45 5 P2
N, A B iE1S, PRI R A A b /NS R B
B2 W PESICIZIC R A s FiER: KPR
ANFARIN TR T i, HE 02 L, K
FARIEA S L/INFARTE A Zpie42, RGN T2 >k 5
Bo AT ICICR R ST . #HH 9 Te
Bel 246 S o
32 HREHH

SR 4 A8 NG T ZR B p L B 8 44
G FIE e, R e A 5 4
PO A AE T RIECA AR 84%), TPt S5id
fCTRATH 3 AR E AT FIE A RCE
82%), ¥ SPSS 20.0 Xf 42 T 14 77 24 9 ik i) 55 i 2F
(R
3.21 FIFHE

= TR A [F) AR KN TR b Y 2% 20 4
fH WL 2,

F 2 XW 2 ZHAPTREFHRKD LA HIF ) HBE
FEIZEMHZEM + SD)

5 JOL {8 [F] 42, TF iy
ZH

KFER NN KEER  NFEk
P 39.01£13.55 36.14+12.10 0.36+0.22 0.33+0.19
(N=23)
T
KR AL N=2T) 49.40+14.93 40.66=14.49 0.32+0.20 0.29+0.18
Wk 5t

. 40.64+20.39 40.36+19.44 0.39+0.25 0.39+0.23
To K (N=27)

L2 ) H A R AR B AT 2( AR K R
L ANFR) < 3(A B B S EAIC A L s tE S
ICICAHORHL . FERIA)IRG I7 22008, SiREKY], F
RO T80 3, F(1, 74) = 24.62, p < 0.001,
= 0.25, KFEK) JOL {H(M = 43.22, SD = 17.11)
3 T /NFEARIY JOL fH(M = 39.21, SD = 15.74);
HWIH ERON A BE, F(1, 74) = 1.41, p > 0.05; F
R /INFI2 51 2 6] 9 28 BAE 8 3%, F(1, 74) =
10.34, p<0.001, 0*=0.22, HARUE 3% FAR K/
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FIZEL N A A2 EAE T AT (T BRSO A 00 2 B 4 il 4
B AE K AR EAY JOL fE & /NP AR %)
B JOLAH, PHE Z IRy 22 Fedeii 25 oK1, F(1, 74)
=3.89,p=0.05. 2 1 #t— B AT RS SZHF % Ik
B H £ £ 18 1% B9 7T BE M (Rouder, Speckman, Sun,
Morey, & Iverson, 2009), A T35 T A0 R A4 01 0F 347
P A SRR, SRR BRIk 1 DL 7 A 1
1.2, FRUPYETEE B H1 S U BT AT RE
PERETE HO A EAEA T RATREMEm 1.2 f5. M4
Wagenmakers %5 A (2018) PSR fE, 4 1 B4 $2
T 855 IR SCRF HT O RIRZNFAR R JOL H
FETE 35 22 5 o RO MG 10 A ) B TE K 1A
xS Y JOL fH .2 & T/ ARl xt BRy JOL {8,
F(1, 74) = 42.23, p < 0.001, n2 =0.36; WMrE5ic
¢ TE R A I BIRAE R AR RN AR TR % i JOL
I E XS, F(1, 74) = 0.04, p> 0.05, 4% 5%
wW—3,

60 - Hskok

.

S NEEEN
O /T4
50 -

40 -

30 +

JOL ¥18

20

10

il TR ICH Fig T ST TRk A

B3 S8 2 TR RN B i S B
T BRIRZELIPRIELR, *** %8 p<0.001,

332 MEIZEME

A AE A [F R RN B 12 TE
FWE 2,

PUEMZIE# A AR b F T 2R RN K
M N < (LR MR RGO it S
ICICHISCE | IR G 7 220007, S8R AIM, F
PR /INE TR | A A SRR DL R AR TRV 24
S22 B AR FABAS 2.2 (ps > 0.05).
3.3 itig

SEy 2 SRS M —2, BIgAe T T

UL AR LR T ML : http://pel. missouri.edu/bayesfactor

Uit W5 1 S e 1A RO B AR A 2 5 LA ST A
Wro BRI : SOl B R B AR RN
ROz, BIAEXS T /AR S B i T, Bl R
PRI F Y JOL B BT /&y o 45 il A R AR % F 1Y
JOL {8 & F/NF AR 1 JOL A, W& = [a] i 2
SRR W E K. IF H, B e R B
53 QI e o I N L 71 & S R TN v v = DL R 6
LR KN, ik g BRI, MARAE I T
AR5 0 H 25 Sy picA:, 6 DI &
I —E((Besken & Mulligan, 2013; Yue, Castel, &
Bjork, 2013),

4 B

A I % ZEA RS T i g e s &
Xof 27 o FI T B S, 38 7R AR /NSO 7 AR B A
AL . F A S S 28 o AR T ARG T
CEEARI/INEEZ M TN T3 g M LA R < T 3 i M R
TEALRR A Aot 2 2T FN BT (R e el 25 SRR B, 4
PORARE KPR TE G (S50 1 B9 R FRTE i i 2H)
SCE S RS OISR BT (25 2 Y R
e g, BOAE R FEERIEXT A JOL fH B3
TN A JOL {8 o S8 A5 /N7 A i
W (LR 1 /NIRRT R Am A1) sk MG i tE S5
TS 2 T PE S0z T4, HlrE
KFRFNFERIFNT A JOL(ETE i 3 22 5%, FIk
KNI R o ARG A 5 2R 2 B AN SC - m T
Wt A e H2E ST FI P LR R, RN
SO 7 A I A

AHFFE R S5 A 113 FF T Koriat (2000, 2007)
MU T AR Y b 45 B, [ Bth SA 2 A A (1 0 —
BB TR R . ARTETIR, XU TR A
IR B8 3 T PRI CAS [R] 09 00 TR SEitE A7 o0 oA
FEF RS B A AT W B BT TR
25 T LA S0 R A 7 W 3o PR AN T3 AR e A AN [,
H A 43 8 (Koriat, 2007). $K1fi, HHFIEH NN,
I ia e AE S AR VIR R, —H I ies B
YEH, JL[A] 52 W 2% 2] F 7 (Dunlosky et al., 2015;
Mueller & Dunlosky, 2017). #il4n, AATAIGEFRE T 0
T M ARG 7 A A N A5, XA A s i H
2% 3] #|¥7 (Finn & Tauber, 2015), o241, Mueller
F1 Dunlosky (2017)tIA Ny, FEFARR /NN JOL 1
S rh, ATE S ) S R I R R T RN AR
b, TRAATER T —F RIS BHA R G S
— KRN RIS T, IFH, Bl



160 N H

L

951 %

{EHEA S I TR H A0z, R F RSt 2 5
4f (Bjork, Dunlosky, & Kornell, 2013; Simon &
Bjork, 2001) . ASHFFE 1 I 552 5558 3 48 T 1R 175
AR KRR N FAR I T (S0 1)
“In TR ARC (SR 2)Z2 A, SCRdH R
() AR R/ INEONE 4 V& AT 2 32 8 5 18 1) 4 i) 4 o
Mo X —ZE AR, F8RIB TS MG &S wR
FlE&—3, MfEEzRiERE, A NE ST e
AR —E Ak, R 2 B AY A RN s
o REEEE IR, TN TR AR SR AT
HEAT 2 2] FIWT 1 — Fh 2R PG, 5 Mueller F
Dunlosky (2017)RFFE 45 5 — 5, AMF5E 5 Muller
il Dunlosky (2017)f G L [F 4R, BAAME ST
NI Y BB R, (HAX A S Sy B P 258 HL 5
12 2R RS B B T 4 M 25 DR R o Rt A O,
MATEFE TR I T3t = A A &, IR
P X — 15 ST S W, EIk, AWK, 3
Jin AR R 3 T A5 RN 3 T S B A RGN
I3 B B S T T B I, RRMIFE AT AN A H
P AR BE XIS B R 4 1 — 20 R RIS I

(HATERME, ARG RER IR THEE
s, (HIFASRE 78 2 HERR N T3 i P A B %o 2% >
W52 o ASBIFZE S50 1 Hh /N A B 3 A A
KFAFNFRIEN ) JOL(HXA W& 25, I
WA R 548 T 15 — B8O (N FRTE 1Y
JOL {A b R AT /&) o 3X T RS2 K S 2 2 p kT 5|
RN T AR S AT e 2 > F b oRAE . 7EAR
TS, /N i 2H 0 W T RE AR 56 21 R A
W, INFARTR GG, 1R AL s ST
R 2 (B /N B R S A I T 5 35 i ) A B e
%, TEX—SLIAMT, T T PR B i i
35 U ER 48 05 51 & B X 2 2 F W A 1 5% e
FHR, BRSO RN K o 3 — R REAN [
T Mueller 1 Dunlosky (2017)iA Ky ZFA4 /N 1)
PRSI TR A B IO . SR, TR
WFFE A B 0 T i i, PR O I 0 U
PETE TR/ IO B BARAE T o R O T L
T P A A AU T W PR AR B A AR KN
AR, s i — &R .

AN, A W 580 45 2R S s iRk oT A A o
(metacognitive illusion)$& it TR/~ ABFFE R
S — R, FARKNEM JOL, AN SR
Bz g, 55eRiEsE (Mueller et al., 2014; Rhodes
& Castel, 2008)9&5 K AHE, FMAMTZ4 T ICIA

HEEDE . AR, YA RESIR T 5 AMEREEAR
—HUAF S N IR . s RCAC Te
KB, BETE R AR /IN AR B B 2 2T ) W i R0
WIS A 22 5, RTINS 5 TH &
T o AT, PR AR R AR AR T BR TN RN i A R
i, WP ETR ., FAENGEESZ B (£5
T 27 45 14 5% ] (Hofer, 1999; Nist & Holschuh,
2005), PRk, #o0mnT DL a1 24 0 s S (B an
WM 5 U 2 28 2% 20 R B B SRR AR 2 2] i S
X)), 5l FARRE A CHAGEGS, NI
BRGNS v, A 2 2 A T A 174 1 000 R B e R )
HIRFTT 2=

M2, AR R R IR T I T s v
F &R T A 2] Fl, S AR K INRON 7= A Y
FEA, S Koriat (2000, 2007) AU T % g
G B AL T i — 2 uE i, R At % i A A mp
PLMOKE 36 TR 560 Fn 3 T HE B Fh R BT A 1Y
AR T — B IE RS . Ah, AT R
WNECEESRAE TR 8 B R S R S A R
AR, THBRITINNET 38, e A 3505~ .
5 45

A 538 2o A 5 55 5 5 R O TN T
P A 0 2 2 T 52 i, ST AR /NN,
PR . 1RSSR

(D) AR F AR /N RE i Jin T3 W 1 i A5
R A 2] H

()R ST 0 T3 4 1 5 e A O A
R F A 2] H

)R ST T3 i 1 A5 A AR /N
WA W B A, R AT T S 2 W Y
LR,

2 £ X #

Alter, A. L., & Oppenheimer, D. M. (2009). Uniting the tribes
of fluency to form a metacognitive nation. Personality and
Social Psychology Review, 13(3), 219-235.

Besken, M., & Mulligan, N. W. (2013). Easily perceived,
easily remembered? Perceptual interference produces a
double dissociation between metamemory and memory
performance. Memory & Cognition, 41(6), 897-903.

Bjork, R. A., Dunlosky, J., & Kornell, N. (2013). Self-
regulated learning: Beliefs, techniques, and illusions. Annual
Review of Psychology, 64, 417-444.

Carpenter, S. K., Wilford, M. M., Kornell, N., & Mullaney, K.
M. (2013). Appearances can be deceiving: Instructor
fluency increases perceptions of learning without increasing
actual learning. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 20(6),



2 4 PR S ARG TN 3 M A5 78 R TR/ NI #5521 161
1350-1356. accuracy in judgment of learning. Memory, 25(2), 244-253.

Dunlosky, J., & Metcalfe, J. (2009). Metacognition: A textbook
of cognition, educational, life span, and applied psychology.
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Dunlosky, J., Mueller, M., & Tauber, S. K. (2015). The
contribution of processing fluency (and beliefs) to people’s
judgments of learning. In D. S. Lindsay, C. M. Kelley, A. P.
Yonelinas, & H. L. Roediger, III (Eds.), Remembering:
Attributions, processes, and control in human memory:
Essays in honor of Larry Jacoby (pp. 46—64). New York:
Psychology Press.

Dunlosky, J., & Rawson, K. A. (2012). Overconfidence
produces underachievement: Inaccurate self evaluations
undermine students’ learning and retention. Learning and
Instruction, 22(4), 271-280.

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A., & Buchner, A. (2007).
G*Power 3: A flexible statistical power analysis program
for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior
Research Methods, 39(2), 175-191.

Finn, B., & Tauber, S. K. (2015). Erratum to: When confidence
is not a signal of knowing: How students’ experiences and
beliefs about processing fluency can lead to miscalibrated
confidence. Educational Psychology Review, 28(1), 205-
205.

Hofer, B. K. (1999). Instructional context in the college
mathematics classroom: Epistemological beliefs and
student motivation. Journal of Saff Program & Organization
Development, 16(2), 73-82.

Hu, X., Li, T., Zheng, J., Su, N., Liu, Z., & Liang, L. (2015). How
much do metamemory beliefs contribute to the font-size effect
in judgments of learning? Plos One, 10(11), e0142351.

Jia, X., Li, P, Li, X., Zhang, Y., Cao, W., Cao, L., & Li, W.
(2016). The effect of word frequency on judgments of
learning: Contributions of beliefs and processing fluency.
Frontiersin Psychology, 6, 1995.

Koriat, A. (2000). The feeling of knowing: Some metatheoretical
implications for consciousness and control. Consciousness
and Cognition, 9(2), 149-171.

Koriat, A. (2007). Metacognition and consciousness. In P. D.
Zelazo, M. Moscovitch, & E. Thompson (Eds.), The
Cambridge handbook of consciousness (pp. 289-325). New
York: Cambridge University Press.

Kornell, N., & Metcalfe, J. (2006). Study efficacy and the
region of proximal learning framework. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition,
32(3), 609-622.

Kornell, N., Rhodes, M. G., Castel, A. D., & Tauber, S. K.
(2011). The ease-of-processing heuristic and the stability
bias: Dissociating memory, memory beliefs, and memory
judgments. Psychological Science, 22(6), 787-794.

Li, T., Hu, X., Zheng, J., Su, N., Liu, Z., & Luo, L. (2016).
The influence of visual mental imagery size on metamemory

Miele, D. B., Finn, B., & Molden, D. C. (2011). Does easily
learned mean easily remembered? It depends on your beliefs
about intelligence. Psychological Science, 22(3), 320-324.

Mueller, M. L., & Dunlosky, J. (2017). How beliefs can impact
judgments of learning: Evaluating analytic processing theory
with beliefs about fluency. Journal of Memory and Language,
93, 245-258.

Mueller, M. L., Dunlosky, J., & Tauber, S. K. (2016). The
effect of identical word pairs on people's metamemory
judgments: What are the contributions of processing
fluency and beliefs about memory? Quarterly Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 69(4), 781-799.

Mueller, M. L., Dunlosky, J., Tauber, S. K., & Rhodes, M. G.
(2014). The font-size effect on judgments of learning: Does
it exemplify fluency effects or reflect people’s beliefs about
memory? Journal of Memory and Language, 70, 1-12.

Mueller, M. L., Tauber, S. K., & Dunlosky, J. (2013).
Contributions of beliefs and processing fluency to the effect
of relatedness on judgments of learning. Psychonomic
Bulletin & Review, 20(2), 378-384.

Nist, S. L., & Holschuh, J. P. (2005). Practical applications of
the research on epistemological beliefs. Journal of College
Reading and Learning, 35(2), 84-92.

Rhodes, M. G,, & Castel, A. D. (2008). Memory predictions
are influenced by perceptual information: Evidence for
metacognitive illusions. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
General, 137(4), 615-625.

Rouder, J. N., Speckman, P. L., Sun, D., Morey, R. D., &
Iverson, G. (2009). Bayesian t tests for accepting and
rejecting the null hypothesis. Psychonomic Bulletin &
Review, 16(2), 225-237.

Simon, D. A., & Bjork, R. A. (2001). Metacognition in motor
learning. Journal of Experimental Psychology Learning
Memory & Cognition, 27(4), 907-912.

Susser, J. A., & Mulligan, N. W. (2015). The effect of motoric
fluency on metamemory. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review,
22(4), 1014-1019.

Thiede, K. W., Anderson, M. C. M., & Therriault, D. (2003).
Accuracy of metacognitive monitoring affects learning of
texts. Journal of Educational Psychology, 95(1), 66—73.

Wagenmakers, E.-J., Love, J., Marsman, M., Jamil, T., Ly, A.,

Verhagen, J., ... van Doorn, J. (2018). Bayesian inference
for psychology. Part II. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review,
25(1), 58-76.

Yang, C., Huang, T. S-T., & Shanks, D. R. (2018). Perceptual
fluency affects judgments of learning: The font size effect.
Journal of Memory and Language, 99, 99-110.

Yue, C. L., Castel, A. D., & Bjork, R. A. (2013). When
disfluency is—and is not—a desirable difficulty: The
influence of typeface clarity on metacognitive judgments
and memory. Memory & Cognition, 41(2), 229-241.



3

162 L i e 58514

The influence of learner’s beliefs about processing fluency on font-size effect

CHEN Ying'?; LI Fengying'; LI Weijian'
(" Institute of Psychological and Brain Sciences, Zhejiang Normal University, Jinhua 321004, China)
(* Yango College, Fuzhou 350015, China)

Abstract

The font-size effect refers to the phenomenon by which the judgments of learning (JOLs) are higher for
words presented in a larger versus smaller font size. Recently, it has received a great deal of attention in the area
of metacognition because the cognitive mechanism of this effect can provide a way to understand how
individuals make judgments of learning, which has been a central question in metacognitive monitoring research.
So far, there have been two hypotheses about the mechanism underlying this effect: (a) the fluency hypothesis,
which claims that JOLs are higher for larger words because they are presumably easier to process and (b) the
belief hypothesis, which argues that the font-size effect is caused by people’s beliefs (e.g., beliefs about how
font size affects memory). Recently, Mueller and Dunlosky (2017) proposed a new account that the individual’s
belief about processing fluency could produce the font-size effect and went on to provide indirect evidence of
this. Building on the work of Mueller and Dunlosky, the present study aims to provide direct evidence
supporting this idea that beliefs about processing fluency influence the font-size effect. Furthermore, the current
study extended the work of Mueller and Dunlosky by splitting the beliefs about processing fluency into two
components: the impact of font size on processing fluency and the impact of processing fluency on memory
performance.

In this study, we conducted two experiments to investigate the influence of beliefs about processing fluency
on the font-size effect via different instructions. Experiment 1 focused on the influence of beliefs about how font
size impacts processing fluency on JOLs. Seventy-five participants were randomly assigned to three groups:
group 1 received instructions about how the large font words were easier to process, group 2 received
instructions about how small font words were easier to process, while the control group did not receive any such
instructions. Then, all participants studied word pairs in large (48-point) or small (18-point) font sizes, made
JOLs for each word pair and completed a cued-recall test. Experiment 2 focused on the influence of beliefs
about how processing fluency impacts memory on JOLs. Eighty-nine participants were randomly assigned to
three groups: group 1 received instructions stating that easier processing was positively associated with better
memory performance, group 2 received instructions stating that processing fluency was unrelated to memory
performance, and the control group did not receive any such instructions. All participants completed tasks
similar to experiment 1.

There were two main results. First, JOLs were higher for large fonts when participants were led to believe
that the large font was easier to process (group | in experiment 1) or the ease of processing was positively
related to better memory performance (group 1 in experiment 2). Second, no difference in JOLs was observed
when participants were instructed to believe that the small font was processed much more easily (group 2 in
experiment 1) or processing fluency was irrelevant to memory performance (group 2 in experiment 2), i.e., there
was no font-size effect.

In conclusion, our results provide direct evidence that beliefs about processing fluency can produce the
font-size effect, and that they play a vital role in judgments of learning.

Key words font-size effect; judgments of learning; beliefs about processing fluency





