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B OHET

RALIRTE K 2F 0 2ERE, K75 130024)

B OE AWIER 3 AR IR X TR NG R, PR TR AE TS | A BT RS SE A N
TE7HEAL] (S5 1) 5 A BT ISR IS 46 2 1SS 3). SRR (DRFHREIE MR G TE B2 T/ N,
I BV Z 2 A A A R R, RISE TR X P AR NSRS B3 FR VR F (SR8 1); (2B b st 2 A3,
TR NG R 27 ST FUWT RS SEZE W R (S 2 FISEH 3). DI EASREN, RIBHI R BEREAE (A2
TR, i 2 56 B T e A ) BT TR 55 o X — 45 R R LS A B P R i~ 2 i iR e, ok i
FI 52~ PR RS AR LR AR, JFAER L I 1 B 25 ) BERR AR AL 1Rkl

KEIR AW FRKNEONY; ISR, JTINAE
HES B84
1 /s

2 HWr(judgments of learning, JOLs)J/&F5%
> 35 % i 27 35T H AR R S 0 56 vh g 8 3 1 O T e
AT B9 TCIA I PEAl (Tauber & Dunlosky, 2016), 2%
M FEEAARYE B O 4 HT R 27 2] FEr e T — 22
RIS BN R BT IR (Flavell, 1979), 4, ¥4
He2E SR 3T, Do A A E EU] I 1R 2 ) A
(Nelson, Dunlosky, Graf, & Narens, 1994), K, 2~
> F VB %) HERA PR B A R 1 2 o) SRS R,
11 5% W) [ 3% 98 45 %2 2] B9 20 % (Rawson, O'Neil, &
Dunlosky, 2011),

KR Fse KW, %2 FIMrA BT o2 —FhfEis,
RIS AFE it 2% 0 40 W B 2 1) R AN [) ) 4 2 il
H O AR M st (B2, /=2, 2004), 7%
TR, A EITA ML RARREA FO S B~ >
FAE H HERR 127 > I (Koriat, 1997). filan, Fiwe
FRIIE (perceptual features)Zk R AEFE & R EIMAAY %
=] F W7 ™ Yl 2% o Rhodes Fil Castel (2008)
UAE N T DRI Z R 0] 2 2] T i 5 ) o e,
PR B2 2T R R AR R/ (18-pt vs. 48-pt) Y FLiA],
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JEar REEA 2% ) Flr, YA B O 7R S U 5 rh g8
142 B2 2 17 14 7T BEPE (0%~100%), FF 24 58 I A7 BALir]
JEZ A H EHZIEA . 5B A, RFARRN &
PR Y SEBR A ST To B E 25 S, (B0 T
TORFA R T i A ) IR, RS 2, BAR
RFAFNFRITH 1 B0 STR TR, H 28
WA B & D EIE KR H 0] Gtk 5
1, LIRS ARGV (the font size effect).

FAR KNSR S et TT e 2 e A2 2 B8] Y AL
77 5 (dissociation), X A& — P 5L T30 H R0 58 FEAE
M 51 & W) JCIA 48 % (metacognitive illusion; Rhodes
& Castel, 2008; Yang, Huang, & Shanks, 2018), 1{]
A RO N TN 38, — BRI 0 5CTE BY PR
Wl (McCabe & Soderstrom, 2011; Soderstrom &
Rhodes, 2014; Yan, Bjork, & Bjork, 2016), FH ik, 4
G LA RTINS A VI A E, B 58 R A5 i i 42
= RO TR BE 0y 7 208 1 3 F A RRAE T 5 &
27 ) F s o

A UG T J TR0 RRAE T 5] A Y 2 2 0 W
B, JUTTHR A% 12 T 1 R A1 52 1 2 > 4] B 1)
WAEBLE . BRT, FAARIINGON i 7 A L] i AR R



5510 34

XSO 5 2 R i 2 X AR DR/ NSRS ) 1157

W HAFTE BRI R B B9 R, M i 1
S T AR RN RN 1Y K A (Bjork, Dunlosky, &
Kornell, 2013; Rhodes & Castel, 2008), %% i % P
ARG F AT FBEAL K s Tad #2, 18ERA
PR TFHIBEAT BME D) B 1 WA 56 (TR LR, 2010).
TE DM AR K/ INRON A gE ey, BF 52 35 ok FH 30
) F FR 5 RN B UL A AT 55 s g s 55 ) D o i >
1 R v i i ME B I S48 A% o 140, Yang 48 A (2018)
K FH 3% 2217 5] (continuous  identification, CID){T:45
B BN W T W P A AR /INRRONE T AR o SRR
W, H/NFRBEAE G, RSB B U S s
0TI ) e o N VA N 2 N R T B e S =
WA TE o IS i DU R A e AT AR, N
UL T A - AR TR /N R 2 2 ) W 22 ] 2 35 43 v A AR
Ho 5 Yang %5 AN (2018)HAF 545 R AIE, Mueller,
Dunlosky, Tauber il Rhodes (2014)>& F EL & in) 21 ir
(lexical decision)fT: 55 2 & B K /N BAL 3] 22 [a] i i T
WA AETE 22 5, R FAR K/ IR 5 15 Tt
e IG K

SRy 3k — 25 28 BN i W T AR AR R /INRION TR
YEF, Yang % A (2018) H #2048 T CID 4145 5 5
A IR) ] A 5500 2t R0 3 W M B AT 3tk . CID
FE55 S — P A IR AT 55, BT Z G 2
B BAL3R] i A7 B4 8 )2 )i (Ward, Berry, & Shanks,
2013) FLAR A W AT 55 2 5K g il AT RE PRI o ff
i RS 5 b 2 B AT HR R B s ARE], JFE R
AN B FE R N . G5B, #F CID fE55, rfs
BRI R A L] Y R A TR T N R R
i) SR, FE ARG FI AT 55, KRR RN AR
BT B A DB S I A AT 22 5% . Yang 45 A (2018)
ARy 2 A A i 25 0 22 S ) R 2RI E, CID fE:
G5 AN KA AT I B A R0 v 0 o AR, ik ) %
S PRUI] B INF IF A 32 B A A1 R 2R () an i SO Tk
YR PR IV 7E T4k (Chumbley & Balota, 1984;
Yap, Sibley, Balota, Ratcliff, & Rueckl, 2015), LI I
L5, CID 55 X 05 it o 1k ) D0 o 5L AT B vy
1 R

JY4E Yang 46 N (2018)I 5T 45 R %M1, CID 1%
55 e % B A 25 I S o I 22 8] 0 I g PR 2
S, IR G T TR e A 2] WX — IR AR AL T
HIENATOESE . (B2, HAFE AN AE7EA o] 240
P ERG . Blan, O TAT e S 2 R A
B i R ) FI B SE e, B S ORGP
TEFAR TN iy AR . BARIN =, s

BORPATE P s B bR e J5 7 BRHE AT 2 2 A
Wr, F T RS TN T A B3] ] B R 31 S B A 7R
2 25 e, TR R 2202 2 S R {0 O o 1 2
S UM i (salience) H 25 5 i A A R 11 2,
T A2 {5 B B A4 A8 0 o O g 1k AR S 2 T A
(Castel, 2008). HUt, HIH MM 2 2R/
S 7 2] FI W N ZERIL R, X — AT IR AR R R
s T Rk LIRS A E AR R, AT
451 B8 CID A 55 File 2 FIWT AT 55, 105 8 Mo i
W P S A AE AR RN, Hh B T AR

IR R B, AT LIRS Z MR R T
2 HIWr(Undorf & Broder, 2019; Undorf, Séllner, &
Broder, 2018). AR/ B9 7= A & 15 S5 BR Ao
Uit W 1 DA A At TR 2 2 B O AN IR A G2 XL
RTINS BRI A T o3 AT, BF9E 3 e B
JCIN HVES 9 19 77 A 8 T B 5 2 2 B G R o B
(encoding strength) AN J& . 12 W P £k % (diagnostic
cues) IS AN T4 A % . TELMEM ST, #0kn A
H HAZ IE B R B 541K (0.12~0.25) . 4140, Rhodes Al
Castel (2008)ZLR B 2% > FEAS LI 5 s FfEXT ek
AR AT 2 FIW, B S0 A B I, AR
W, MR B B EMZIERRCN 0.16, FLLAYZS
JTE Mueller 25 A (2014)F11 Yang %5 A (2018)HYHFST
A NI, TR LR R, SR Gt i R R A
AW T B RS R T 530, Rhodes #1 Castel
(2008) LB, BEAS LRI 2 S BRI ACTR S s,
{H AR AT BEIT A 78 00 R T A 1Y 2% 2] B 1] %
PRI TR S e A o B TE T, A e i A []
FA BEFE T Fr2zui H i 2B E] o 9% mT REAE T 2%
T H I R Z BT ER AT A R T g N T, SR TR R
(] %) 22 2] 2ok A% v o B3 O A b B0 B R
(mind wandering) % Bl % (Cooper & Pantle, 1967;
Mueller et al., 2014; Seli, Risko, Smilek, & Schacter,
2016).

R AR 2 2 R A TR () SO 05, 2 >0 I W7 o 0l 2
1) B PR R A AR AR 2% ) FI R R T 5 H
oA TE A4 2R (Benjamin, Bjork, & Schwartz,
1998; Koriat, 1997), M4 gmtdim AL 550}, 2> 6k
I R 2R A5 5 %o 2 2 FIW = A iR AR, oF
T HE BRI INRIORE 85 0 1 5 A7 B S i 0 B R %
WS B Z AR (T LLR), XL R
SR E SIS 0R AR C A2 Wit o g, A )
946 T HIBERRE L X 2= 2] B 520 o A B8 IE %
HeWr, AT 53 501 78 S8 A 505 > i [a] (O 22
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SKBORTE S A W B AT R, DI R g 58 40 )
FH & 2] B (R B AT 4 2 Mk e s 1) R &5 1
SO TR P (BSR4 S R R T s ) e S A
AR B B AR RN

g LRk, A EE B R (1) F SR
AR A TE AR/ R FE TR E R, (R
T30 2 i 5 R R A R A A RUUET IE B T AR R
M52 2T FIB s v . il iR e oE HR, A
W EIT e T 3 AN S8, SE8 1l CID 4155 1
25 ) FUBHAT 55 301753 125, LA NEN S it i PR i
P, DT 5 S 58 T i T S 75 R AR R/ INREO A 7
FEP AL 2 — o 5L 2 3 3G A 32 2T B[R]
Ty AR HE S i B, 25 S0 Tin g bth i B2 e A5 55 A B
THBR TR /INEN B 00 o S0 3 38 R 3 3R SO T
TREE B 7 A i B o B, B IR B LR (18 L
R I X PR /NN R 52 ] (Lupker, Harbluk,
& Patrick, 1991), LA [ AT, A B T8
TN FARKINE N TERLTR, Jf R BLSLeE I R D
T IE B TR R AR T 5 | RS Y DT A R o i AR A
[E

2 SCEG 1. ST PELE AR RN
RN R A

mnErR, YT Yang 28 A (2018) 5% T AETE
BIARIE, SEH 16 CID AT 45 il 21 BT 55 43 1) 52
Jiti, LA BEAVR B O o 1 1 o S P, O T 2 45 R i T
W P 2 5 SRy AR /INBEO B PR 7= A AL
21 7
2.1.1 ik

S 1 SRR K2R 28 44, HERR 2 44 3R AR R
e, Bt 26 £, Hh B4 11 4, P
RN 21.06 % (SD = 2.44), HlE A BRIR 2087
IEALI IR, SC 4 ofUa g IR AT — 2 I
2.1.2 LSRR

TSR AEFERE TV 19 IBM ML s fT, 242
THTE 22 YEF CRT B4V Wonds L 2BL., 5k
HEA R 1280 x 1024 18K, RIH %4 85 Hz,

SEE AR CBRARDL T B 32 1] B ) v 3k HROW 7
Wi 64 A, THAEEHIZE 0.00033~0.00897, IH K I
{R3rh P, ZEmETE 10~21 |, b 8 AMAiEH T
2 2R (G 2 IR B AS 9 A B 58T, A T 1]
HHFIERTLR . B 48 SR gL
30 a. b A, B4 24 4200, —ZHLL 9-pt (/)
TR, B—diFLl 70-pt (KFE)EH, L5

H AR TS /NI 2 BN E Y 3R] 14 T A5 (Hu et al.,
2015), XFSCIG A RHIEA TS AEAS t AR, 455 TR
VA ZEL TR AE TR RN 2 I 5500 T, AN B 2
(ps > 0.20) BR LA L 3aliESN, 5340 8 ANl 43 il AR
PR % DRI PRGN 9% vlvin], 2% i) AR
IRFNFARSEHRER 2, I H 22 oiia i A gl A
AR5
2.1.3 EEiFIT

SH 1 SRR R B (FER KN N
FAR vs. RFEM) . AR AR N 2% 2 H)
WrfE A IR R
2.14 XWIERF

SEYGFR Y K FH Eprime 2.0 48’5 . SEEOHT, #d
A S B FL IR 5 B 24 70 em RO B, MR AR SR G e
Ht AR e e 8 R IRIR, DABEAR SEI0AT 55 .

IEAR I, w40 58 O A AT 55
CID 155 2= > FIWi {45 . anl&l 1 pros, 7E CID 4%
G, ROt e R — 30-pt BEMA, 2
BB R 0.5 s, SRJ5 BARIE (AN, 72 R il
PR (LA LIAH R TR AN 9-pt 3] 70-pt) 38 BF S PHL .
A HbRAIA 14 YORBER . H—kIEA TP H
FRid) 2B 17 ms, FERCHEEI 233 ms; 5 K6
Wrep, Hirial 2P 34 ms, MEKHEEEI 216 ms;
DL, HARAR S E L 17 ms #634, Mg
) S BUNHE] DL 17 ms 33808, WHAEER, B F
Pl e P R N B 14 YGRBITEERZE R, SRk
e8| A E R A vl 1 B Ny i35 M i S R 7
TR R R g, Bl O SR A IR I 45 SR, Uk
ICSERBI R R . H bR LAOHBEDLII T 2B, DLA
PRAR R 25 B4 B s b AN A5 32 0 1 B 5t TP UK o

2 2 Wi 55 AR 58 i CID A1 55 )5 #3547, 1%
B85 3G =AW B FIB B, TR BOR E [l
TR ot F R SE T E 78 CID A 55 i 4 11 5
URas R, SCEG 1K ) il A B Rl 2 s, 7E
2 BB, B R BLRAS 9-pt TX 70-pt 122
i), BERGA HHEAT2E ), FEIR IR BT A ]
o BAETTE RS, B B A i
JEE SRR AT 2T W, TPl A CTE RS 56 BB A% 0]
N AL IR AT REMEAT 22 K(0~100) 27 2] i8] LA BEAL

' M CID T4, TSLH % SR FH G A5 -5 (40, ##)FE h HEiit
Fli, (BTG R AF 5 % SeaE S R R AR e e i . R,
ARG PRI L F A R FEROR B (B a0, #€ %), Wk B bs
) 48 T 0 38 2 PE) AN ) 0 U R (EN A, SRIG I, gk 2% 2,
M7, 2013),
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T

500 ms

i

17 ms

233 ms

T—A~BHrid
A

K1 CID &R

SUNIR/

B R E, TR B RIF LR . BRgerh
JFEHL I — A AT, O TR TGRSR 3
HECFIZ S, I DSkt iz AR, THRp Brkss
BFEI N 3 min, THEBYBASS SRR, WX IFEG @ il
IR, #E S min R AT REZ HLIRMZ H i 24 1m) i .
IR BRI AR, TE R EHZIT A ER
22 HRESH
221 BHEIZERERSZEIHEE

TE CID AL 55, 4333530 TR TE 4 38 0 S g s
P8 AR . WUIIE# R AT .

m%ﬁm$:iﬁﬁi§g;ﬁ

T CID AF: 55 M BE AR, w1 UM IE B
97.84%, HBLRAEAREN . KL, 25 1 BEFTR ]
SN AR Ay A e B A M A8 A . B SE BRI )
SR B R TE A E ] (B 14 YR BIE B 35 6] ) e
R R N TR, SRS A3 T B E A U Y R
PR INFARIR B () -2 R B o A ) AR R/ INI)
BRI SRR L i R IE R A S I 2 1,

x100%

F 1 FARFHEXNMDIEHNEREIZIERHE. FHE
{EANIR B & R AF(M + SD)
FARK/N B EUZIERR 223 FIWE
INFEAAR 0.26 = 0.07 48.63 + 12.69
KF4 0.27 +0.07 61.68 + 13.01

U B RE I (ms)
1864.77 +310.97
1519.95 + 342.17

S5af AP g R —58, KRN AR E 1)
A i B2 IERR I TE B E 2 5, t(25) = 0.77, p =
0.45 (WLIE 2 A1), 1B K FIRETE /N A i) i

A T R A FIWTE, t1(25) = 5.27, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d=1.01 (W.I& 2 =), LA EWFFREERER
BOAIE T 2 LAY AR K/ INRRUNE

70
O/NFER

601 EPS S
:HSO-
f§40-
gm-

20

10

0 ] ]
22 H| e H th EHZ IER 3

K2 RFHAINF ORI TR 927 > FIWTE AT E B B2 1E

2.2.2 iRFI R BAT

e TR R S A o 1 R R N A
WE(LER 1), t(25) = 7.63, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d=
1.05. Rtk —25 25 82050 i M AE AR R/ N v
RIVEA, =88 Yang & A (Q01)RIBIE ST 2, R
FH R bmim B8l 73 A A % £ e 26 4 7 DL -7 2 2 gy
BT (Vuorre, 2017) A5 BT A FAR KN FA
=0, KK = D) AAE, PUIRBE A28
i, ) HMHE R R AR

SERLLIN, TR R /INIE 2 T H B B SO
13.05, 95% CI = [7.89, 18.23], FA& K/ 31 51
JNE B (RN W 1 ) %o 2 > H W I ) 4 2500 R
0.79, 95% CI = [0.07, 1.55], B RFIRIAIE M@t
TN A T W M A A v 2 ) BT N D T W 1 g
WA FE 6% (95% CI = [1%, 14%])H) TR/ NG .
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RIS /INK 2 2 H W ) B AN BN 12.27, 95%
Cl = [7.12, 17.43]), VLEHAIWE AR I A Beff B4
BB RGN o 1T 7 22, U R N B,
RTINS 2 2 FIWT G B2 AT AR B 2 R
BT a2 2,

*® 2 HMERGEEFERNNSEIFIEEB NS

R
TR BPRRIN — PN g,
2 5] (i ZHP) (B ’
%%ﬁ$ﬁwW&mM% -0.34 0.04 [-0.41,-0.27]
B (2)
TR R R Hs) %o 2 =7 4]
HRCT(b) 232 1.03  [-4.32,-0.31]
FAR KN 2 3T FIWHE
E’ﬁﬂ(ﬂj(c) 13.05 2.63 [7.89, 18.23]
FAR KNI 2 2T FIWE 1)
(e 12.27 263 [7.12,17.43]
TR 2O sf 78 = AR K/ NSSURE
B A (me) 0.79 037  [0.07, 1.55]
HRABUN 43 L (pme) 6% 4% [1%, 14%]

2.3 it

SEEY 1 RBL, BARTFRR/NKT H R M2 S TG
o, BN L T TR SRS T 2 2]
fE, BIH BRI (e.g., Mueller et al., 2014;
Rhodes & Castel, 2008)., i iz Ul KW B AT DL H,
KPR TR E 10 058 W 1 3 O T/ N R .
U/ N R B T W T A B 220 2 T ST v e e, S
1 ¥ CID {155 Fl2f > HIW T 55 64T T 708, WhoE s
RIS T PE BN R 0.79, 95% CI =
[0.07, 1.55], ZZERIEAKT Yang 55 A (2018) L5 5|
F ] 225500 (0.84, 95% CI =1[0.31, 1.50]), LA FHF5E
g2 R BRI T AR IR 2, A —Fh iR R A
WFGENE CID 455 M2 2 FIWHAT 55 3547 T 40 85, FRAR
TSSO T B . B 255, (IR
FER R, N T RE SR A T A AR I NN,
U W R0 225 T 1 2 3R TR AR RN 2 2 ) W 22 (1]
ECHAE .

305K 2. ARUE IR FARR
AN A EA ]

TELME T I/ B FFE T, s A5 78 R
JE I IE] A2 o )i, (BRSO F AN RERR AR B 5T
S FHIRLAE B 27 20 IS )6 2 2] A REBEA T 4ty o 51l
g ) AR B BRI, Bl n] B B A

L P OB AT 4 2 2 E I O, S B e A A
HRY L2 BT A 1722 2] (Mueller et al., 2014; Seli
et al., 2016), KL, SC50 2 7ERRE 2% > B[] A 2Ll
T, BRI BRI AT A, LA
PRBE I RE 98 7T 43 ) FH 4230 110 24 27 Bsf ) 2647 2 5 Jon
T.(Lupker et al., 1991; Mulligan, Buchin, & West,
2019), [AlB, SaR$EAE RN T B 1R gR H 2 4y
()24 2] B[R] R4 A A AR TE SO T, b e TR B Xt
SO EE R PR AR, R YRR RA AR, AR T
2 o SIS 20 2R R T AL, IEBkiE R A
A 12 W i L & LLA T, 308 s 2T )
(Koriat, 1997), [, SCEG 2 38 8 3 hAG 2505 > )
B e B /o G i B2, I IR 90 1% Be 5 1) 559 0
FRIEZR %22 2 FIWT iR A o
31 ik
3.1 #ik

SIHS 2 B BEAEM K2R 75 44, Hih B R 33 4,
SRR N 22.01 2(SD = 2.70), BERX IR HRIR
S IR ) IE ST 45 S B s — 2 iR
M. WL A 3 4, R 25 A
3.1.2  LEFMR

[ 525 1,
3.1.3 XWigit

S 2 RH 2 (FARKAN: NFAR vs KA
x 3 (I 2 s vs. 4 s vs. 8 )IRA LK, F
KRNI A B, 2E > iR g Ar . [
Ap o0 A RN IE G 5 24 ) W (E
3.14 LWBERF

SCHG 2 BTRF S S0 1 R 8 HESR 2
AL CID AE: 55 . BT S > FIW L 55,
ik T = A o7 W 1w =t 1 = 1 1 v 5 Wi d = s 7y
TEV N S vk o L e R 1513 O S 71
H2s. 4s 8 s, iAo — N iAE S B ges
FIWT(0~100), (EAFERAE, W EFTAR, AT
I REAE 7853 F 2% 2 B ], S 2 SR P DL b
— YK 1A B o) b S B ) A T A (FE T
1T J7 2 IR S RN TR 2 5, Bl T B4
HEOR S A NIRRT Sk b)Y . il pl il i
8BRS AT IE s, LA R B 3k R A S 06 ok
(Lupker et al., 1991), 22 >] Br B4 i 5, wil ot ih 3
DTS5 (51 3)F0 A i 2R, 5505 1 AHTE .
32 RS9

SR BRI SRR, RARRN AR IS )
A 2GR > FIWHE R GE A5 R I3 3,
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RSO 250 2 R iR JBE X R DR/ NSO )52 W) 1161

* 3 =#MEIEEEGTAEFEXNMDEREIZAK
B FNE S FHTEM + SD)

%2 F #1802, 0F 7 2 )

B NS KAk INF AR KF 1k

2s 0.16 = 0.06 0.15+0.05 50.83+11.93 6491 +13.53

4s 0.26+0.05 0.27+0.07 45.12+13.02 57.80 = 17.60

8s 0.34+0.17 0.34+0.18 5097 +18.97 54.61 +17.89

TE e AR ) W) A P ek BoE o n=25 Ao

321 BAHEIZKS
PL A o R G A B AT 2(F AR RN
INTFAR vs. RFAR) x 3(2#2JBE]: 2 s vs. 4 s vs. 8 5)
RATT 225007 o BEI RN, =4 T I R) 9 5500 3%,
F(2,72)=9.88,p<0.001,n2=0.36. 2 s 2#>J i [a] 5
FF B A B EMZIEF R R E KT 4 s 18 s 24 ) &
THIIERZ(p < 0.001), {H 4 s Fl 8 s 24 £ F 2 ]
1 F A2 IER R TE R & 22 5 (p = 0.11) 0 FHARR/I
1) 20N DL K 9 22 8D 28 AR IR 3 (ps >
0.5),
3.22 FIJFIEE
P ) FIWHEAE A AR B AT 2R RN /N
FAR vs. REFER) x 3(2# I H]: 2 s vs. 4 s vs. 8 s)
RA T 2500 o SEFKI, KPR B2 > J W
53 5 T/ NFARIRE, F(1, 72) = 62.07, p < 0.001,
Ny = 0.46, 2% ] I [E] i) RN AS 3, F(2, 72) = 1.32,
p=0.27, FEERR, =B TR KN 2 (0]
HIZZ HAER B3, F2, 72) = 6.46, p = 0.003, n; =
0.15 (WLIE 3). TTEARAN T AP : TE 2 s Fll 4 s %
WAL TR, KPR E B2 > W & = T
INFARIAEE (ps < 0.001) o FTHEAEA B A KT AR
ANTFARRIE Z ] 2 2] W 2548, DA 22 (B AR A Al
SRR IR IR /INRON 8 bR, S EA T AL [A]
FLR, 25 S8R N 2 2T s ) X S AR R/ INREOR A B2 i) o
gEL IR, 2 s Fil 4 s 2E BB 24 B AR/
80
70 +
60
g 50 |
3K 40
S0l
20
10

O/MNAE
lyNEZN

2s 4s 8s
F 3 EtE

B3 ANTR] A o i )= AN il i 427 >0 4 W

NIRRT 8 s 22T BFAIA AT W AR /N
(p1=0.001; p, = 0.02), 1H 2 s Fl 4 s Pl &5 14 2 [6] 4
TR TE .7 2 5 (p = 0.97)  (HAF R A Y /2,
BRI 2] B[R] BE A% I AR R/ NN A b, R
8 s ZE W EI ST AR KNS ATI SR i 3 A TE,
t(24) = 2.87, p=0.01, Cohen’s d = 0.20,,
3.3 itig

SEHG 2 SRR, TR B R, R
TIE (RIS /N AR 117 2 ) A W7 HL A 35058 11 1
PEVER . (HR, BB A RCE S B, AR K
NN 2 2 J T )5 T 2 TR S o N 2 2T BT
AT BB MR Z X FOC IR R &R, st
LR TIE R HIW, PN e R AE 2 ) 24 )
W 52 W g ) 55, S BOF RN H BN )
e DL g R 2R AR A B A — 3,
2 > F Wi A7 A2 X 22 P2k 2 HL AN T i B2 (Koriat,
1997). (HAS RIS, HARIG N2 2T B[R] BE S sk /N
HIBERFIELR R B, A7 8 s FIWHAIZMFT,
FARK N A B IR BB . RIE, 3056 3 4%
HE— 25 BB BTG S AR 2, S e 4 R TR
T 3 58 2 ) 5 g i ik, B AR IR)A R R (s X2k
F) U X FAR KN R0

Sy 3 TR AR /N
JOL )5 ]

DAERFSE &3, 30E 3 H AH SC 1 S5 8 T LA
$& 51 J0 AW I 7 E B PE (Soderstrom & Rhodes,
2014), JFH, SHEE2ENEAA L, i THRE
SR AR de s B 0y =X, WE I Ty
22 2 07 SR PG R 2 R, 20 I 55 1 R
2R X 24 > JI T ) 12 5 /6 H (Hertzog, Dunlosky, &
Sinclair, 2010; Lupker et al., 1991), JZ56 3 5 B
IR R IR (AIE LR R), X AR RN
IS o AR E N AT, Bl 2s 2 oy =Ch
W], 3 APRROE IE BTE SUIE B, BN g o B
RJZ N T4 X5 9l 1 2 ) 5 O OB SR (B 30,
AL, 2000).

4.1 7k
4.1.1 #Hik

S 3 HHFAER KA 50 44, Hoh B A 20 44,
SRR R 22.49 5 (SD = 2.60). #HRI SRR
BORF IR D IR, L0 45 S POk AR — e
e
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4.1.2 LR

RS20 1,
4.1.3 EWig

SEES 3R 2 (FIRKN: ANFER vso RFEE)
x 2 (I TIREE: W2 T vs. &2 T)IEA 28
Wit TN AR, T 8RB R wat[a]
Ahr . RIS RN [ RUZIE G 3R ) JI W
4.14 LRIERF

FERIZIN T AAE T, woR A i 2% > 7 =X
BRZIN T A WA 2 2] T3 AR o fE2 2 BBt
FRUGHET, @A SiEs ek, Rh s
B— AR, X s T A . AR
SIS 4 7D, BT SR S B A] 22 N 58 s
), IR E R e PR, R AT SiE
R, B 2 BB — AN RE, A
HRIETE Y 4 B0, 158 K% e B inlis .

IER LA FEF T BB . THRBBOR A B2
Mk, 2= B, BB R EE A 45, B
W PABENL . “F5E BRI G, BREH 0~100
B2 2 FIWT . 2 2T Beas R, B TF IR 7 04 55
U EHZIR . 20 0T 45 F1 A 2R S 5056
1 A A,
4.2 ZR55H

PRI TR BE S5, RFARRNFAR R E 1)
H H B2 5 &5 RN 2 20 ] W %) 3R Ve e 1145 1 0L
4,

Fz4 BHNIREZHGTAREFEXNEGIERD
1Z B B Fn 5 3] F| T {EM + SD)
A 2 IE B R 2 ) F Wi
AN KTk IR KK
HWZEMT 0.42+0.09 0.42+0.14 56.42 + 14.53 56.96 + 15.16
WIZMT 0.19+£0.08 0.20+0.08 45.77 £ 15.18 60.16 + 15.08

TE: BRI TR Tt n=25 A,

TR E

4.2.1 BHEIZ/KS
VL H H BHMZ IR Z64E o R AR i i AT 2(F R K
N INTFAR vs. RFAR) < 20 TIRE: W2 T
vs. WEMT)RG 7 22000, 4R A8, I TIHRE
() R 3, F(1, 48) = 67.66, p < 0.001, n; = 0.59,
TRJZ N T2 19 A HR R IE 8 R 35w 3R )2
T RN RO AP Z [ 58 HAE Y
A (ps > 0.5),

WA AEA R LB CES 2 4 s 2] B
] 25 A7 O 27 20 TR A T 53R A SE G 3 ik )2 T 2%

PECE TR R 4 s EL 2 3 7 OB SR)
ZIE M H H B2 S, a5 R, L8 3 k)2
T &M 2 ES(M = 0.19, SD = 0.07) &K T
SEH 2 4 s ZE ) B AT B9 2 S (M = 0.26,
SD = 0.05), t(48) = 3.73, p = 0.001, Cohen’s d =
0.87. VU 25, 78K st in] 5L B4 ) bR 4%
TFT, WRARZRPRIA T AR, R R) G 50
AR, SRRSO . R RS PR T2
GBI T ARG o S5 AR T 525 2 th A AR
(4 RUE
4.2.2 FIFIHE

DA 2] J Wi Sk AR R T 2(FAR KN /N
& vs. KRFER) x 20 TIREE: WZEIT. vs. &2
TR A T 25007 o G5 R E, FRK/ING FER0
B3, F(1, 48) = 29.20, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.38, KFIk
AR Y 2 2 B (E 3 = TN RIS . TR EE
B ERN A B3, F(1, 48) = 0.87, p=0.36, TR
JE R FARK /AN E W TR BE, F(, 48) =
25.14, p < 0.001, np= 0.34 (WLIE 4), fa B850 s #r
R FERZIM T, KPR R r 2 > ) W
A3 5 T/ N IREE(p < 0.001), BIFETEFARKR
ANREORE; AR, EWEEI T GEA4DANT, K7
PRI /NG B S FI A TC B 2 R (p =
0.61), RPFARK/ NN I K

0r O/NFAk
60 | B RFik

TEMT BEmNT
Bl 4 OR[EIN 3R A=A RIS ) 2 2T 2 WHE

4.3 g

T 3 WIS R ST — 5, BEEE
TIRBE RO S, T 0 ARAE T 5 A A A KNk
NI o VRIZINTEE, AR A A7 27 4 WA T 5
FRIEZR R, (HEXMLREAG RSN, AF T2
FHEAT WS B TN HLEI )ZE 0 T, 3 ) S
T TE SUE B &R, JEHIES TSR X 2 2]
FIWT AR FAEH . IR & BSOS 100 H [ 5 LASR
F 1 B 2 PR AT A T A 48, (HLE: I R 8 401
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XSO 5 2 R i 2 X AR DR/ NSRS ) 1163

% (McCabe & Soderstrom, 2011; Soderstrom &
Rhodes, 2014). i& %5 Ao 45 A — 20 7 A,
Al e AT B BOE 115 UE R, TSERiarsE AR
X P A B BARSE B AT Xy, O AR R 2R Y
R AT Rl D BT BRTTIA RIS B Y OB R 3R

5 BEifie

ARG 5% G i 5 B X0 - (AR R/ IN S0 1) 352
PRICFAR I/ IR 1Y N TE 7 A= AL e A R 8 T
Tt o SCI 1 SR CID AT 55 75 5 113 i Wy 14 7 744
K/NRON FIVERT . DRSR A5 R R B, KPR IaE )
U R o 2 TN AR 2Dy DLt 2
JEHA AT R B, T P (U S B ) 7E R
KNFIEE ] FIWHE Z B AR th AR, X — 4521
8 715 R0 I P SR AR R INRIO 7 A S 0
fith, Ui B 21 J2 T P R R AE AR /NI 2 2] ) Wy
ZIEIVER, A img A e P it 1 42 S U .

SRS 2 KRB, TR IR 2T H T A 5 el it
A > I [a] B HG I AN RS, R BE AT A
> B[] G A ik 2> A TR/ IN ARSI B s o G 2 B PR
Bl AT RLE S B R B, Mk S HREEZ 5 A 5
FLCCR A OC R R I I AR, S miREAIL T
2 2 IR T BERRAE 2R 2R AR o (R (E AR 5 1Y) )2,
TE 8 s 2F B S5, PR I/INEON B AR B ) 55,
{EARSR WA . 000 3 i — B I BG e R 128
RI(RI R L) LV IE FAR KN, S5 3%,
TERIZIN T2 T, 22T FIM 25 5y 32 B R K/
iR, IR KN, (HR, AEBREIN TG
AT, XA OTIA R AT B E, RIS AR
N ORI
51 mMIRESFEXNER

ABFFELERIRI, 8 T P AR /NS
PR A AL . SCES 1 HERIET Yang A
(Q018) U BF TR L5 I, AR %) 2 =7 J40) T {2 B 0 5 3
Wt g BT, AR ST R A R 2
TCAETE L0 BT B S0, A T 1 o) 2 > F 34
FAAE 3 AU 520 (Besken & Mulligan, 2014; Rhodes
& Castel, 2009). [FII, BFFEE KB, HIoe i i L %o
27 20 S W 1 52 i s AN AT Ry BIR 1 S 36 3 2 ) B )
(%10, A%, Yang et al., 2018; i@X%f, Rhodes &
Castel, 2008; [& ", Undorf, Zimdahl, & Bernstein,
2017), FoXF L A2 B2 R 22 20 W B A
520 (Ball, Klein, & Brewer, 2014), Hia] W, %
AFIFAR RN R S I2E ST NEE, AR AT LIS s iy

AR ERIE . o B G E EAEE ], AR
PR ARG BRI A T it tE, S EOTAAES
i ;= 4 (Carpenter, Mickes, Rahman, & Fernandez,
2016; Carpenter, Wilford, Kornell, & Mullaney, 2013),

A b T At 28 7 (%) 0 0 2 2 (91, SCAS I
JE R4 #EK, Strukelj, Scheiter, Nystrém, & Holmquvist,
2016; FIE F1 & B )7 X, Rummer, Schweppe, &
Schwede, 2016), TR K/INRRAE L PRECA I B
Hy B Y A R B = (Magreehan, Serra, Schwartz, &
Narciss, 2016). FrLA, SRR/ G| & IoIA A
W v %t B FR R 2 2] IS TR 52 ) B, 5 | B OGS
Flan, fEZEEMEHEN L, 28 TAEE AN ES
5 FHAS [R) AR /N 8 B 55, 38 07 Y 28 FE an ]
G TR R /INTTT 5 S A 2 2 FIWT RS o . AR SR
SEIRERM, ks ) B AT IR )Z R A SO T &
— T IR S AR DR /N BRI A8 0 A RO it . PR, 2L
B TAEE W] LLE B A R AR KN R N A IS
TR S om0 (A 3 ) BRE 191 B8 44 45, AR gk 27 )
TN RS AT IR E R O TR T 2
AYTE L2, DT/ B0 B BT RS R AR T 5 i
27 > F 158 2%
5.2 MIRENFHEKNENEIE

SEH 2 KB, NG R ST IR, S ARR]
DL SR A T 2 M R ISR R, 550
AR 2R 022 > ST A2, I T /N AR /Nl
M, 5 Magreehan %5 A (2016) 1) BF 5% 25 S AH AL -
Magreehan %6 A (2016)A95E5: 3 &I, HZRuK
2 >3 A SCARDX R JE G IRD X 20 L TR 5 51 3R, 1A
X 18 SORH DGR X 27 2] S A I 2 52 i) (R DG 1) %of
[ 2 ) S B =), (HRIX) 5 8 5 2 [ B9 X B
Xfeg ) FIWr Iz e, SR, YR pkialaE 2 A Tt
S TSE N iSRS S O N S A ATE S AL
> AW (o %o L B TR ) 2 2] T B ). LA B F
TR, A WA 1 L R (9] an el % i) i
AHOCHE) BB, AT A% 27 =7 J e T /0 b AR o
EAREAE 26 2R (1 an Xy bE BE R IR

SIEy 3 ORI, FEWREMLEER)FMT, T
K/NRUNETH R, %25 FE 3R B o I TR B 2 0 1 2
FHIBERRAE 5 AL 1 T NS 38 1A SR it o HH i
— G B F R, SR 3 BRI T i )
252 N] BE OGS T £ 1 iE X 4k R (Belmore,
1981; Hertzog, Fulton, Sinclair, & Dunlosky, 2014),
o T R AR /N AR R i 2 (8] HEASFEAE BOE T
SCAFB2E0, BRIk, 3 4) 2608 T 9 AT g s i 3
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ARV AR K NAEER G o fE B I o 25 5, S e
> F Wi b A v 55 AR R AR RN R RS, I IE
T H B RRAE 5 R A TTIN R

ARIHFEY Soderstrom #1 Rhodes (2014)HF5T
5B, 5T R B RS T A FUATE
(judgments of remembering and knowing; JORKSs)H]
DI B0 oo e . HRsE b i ae I B,
AT SV BE S I 5 b B R A AR H B 20
TR, IR 3 S0P = K18 2 = % 3
= JZic). 45 JOLs MLk, JORKs Wil iy j& A 2 75
O RE B S NS A0 M5 S, IR Al
Hb W 2 2 BB 5 11812 7KF- . Soderstrom tA
JORKs MW 3o 78 v 23 0T O 22 5 100 H AH OC Y R4k
5 8., PR 2 AR 2 0D G DA M 0 5 i 7 i
A (McCabe & Soderstrom, 2011), {EAS 5 I 1Y &, H
SR Soderstrom I 5T ) & Bl JORKs HERFAK T
INHIEE B, {H JORKSs AN BEIH R JCIN RIS 3 o 3X AT
e S TR WE 90 T O R — 20 W1 BT 15 B 28
R R e AE B 808 U B BOME B A R Ir 3
B, AR 3 XL T TR A,
HEAT IE AT T RE 8 Bl TS TRl n i LR, R
A SO I BR T RIS T

Undorf % A (2018) % B2 2] HI W AS{UALAK 6t
g, gk R R E LR B, Tk
KN 2E2J WAL 2 2T 1 AR B R B P A
B, XL R S FE MR 2% S FIW T R A
(cue integration)Jf: A H. 7& 4+ (competition) . EAAK T 5,
I R, TERARE SRS, 14 1R Y2 20 ) Wy
fE R Em T rhveE, LS PERUY (the emotionality
effect); TEMMG I AMT, BEARIX PG 45 PERON AT
SRAFAE, (H 35N Wt ul, >0 i Bkt
LA 1B RIE LR R = S AW R . A
W58 hy 2 2] b h Z R R R B E R G Sw
WL HE TUEYE S, SEE 2 FSEE 3 R, Y
BT T TR 2 U S B i T (B 52 3 R 3 ),
2 2R B (WN1E L&), #ot) iR
SR 00 R R (R A /N il i 2%~ T, 1T
W55 T TR IR o

AHIFGE RSS2 F1 3 YA S IR Gt A 5 B %o 2 )
WA SR, 3 X RS 0 S PR AT e R A AR
Y 1 5% A A Bl 1) A8 R AT R A . MRS Koriat
(1997)$2 th By L R FI IR, A [F] 4 F % 2% >0 H]
AR XA 23 37 3] 2 1) R IE 2 e o 2 AMERZR
K an25 > WA Ry gl N R AR SR R, IR R AN

A 2 ) 3 127 2] U, T LS e 2 2] 35 ) ST IA
HUHNWE, SR, Y G R AR Bk ] #4525 1 B
AN FE M 27 2] 35 (1) 27 2T AR, B Tl ] W Te s
M), BB S AR AN L R IE L b, oF
RN LR R TEAEME R, IR A AR i 2
SN F A 25 2D F W AE R, 2 2T F W ]
BN R AR, BHET, LRI O K
15 [ &2 UESZ(Susser, Mulligan, & Besken, 2013),

LR TR, A SRR, BEE S i ik FE 1Y
HEGR, FRKINON BB RS . TR )Z G R
FARK I 2 > FI W BAT B i i AV E R IR)Z S0
R, BT 2K, XL KW I 55 FAR /AT
2 FIBTAE R, B IE T 5 TRISERRE T 51 & /T
NS o
53 TEERE

A T 5 5% G i 58 JEE o) - (AR TR/ INBSE0 F) 52 ,
F&E T DMERF T TR/ B i e A, JT 4R
HE T I TR RRAE I 51 & A J0 DN HURS B 1 3 I H
i, AL T AT TC I B A R B, (HAR
WFRANFEAE — SR JE 22 AL, RRBE5E AT LT LA
J7 AT IR ARV

T, ARUFFRAER T 4R SN TR R IE A
KN A A i, AE IR — 204 7m th L
FEMVER IENLE . 3251k, FARINEON i 77 R AL
TR R, HETA PR A%, BT
W% 1% (processing  fluency) #1155 7% (beliefs) . ] 4,
Yang 55 A (2018) AU 515 A BIE 5 249 e B A1 52 37t 1
P FAR KN B N FE 7= AE L Z — o SR,
Mueller 4 A (2014)IA Ry P /NS Y 7 AR S i
T AATEA — A5 & ED R KRS /s
FAREIET A R0, 15 &R I 2 2] H) B iy i 7%
R E HA B IRZS 51 (Ball et al., 2014), K
b S A E 7 A AR TNE 7 o WS L R e K =P RO
eI, RS AR TR IO Y AR FE D R
BHIN TG BEXRT =35 45 H B 5200

HK, ARARAFEAT LR IR ZhE AR R R i it ok
FERT IETTN AR s R . AR, AWFSRIESE T 5
AR TR /INAE o e 3 () 248 T 2 T 55, JE 120
R T AR > BT R HE N, A /NSO AH I 9
NI (B, ABEIE IR LU H) 3 7 R F
TG B R TR /N A ) 1 [ 27 2] ] W A 1 A8
L o IR B H AR AT R 2 Hr 2 > i R A J BT B,
I FLEFL B A2 (pupil diameter) #9784k AT LA sz Bl 13 A4
IRTE 2 2 SRR v 1Y w558 B (Bradley & Lang, 2015;
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van Gog & Scheiter, 2010), A kAT Al — 15 Bl
R B H AR R 7R B S A AT IR A 4

B, AT IS TR — 2 R F IR
INYBYZEAETR S0 G i 5 R X A RN A A
M IEAE ] o R, 5 AN 02 AR L (A 4445
W RE S5, AR RN RAE 7 2T B RL v 1 B 5%
TR, HR AR R A = X PR R E A )
AR, HISRE S D, A A ) H
A RE 2332 B Z A2k R 1 3K 31 (Toftness et al., 2018),
B, AR EA LRV SR S T, £
Tl 24 2% X8 70 TA M I 1) 52 B AR T S T A R A i 1Y
B IR I

6 258
AHFFEIE 1k 3 4SS5 % 5L Gt A 7 B X A RN

RONLEIFENE, WEFEES T

(1) TR /NI I A 0 8 e 32 98 5 T sk 553
Ko BRI, TN 2 T T HAT B8
R SAPERZ R, I H R I M PR R/ NSO Y
NTE LE R 2 —;

()BEF 2 ot B BN, 2 LR,
2T PN 22 X Z2 R BEAT OB . Al 59212
FHIRHIS WL 2 B, 1 ME%‘Z%XH‘MEJ%J
W B R A U B 8 o PRI, R e I IR S
TE TR GE AR T 5 1 2 (8 TGN AR B A R it
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Influence of encoding strength on the font size effect

ZHAO Wenbo; JIANG Yingjie; WANG Zhiwei; HU Jingyuan
(School of Psychology, Northeast Normal University, Changchun 130024, China)

Abstract

Judgments of learning (JOLs) are characterised as metacognitive judgments regarding the likelihood
that studied items can be successfully retrieved in a future memory test. Previous studies found that people
employ different types of cues to inform their online JOLs. Some of these cues can guide JOLs to
accurately reflect memory status but others cannot (and are even misleading in some situations). A widely
studied cue for JOL formation is subjective processing experience (e.g., perceptual fluency) while
completing a given task, which often confers metacognitive illusions. It has been found that people give
higher JOLs to large than to small words, despite the fact that font size has minimal influence on retention,
a phenomenon termed the font size effect on JOLs. A potential mechanism underlying the effect is
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perceptual fluency: Large words are perceived more fluently than small ones, and fluent processing
experience of large words induces a feeling of knowing, which drives people to offer higher JOLs. The font
size effect is important because it spotlights a dissociation between metacognitive judgments and memory
itself. The current study aims to explore the influences of encoding strength on the font size effect, and to
explore practical techniques to calibrate metacognitive illusions induced by perceptual fluency.

Experiment 1 aimed to delineate the role of perceptual fluency in the font size effect. Twenty-six
participants first completed a continuous identification (CID) task to measure the difference in perceptual
fluency (indexed by response times; RTs) between large (70-pt) and small (9-pt) words, after which they
attended a classic learning task. In the learning task, participants studied large and small words one-by-one,
for 2 s each, and made item-by-item JOLs. Immediately following the learning task, they completed a
distractor task, followed by a free recall test. The results showed that, in the CID task, participants
responded much faster to large than to small words, indicating the natural difference in perceptual fluency
between large and small words. In addition, perceptual fluency (i.e., RTs in the CID task) significantly
correlated with JOLs, reflecting the fluency effect on JOLs. More importantly, perceptual fluency
significantly mediated the font size effect on JOLs, supporting the claim that perceptual fluency is
responsible for the font size effect.

Experiment 2 manipulated study durations to investigate the influence of enhancing encoding strength
(through prolonging study duration) on the font size effect. Specifically, three groups of participants
studied each word for 2 s, 4 s, and 8 s, respectively, and made item-by-item JOLs. The results demonstrated
that prolonging study duration correspondingly decreased the font size effect on JOLs. It is, however, worth
highlighting that expanding study time cannot fully eliminate the font size effect because the results still
showed a significant font size effect even when the study time was increased to 8 s.

Experiment 3 was conducted to further investigate the effectiveness of enhancing encoding strength
for calibration of the font size effect. A sentence-making group was instructed to encode each word by
generating a sentence to deepen the level of processing (i.e., encoding strength). By contrast, there were no
explicit requirements of encoding strategies in the control group (i.e., participants in the control group
could use any strategies they liked). In the control group, the classic font size effect on JOLs was
successfully replicated; of critical interest, the effect disappeared in the sentence-making group. Such
results reflect the power of improving encoding strength to calibrate metacognitive illusions induced by
perceptual features.

In summary, the current study establishes that perceptual fluency is at least one of the mechanisms
underlying the font size effect on JOLs; prolonging study duration reduces but fails to eliminate the font
size effect on JOLs; more importantly, directly deepening the level of processing through sentence-making
is a valid strategy to calibrate metacognitive illusions induced by perceptual features. Theoretical and
practical implications are discussed in the main text.
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