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m=E
E{ B S W= Tl

LE AR HELN (ABE) S i FARERIN R B 04 TP 2 (et 5 Z IRl R4 T A8 S R i A2 g, 7 AR Lo
Spataro S5 A(2017)%F L F HH 30T H A5 S AR, A FARSRIN = 202 2 AR X I H A 57

PEAR B SC R VAR SN T BRI 2 2 F5p 2827 2T 107 SR O 5 SRR R PEAE SRR PR
T 22RRM, SIRG ML, 732652 N ABE A Frisl /b (S8 2), HRHREER 1), KU g%t Rt
SRR N T 32 EAR T OC R VS R, FURRRIN BT 7™ A= B e HERL N 2155, AT ABE B30T F 45 S PE AR

RO A A
KRR
$ES Bs42

1 55

— BN, A w2 A B A (Johnston &
Dark, 1986), FE#FT—IiCA4AF 55 (A [a] B an 2R 2Lk
B P58 B — T 5 102 55 oo T AT 55, T2
THAEA BRI IR, 8055 X T2 A2 300 i i T,
45392 12 4 55 19 I 56 5% & &) & T B& (Mulligan,
2008) HIUT I —SERFFE 2N A I,  H ARG BT T
PUAT: 55 FF A — 5 23 B 55 [] i HS 30 00 10 A2 8 ) D
il Jim T. (Lin, Pype, Murray, & Boynton, 2010;
Swallow & Jiang, 2010; 2011; 2012; Meng, Lin, &
Lin, 2019; t10L: 75, MREH, 2018),

Swallow F1 Jiang (2010)f B4 ix—M 4 k47
PRI S8R 127 2] —RAE R, 27 2] B BCEOR Bl
ICICFRFE T B R A S B e, [R] s [ v e
1)/ 7 ek A HARERIME 55 (T 44T 55), k2 H
TP (B AT A TR R Ny, AR R T (43
o)) g Ty e, HAgAC & e ReT B 68 5 R AT B
Bl A 12 64 2% 2 45 o X E R A7 H R W . 45
KR, 5 HARIT B B K R ARSI

W H : 2019-03-25

TERR RN, T AR SFPER R ITH G RPEE R, I H R e R

TS oirh—E22RME R, —BIh, HiR
R0 T 75 T FE 0 3 T R R T 0 HE 46 (Pashler,
1994), # T ERIEA RIS, NiZSSEE5Z
(7] i 222 B %) S P RS B 0 R D, e A T
ZECAZRR . 5 Swallow il Jiang (2010)F4 525
BERAN G Z M o B 5250 6E i 5 AR 2RI T4
1S5 AEBCHWTE HARRI AT 55, W3] 73k
USSR, (B AR ESR PO 20 BT A Ty e, H g it
KR, WA % BRAEBE H bR J7 Sh— ke 52 IR 5 14
R B A3 J7 He— e 5 B0 Y 15 5 R Z ) A
Mg 25, KL Swallow il Jiang (2010)FK5 X Fi
PEBES H PR RIAE 5507 AR 1, X5 HAn—ig 2 3
1) T S ) B 10N 1 B RN B A T R R R R
(Attentional Boost Effect, ABE), ZJ5WFo% & f# A
[A] 045 S AR FL: Swallow & Jiang, 2011; r)i[:
Mulligan, Spataro, & Picklesimer, 2014; Mulligan,
Smith, & Spataro, 2015) ., 7£ Z #1200 55 H (& AE
125 Makovski, Swallow, & Jiang, 2011; PJEic
12 % Spataro, Mulligan, & Rossi-Arnaud, 2013)#
Bk 7RO AR . I BRI, RN A 252

* [E R RBEERE AT AR H (31800906); 2018 4FEAE 4 11 4R F 4 1 5 H (2018J01719),

F MO ILE S R
BAEVEE: il 55, E-mail: 175695016@qq.com
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H b5 5 400 00 3% Lo il A2 4k (Swallow & Jiang, 2010),
X B AR 55 2 & #4731 S (Swallow et al.,
2012), DL K H AT 55 14 X BE 4 i (Swallow &
Jiang, 2010)5 78 B 152N, RILBONEEE IR
SRIMAE AL AR A ABE ffF 58 %6 Ho & AR WL A
iy, Spataro 25 A (2013)F% T4 # ABE i
K RAE WL LA N Rac e St 47505, A H
FRERIN UGB (2 1 15 S5 1) 70 0 5 P il 46 (V) W
FNER IR AN ) B SR B8O, (B R R P e 5 (B
SO AT 55 ) VA P AEARAT AR R VR o pR 4 o
I A R, TA R B AR 3 5 1Y) R 5t
A v i T, iR SO T, {HPF# S Mulligan
A5 N (2014) 76 Ta) Y4503 1) 52 36 485 S A JG 12k LU0 Gt
b I e i A o LS e B, ¢ > RN 630 3 1) 4%
AL ABE 19K/, I HAE A B B2 00 5
o ABE 2 B W 1Y o ARIE IR 18 Y i T3 ie, 2%~
— 000 545 368 1) 72 A 2 D SRR v i AR, O
HRVSE N TG e— e 2 0 B0 P A 0 56 v o
ZRBLAE A BH P12 00 55 1 (Yonelinas, 2002; Parks,
2013). B 43X 2L BN %A 2208/ ABE, SR
FERI G Z M I Mulligan % A (2014)82 1
T AL AR (Lexical Hypothesis), tAh H br4 0 it
Pk i IF A FOR RN M e 5 B dnhis, TN %S
FEENC . W EARRIE SR A S A IR AE
SR AR ) TG ff BBl J5 - Spataro, Mulligan,
Bechi 1 Rossi-Arnaud (2017)F5E 5, 7EH S50
TR E &AT 55 1) ABE 25, — AN ANANB YIS
W% 2k 2R [l 12 {E 45 (Category-Cued Recall Task,
CCRT), Hpgy s 2 aR, ZoRptiak B2 b AE >
B B UL 2 u G SR . 55— N B i Y
%l 4= W AT 45 (Category Exemplar Generation Task,
CEGT), Rl &5 76 F RGeS 5 e A8 2 i
ZAEWEZETRN . BRI T P {2 2 ) g SR A
N 122 PR X P 95 8 7 A ABE . SR 1T 45 SRR W,
ABE FUEAFTE T CCRT 1, il CEGT Jf R K BLIZAL
Vi . Spataro % A (2017)K5 145 S I 45 M #E CCRT o,
0T 00 36 AT 55 1) LE A s g S AR E TR A I H R
45 B (item-specific information), [fij7F CEGT H,
A5 X 0 56 A 55 1 5 I AN (AR A T 2 ) B B T 1
B H RS R, 2 MR AR AR R R B O R M
{5 H.(relational information), J¥>& ABE #&H T —4>
A E T RIISHEL AR . W E FE 5P B (item-
specific account), B HFRFEM FT 3G 58 19 02 & A 7E L
12 G i 391 B B i) 30 H 4 S PEORS 48 00 T (Mulligan,

1999), gt 2 i, ABE H & AE7ET H AR5 A5 B,
A H B R MEAE B F A R,

ABE 130 H %5 5Pk il BEALF- A 5 B R B9 38 ]
JLE, SR Spataro %5 A (2017) 3= B AR 4 I 46 4T 55 %+
T RE SR AT BRI OC R AMEAF S AR R AN R ) i
PRI AIZ R, W IRAT A T AR AR
it A 55 % 7 S5 HB Y A e PR AR B R OC RPEF By
WivE F WA E 225, BESX ABE XA
ASZIRWE? AR, AN BRI 3= 22 0 0k i) 2
RS I R R R, B4 S g B B
SR 3R AR T OC R MR B T, HARERI Br
PR AR R AR N R A 3, I AW X — ]
BUERITHEEN ABE BYI H RE 5 P B fe i o o B
HE IR .

&3 Hunt 1 McDaniel (1993), i H 4555145
SRR H YRR R AR A5 2 00 H A X T =g
HE gy, 5 em XS5 R, 1w
FMEAE BN IZIT H 5 HABIH R A 11
BF (E) A0 S ] 4R AR, BDAE S —FRfE ESRJE T —Fh 2k
o DAAEA G R SR FH A 7] 28 591 3 1 98 4 24 St 3
B H B 2 O W 1 TR A 5 B b2y 2] O 5
KT BN B Y G FR AR SRR S kAR S T
(Carvalho & Goldstone, 2017; Mulligan, 1999; Gollin
& Sharps, 1988). WFFEFRW, 7EH—FFE [ = B AH
KT H B2 | AT H 2Z 18] 5¢ & i
B, AR R B A AR | & AT H A &
AY5C T (Einstein & Hunt, 1980; Hunt, 1981; Hunt &
Seta, 1984), Carvalho %% A (2017)% B 8 3F1d 432K
EIANR A BIP A 2] Jr RS2 52 . 45251
KB, T E TR A S 2 ) FA ) T O 2 H
ZIEAF B M, TErREIN, ) HE T
B B P ET AR b Rk, AR
EFPASTE ) gt 7 2, BOXT 438 A R 2000 v w5
F SR 528 S R A 24 ), DR (B0 15 55
TR 2 B B AR T 00 R MR B iR (R R . AR
P& Spataro %5 A(2017)A9 ABE Hil H &R Mg RE, &
fITAT 4N, ABE Lz HFEIR &2 2 54 N AETE,
R SN T 32 EAROR T E R SRS R T
TG RZ 2 5T, W B S B i T 3 24K
TR R, BRI EAE RIS 4
{EHEEH, ILTESr 2624 2] N ABE M iz £z #
E N

Ak, Spataro £ A (201 7)WF5E AR IR B 435 R4 F
KRG BT RO R, — A, WS
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KR & TARMNMS RS, AR KL REE X
FIRRAE . IAC REEA 26 38 O 2 RebE, miE A
A DLGE T R A L. BFE R, B RIX
SIPERRAE LIl 325, M H aY X PR RRE AR
T SCYPUN AT 25 5, T 60 B TR 1) A e PR (e 21,
TR, 2009) . R4 TR FNE W R A R Z 18] B9 i
TR RGSMT R S5REG%IX ABE Fi-4
ROz e 7 B U, ABE B9 H iS5 i B e 75 X6
T AN R A R R RS e 7 TR AR 5T 15 B
THASEE, 433 AR AN &R B R 1 S bR
DA X6 350 H 4 S A R 108 3 3 M R AT SRR . BB AR,
i T ABE BT REVR T H AR HEI AT 7= i 4 2R,
A GE SR H 430 5 46 B 7 AR i A I 4E FH (Meng et
al., 2018), kT &b T f#t ABE MUFEME, ARBF5E A
2T Sallow Fil Jiang (2014b)f ABE {530, 762
By BT A 2s (00, B BA ol S R A S R T Ok SRk
5 HARIO H S E AR R B 4300 (0 S5
30 S BOTR A AL B, LUK 4y H AR5
y O IE4E7E ABE HEI/ER .

2 SIS 1. R4 A 2E 2
A>T ABE L

2.1 FHiE
2.1.1  #Hik

K G*Power 3.1 HAFIHEMIIR TG FEA &
(Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007)., R #E
Cohen (1992)%% & MR N T bRifE, WHE f=0.14, 0 =
0.05, 1 —B=0.8, IHHEARA DA 56 N, HT
FEAR R R FE I, —HIHFHE R 60 2 K¥4E
MR AE S SRS 10 A B4, FIER
20+2.27 % o BB AL AP . 43 2EE ) R
B, B 30 N A g B8 IE A
S L UG AR /INEL A
2.1.2 EIG#R

AAE B I R 22 3 B A 118 50 (2004) 1 FH 3
PEE B JEEIE G R BE L 15 ANJang. wiglshd . 1k
Ze. Bk, SRR, BE. KR RE. KFEg).
Jrfi. BRIE. BT H, RE. B2 BH, B4
JaWE 8 AL, Y RRCFE KRS 8 AV
BEMLAY Y 4 41, Forp 3 AT 2T B, a3IEN
H AR 430 RIS (R, 1 4 R 056 B B 1 9 6
FEI(N) . 3 30 43R IEZN S50 2 5 35 6 I 18 1) 71 95
T AE SRR TR B L R4 T 7 S PFor (1 23R s
ANHA AR F N A, 7 Ron AR R MR R E A

). WA WIR, FrATEHI AL 55 6.46,
BRI N 619, HLILPEFIEAK B 76 A [6] 1) 3 w5 =22 1]
JC I 35 22 S P F(14, 406) = 1.64, p = 0.13; 2
ZJE F(14, 406) = 0.52, p = 0.79], 7EAEIZEA) |
(BARIA . 430 | 25 E R R)) TG B 3 25 S [
Bk F(3, 1347) =2.09, p = 0.10; ZRIE F(3, 1347) =
2.01, p=0.16]. [A]iFMAFE B 5 (2004) 8 13830 H
FIVRE W ] 1] e vh 53 AP ER 5t 15 Ak
TCE SUAH G B HoAh DUE WU 10) 144 4>, Hirp 84 4ME
IR TR TR 2 BB L 14 ), J34F 60 DNTE
56 B Be A A JE B i) (P) S B
2.1.3 XIWiRIT

SEER A 2(R I ] L IRA ) <
3(IHIRZEARY. HARA ., 0. 25 Hia)IRA T
o, B AR AR i, TH IR R il
Agtr, PRIAS HEAAA TH R AL B IR R A S g s o
2.14 KWIERF

SIS AE bR B TR R AT, 9 R R AR (19
Hist, PR 1024x768) 70 cm, MIETE SRR
PEATAH R 4% B3 . PRy SE s i AR, 4R
A5 2 S R A B BE, W 2850 22 e 2= )
B B o

2T B B v g i) Aot S B0 i 5 4 0 o)
BCH AR+ B30 = 8028 (1), SRR A T 3F
WIE BT 1 em &b BT 2GS 3218 I Wil ie) v
MW7 S UIUD b O B SR it i i 5T WIS 1
25 AT L] o ) B B B 29 4, RRAL 6 i)
i, Hrp 2 ASHEAREG R RE ), 2 A0
(5«~RI 2B, 2 A2 [AIREIILLL, 8 Loy has
F)o FEZE2EI Bl rh, 29 AiA04r 0 15 4130
W TR A 14 20 oG], gl 280, B2 PRI Bl
LB, RN FNHE I R B S22 80 100 ms, 2 )5 1]
RS2 230 400 ms, FEJEEIRG 500 ms 528 —
AHNFLCANE 1 FTR) . AssATEN 28 2 BN RUR,
LR Z [A46 A 3000 ms (I<“iEHZHRF1 1000
ms F“4ESE”, TEIRA 2F S Bl dlrh, Juwsie 5ok
FRA, R 6 RN A AL 29 A PSR K S B0,
G5 Z I TCHIME B o 27 2 B B4l o s 2Rk pl it
HEAT 300 {51 3 B ARAL S5 o

FEABYBE: 180 HIHIANR A FEHLE R, Hi
90 >Ry 2F ) B B S B 19 15 S BELL 90 -1 451 14]
(BL45 30 D HARIE, 30 406, 30 45 HiA), 5
A1 90 AN AEriEl, AUdE 15 ASTEmE: 30 A A
(N), AR 60 DTCHKHFria(P), B R Pk %t iyl gk 7
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3000 ms

1000 ms

B 2] [ BEAY SE 36 i A 14

B IH A RN, IHiR A R, FriRfi S i, 1[I0
LI b o B A e R O N S AT R, K]
B (ISI) 1200~1600 ms.,

SZES R K ] Presentation 0.71 45, FTA #l
BILLA 6 60 i AR R IAE RO SRR,
22 HER5HH
221 BRENESHERDH

T SEXF AR S B B B AR ERIIATE: 55 64T 3 A, DA
i 8 B X T PAT S5 Wb AT TN R . 43
&2 2 WO I 43 1 B bR RIGIEAT T IE B A
T B (M s = 92.50%, M g = 345 ms), X430
TP ) R AR R i TR, Moy = 4.53%, M oy =
1.60%, t(29) = 3.96, p < 0.001, d = 1.04, 95% CI =
[0.01, 0.04], RG240 Bl H A% 3 5 A0 44 ) 1 #f
RN 93.93% (SRR 394 ms), FBlHb, X430
S ) R AL 12 T LR, M s = 4.80%, M s =
0.80%, t(29) = 4.86, p < 0.001, d = 1.27, 95% CI =
[0.02, 0.06].

222 BINNBESHIERSH

ST B E U, AR RS R
X S B AR T o6 R AR BRI RE S S B g
(1 22 55 o LAFEBIF 5 008 b 3 8 R P R 4 38R DA it
RIIA A 7E 3 225 2] vh 6 R A B 300G 2 3 2]
R F kI I H 77 A R R HRCR O A,
227K Mg, 2007) . PRI, AR iRl A R (WLER 1)
AT 2 @I e vs IRG2T) x 2080
HRAY . JEWEFTR vs TCRFIIAN IR G I 2200 45
REH, BRI ERNAEE, F(1, 58) = 0.12,

p = 0.74; {HHRAZE A 400 B, F(1, 58) = 47.00,
pP<0.001,n;=0.45; HE 582805 H
YR W3, F(1, 58) = 16.58, p< 0.001, n;= 0.22. it
AL L% R T W 5 e X2 I NN R T )
R 25 KT I HTR[F(1, 29) = 65.93, p < 0.001,
ny = 0.69], WMiTEIR G242 N WZprin JC i & % 5
[F(1, 29) = 3.54, p > 0.05], I H 43224 >) FHTEBE
B R AR R AL LS = TR A A 2 [F(1, 58) = 2.88,
p= 0.095, ns = 0.05], &R 7 U s 7= A=
T S G 25 5

F1 HDEFIMRESF I TREMIDHERE(%)

22 sk ST IR (N) To K (P)
AR 30.7 (12.7) 17.7 (12.1)
RAE¥E 24.8 (14.2) 21.4 (13.0)

e 5 NORbRIEZE, T IH

WS RS, WA 2T ABE
REAFAEZE S, IR AT =2 IH A A A IE A R
(L 20347 2(R I K 2] vs IRA D) x
3(IHFZEAL . HARIA vs 40 vs 25 (RN &
ZorhT. BiREM, B ERNARE, F(,
58) = 1.80, p = 0.18; [HiaZSH 400 A B E, F(2,
116) = 2.45, p = 0.09; {HEIJ7 =05 IHEZE R 5L
HAEHEE, F(2,116) = 4.44,p= 0.01,15=0.07. bl
Jei V) 5 BB, A AT BB, 43 252 2 I e — 28 1H
TR P 2 R FQ2, 58) = 0.97, p = 0.38],
IR A2 > (PG AE =28 IH R oA I 22 F[FQ,
58) = 6.70, p = 0.002, n2= 0.19], Hxia525 i
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PR 3 K T30 A (p = 0.004, p = 0.044),
H B o515 25 Fi Z 89100 W3 25 5% (p = 0.95)
I, ABE HTEIRA2= MU &2 Ry, B
HAria) 1 BRI AL T30 0n], k4L rhiE
BRI R ZKSE, 1430 18] B AR ZE 0] i AIG
Tas ), R IAL ORI . S T AT
M IR A [l AR AE P AD S B K Z A 22 5, TR
AT = 2 IH 3] 43 30 A7 T PR 2 37 =X TR Y
fAT BN R g . 25 R, PIZE HARIF[F(L, 58) =
0.23, p = 0.641F1%5 iR [F(1, 58) = 0.15, p = 0.70]3F:
AAFTEW I 25 57, [H43 26757 2] T 1 00 1) F A 3R
BETIRAY, F(1, 58) = 7.49, p = 0.008, n; =
0.12,

#2 NEFIMESFIT=ZHRWHBIAERBR(%)

RN IE# 2 = R
H 51 56.33 (12.2) 54.78 (13.1)
PN 56.89 (12.0) 47.89 (13.4)
25 i) 54.22 (13.3) 52.78 (15.1)

30 S 2. TR R deeE I A
RG] ABE LA

3.1 FHE
3.1 ik

JIT T A 1 D B il e B Ty U 5 5 1 2%
), J4E3E 78 HKFA MR A S SRR LK G
14 2 54, PRI 20.92 £2.93 %, ArEE ]
FRA #2145 39 A
3.1.2 ILIemmy

PR 098 CR R 28 T, 3 o X 4% b i ek 3 3
v, — sy . 53 #EY . Kk,
gy, KR ZH R, TH. AW, IR,
SCHE L ARAY . B Sl T H 15 AN, B
o 8 ANVEBILH AL, 55086 1 250, hiBZET 30 ik
TEZCSE 50 2 5 35 50 g 288 Y W 1y JHL R P R B
17 7 sVl . G5RRIR, BT Y5 i SRR S35
H6.27, GBI N 6.11, BLIM:FIZE BEAE AR 1)
JLBE 2 (00 i 3 25 R (LA F(14, 406) = 1.78, p =
0.23; BRJE F(14, 406) = 1.37, p=0.16], 1EAN[EHY
eSS R L N N S N S LS R P D e
Z S HAIME F(3, 1347) = 1.95, p = 1.21; BKE
F(3, 1347) = 1.62, p = 1.83], HAMERCE L 251
TG UM S a7 25 1) 114 1, Horp 84 IR 1E M IE A

e B Gy 14 4, 94 6 /@), B 30
W 000 35 B B A Sy TG G I (P S B T A 81 R TE 5
JEE—2 R KRN R 281x197 18 % .
313 IREITE5ERF

5z 1 2501
32 HERESR
321 BRRNEZSHERD

T SEXT 2 2 B B B AR RN 55 24T 50 BT o A
225 2 Wi B A I 7 000 T 5 22 R R 4
94.97% (KT 358 ms), TR& WA HFriE
T IE#2 R 93.10% (SRR 345 ms)., P B,
30 VY R R R AR s TR (R o
L (4.18%) vs FE2E(0.90%), t(38) = 4.67, p <
0.001,d =1.07, 95% IC =[0.02, 0.05]; JR&2%> 40
L (4.13%) vs FE£8(0.49%), t(38) = 7.68, p <
0.001, d=1.76, 95% IC =[0.03, 0.05]} .
322 BIANBESHERDH

BRI R R LR 3)iE T 2(2 B
T e vs IRG A 2T) < 200 KIS . i
B vs T ED TR G 7 2250 B tb e, DA sE A
) ) S B 20U 75 S B 8 S5 8 7 A e R MR A
Rt T2 45 R, 27X FRNA
B3, F(1,76) = 0.64, p = 0.42; {HHr K285 E 8400
W3, F(1,76) = 96.32, p < 0.001, n;=0.56; HEH
7SRRI AL AR W, F(1, 76) = 30.26,
P < 0.001,ny=0.29. FifiJ & B0 S0 AT R, ANig
Gy 2RI A S R, T R R R R
HE W Em T IR E [ 3652 F(1, 38) =
115.48, p < 0.001, n; = 0.75; {RA2<>J: F(1, 38) =
9.45, p= 0.004, 02 = 0.19], {HAJ52: 3] R gk A
) R e R s TR 522, F(1, 76) = 6.83, p =
0.011,mp = 0.10. 45 R 59250 1 260, Pl 5y
22t ) IR G2 ) S B SO AR T R
RS TR 225

R3 HERFIMESFITREHEMERE(%)

239 5T (N) TCH I (P)
| 26.49 (12.21) 12.22 (9.78)
RE¥ 19.38 (11.81) 15.36 (12.72)

323 BIANBESMERSHN

HR, X =K IHEW AN ERFELER HiEtT
20BN RS IRA)) x 3(IHEIZEH
HirE . 0B SAE)MIREG 200 45
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WoR, B ERNA R E, F(1, 76) = 3.09, p =
0.083; IHEIZAY =0 2, F(2, 152) = 49.17,
P <0.001, no=0.39; HE =05 IHEZRAKALH
EF 2, F(2, 152) = 3.11, p= 0.047, n2=0.04. fi
PASUN Ar BT R, 4328 2D Rt = 2R IH IR B P
KPS WEFQ, 76) = 16.71, p < 0.001, nJ = 0.30],
Z E 8 (Bonferroni 8 1E) &P, HirEFIARE
FAR T4 0P < 0.000)F125 HIE(p = 0.013), 1
410 B R R I B AR T 25 Bl (p = 0.038), TR
Ar2E A TE =S IHE W PR B Ar e i B 2=
S[F(2, 76)=33.61, p < 0.001, n;= 0.47], HFRER
PRIARE R T H0E (P < 0.00D)F = HEl(p <
0.001), HAR LI/ OB S AKZEMZES(p =
0.078). (Xl 1tk, ABE 7E 412 FR 527 ~ W 2H 9 1K 4R
BRI, H533% 2 T ABE (10%)E/NFiIR G2
] T ABE (16%), H HArE R ARE 2L T2
FEL, R 40 (7 B AR 8O0 o Bl S X =28
[H 43 532547 7 WP 52 80 7 3K 22 (0] B4 R BRI A
5, SRRV, PR E AT 0 HAREITE AR
AR 22 5[FA, 76)= 0.26, p = 0.614], {H
SR, 76)= 4.24, p = 0.043, ny = 0.05]F1%5
F[F(, 76)= 4.57, p = 0.036, n; = 0.06]#RFE I 1 2
MBS, 2282 T a0 BAES AR
INRE BN = TR G % o

T4 HEFIMREFIT=ZXIABEMBILAEHE)

FHINERZE | RA2]
HirE 62.6 (12.5) 60.8 (17.3)
NG| 52.4 (15.4) 45.1 (15.4)
= 56.9 (14.4) 49.1 (17.3)

4 PHE

AWFRAEL M ABE JuxUtal ik BEiRA 2%
oy 2z S Wik gt 2 807 X, Sl R AR R P
Fhfil %, %} Spataro %5 A (2017)42H#Y ABE i H 4%
SRR T IR . R REA R, B AR RN R
R RXTIH R RS B g, A SRR
PEAG B4mis o JE T A S b 17— Mk, Bian
SR G R o AR X6 S A T S AR T O &R
AR BB, EARERI BT 7= A B A SERON I % 25080,
IR MR G 2] 532 2T O AT DA
TE RO I0 H )RR S-S B R E M T, Hh
[) 28 510 35 H 4 21 52 302 DU A Sl 1 B A5 8 R AR
B, AT 51 & K B O¢ & P T (Carvalho &

Goldstone, 2017; Gollin & Sharps, 1988), 54 CHY
e —2, LA RERY, SREG YT RMMIL,
GyA2E 2D 5 R 9 ABE A FIsi /b (25 2), I
KL 1), AN ABE B3 H 4 5 PE i B
PEpt T B R IEDE

AW ST OGRS, AT o025 ) R X
PP O R AR B TR M2 /> ABE We? Wh5%
W R, AR LI E R S AR BN, AT S % By
B RS A O H OC R MEAE BTG, FES P BE
AT REAR G0 H Z (8] Y 5C R AT I R 2L, AN E
[l tH B 22 19~ ] 35 H (Huff & Bodner, 2014; 2%)"™
B, ZMg, MROCE, EMiER, 2016) H A TEXAERY
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Comparing the attentional boost effect between classified learning and mixed learning

MENG Yingfang; YE Xiumin; MA Huijiao
(School of Psychology, Fujian Normal University, Fuzhou 350117, China)

Abstract

Stimuli presented with interference of the nature of targets detection are later recognized more accurately
than that of distracted rejection, an unusual effect labeled the attentional boost effect (ABE). Spataro, Mulligan,
Gabrielli and Rossi-Arnaud (2017) proposed the item-specific account, arguing that target detection mainly
facilitates the processing of item-specific information rather than relational information. The item-specific
account seems to have a larger scope of application. However, Spataro et al. (2017) proposed this account
mainly based on the different degrees to which test tasks depended on item-specific and relational information.
As a result, we propose a question: if target detection mainly promotes the item-specific information of the
background stimulus, when the background stimulus mainly depends on the processing of relational information,
will the promoting effect of target detection be reduced or even disappear? The discussion of this issue could
provide more direct evidence for the item-specific account of the ABE. In the present study, mixed learning and
classified learning methods were used to process the item-specific information and relational information of
background stimuli. In general, pictures and words contain different perceptual information; the memory of
picture preferentially utilizes image representations, while the memory of word preferentially utilizes semantic
representations. Additionally, do the processing differences seen between words and pictures change the effects
of classified and mixed learning on the ABE? To answer these questions, the current study performed two
experiments to test whether the ABE is affected by the different types of processing needed for words and
pictures used as background information.

The experiment was a 2 (presentation mode: classified learning, mixed learning) x 3 (stimulus type: target,
distraction, baseline) mixed design. The presentation mode is the between-subjects variable, and the stimulus
type is the within-subjects variable. In experiment 1, in classified learning, category words and words unrelated
to the category were presented in sequential groups, and the words in each group were presented randomly. To
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enhance the effect of classification, a 3000 ms "blink" cue and a 1000 ms "continue" cue were inserted between
every two groups of words. In mixed learning, category words and words unrelated to the category were
presented randomly through a mixed display, and there were no extra intervals between groups. Sixty students
participated in experiment 1, and 78 students participated in experiment 2. Participants were told to read each
word aloud while simultaneously monitoring a small indicator above the word. Participants were then instructed
to press the space bar as quickly as possible when they saw that the indicator was a “+” (a target) and to

(T3]

withhold a response when they saw that the indicator was a (a distractor) or when they did not see an
indicator at all (no indicator). In experiment 2, pictures (brief strokes) were used as background stimuli, and the
other task and procedure were similar to those in experiment 1.

The main results were as follows. In Experiment 1, the ABE is robust only in mixed learning; that is, the
recognition rate of target-paired words is obviously better than that of distractor-paired words (p = 0.004) and
even reaches the level of full attention (baseline words) (p = 0.95). The recognition rate of distractor-paired
words is obviously lower than that of baseline words (p = 0.044), showing a typical distraction inhibitory effect.
Moreover, there was no significant difference between target-paired words (p = 0.636) and baseline words (p =
0.697) in the two presentation modes, but the recognition rate of distractor-paired words during classified
learning was significantly higher than that of mixed learning (p = 0.008). In experiment 2, the ABE was found in
both classified and mixed learning modes, but the ABE during classified learning (10%) was lower than that
during mixed learning (16%). The recognition rate of target-paired pictures was even better than that of baseline
pictures, showing an absolute attention boosting effect. Moreover, there was no significant difference between
the recognition rate for the two kinds of target-paired pictures (p = 0.614). However, the recognition rates of
distractor-paired pictures (p = 0.043) and baseline pictures (p = 0.036) show differences in the presentation
mode. During classified learning, the recognition rates of distractor-paired pictures and baseline pictures are
slightly higher than those during mixed learning.

The results suggest that compared with the mixed learning condition, the ABE in the classified learning
condition is reduced. Compared with pictures, the ABE for words is more vulnerable to classified learning,
which can even makes the ABE disappear. This effect may occur because participants tend to encode relational
information in classified learning, which may reduce the inhibitory effect of distraction rejection, thus reducing
the difference between target-pair stimuli and distractor-pair stimuli. Therefore, the current study provides more
direct evidence for the item-specific account of the ABE.

Key words attentional boost effect; item-specific information; item-relational information; item-specific account





