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PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPLORATION
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22 3 %o 2 2 R B IO AR O o0 A R
2010 4£ Jacoby , Wahlheim Fl Coane B ¥4 Hi 2 Bl 2%
> b B TN I WG, $E 5% ) 3 X B 2 ) 3 B 2 5
TE 43205 b LR 59 TR Ry 28 531 55 ~J F W ( cate-
gory learning judgement, & f% CLJ) . W5EH, CLI (B
PRI > F oA FUE S L, B 22 ) F 0 B R
A, b an“ A B T RE“ IEM HEA — R B2ead 1
SETEMN MHREZ KR . WE,CLI XM
PORET I, R AL A& 32050 & G (Wang,
Cui, & Long, 2020 ; Wahlheim, Finn, & Jacoby,2012;
Tauber & Dunlosky,2015; Yan, Bjork, & Bjork,2016;
Mueller & Dunlosky, 2017; Hartwig & Dunlosky,
2016) . DATEBISESE St v AE SR m CLT
PINEEE R, FH 5 AR ISR UL, — Wit
{BLi%.( fluency hypothesis) , A A CLJ FF22 3 #E#E
i AR R T , T M R 4 A N LAE S
A 7= A= 25 5 o TR B AR TG, AR A O A
FERFD 2] T MR B CLT [E8RE
( Carpenter, Wilford , Kornel , & Mullaney,2013) ; &
R &R UL (belief hypothesis) , I\ AT 15 19 {5 &
72 CLY 1 FEBARYE , a0 R AR S R 27 ) R B
AF T2, W CLJ /¥ & ( Mueller, Dunlosky,
Tauber, & Rhodes,2014) , MEF ZRBE T R W%
RSN CLY, IR &M e FEREER, B
TCREIW o WAL BT AR B Tl

Wahlheim £5(2012) DL 5 S8 RE &2 527 > o i
“ 27 RBETEATRL, R DA RR AR R W 2K 5 ) 1Y

MEHS 1003 -5184(2022)06 - 0499 - 09

BOR (H CLYEH TR TN EACR . PR, %
Wi B 3B ot e S A1 T A S B A R B R R R 451 Y 8
FORELEREBIAFAE , (256 Z £ (Variability) FIE R
£ ( Repetition) B &, RiHEB LR EH 6
ThAFRER], B 2 2 R (I AABBCCDDEEFF, fAi# Sq
R);EEBNRFHEN 2 MR, ER 6 K
(4 AAAAAABBBBBB, & F% S,R¢) . BF5T R BUAEH
EZHMEFER A TRAME] B C HEREESR,
ZT CLY JAn) % B ] 2 A M AR AN URR , Wahlheim
(2012) N 2= > FH AR T B AT M wis ik
I BB R CLY (S A4 , (B2 I B SR HEAE I 1 52
WEIESE . AR, LR S g TRl — 3, (BHF s
HEA HERUER . UARSE & 5B % 1 3l
AT A W7 —— kA3 0] i T2 B R BE Al
B3 1EAL (Alter & Oppenheimer,2009 ) , #5364 [F] 4%
BIRHIE2- ) & T R R R R A EER . H
AT IR, 5256 2 i BEEEERm R
BWITA M E N . BT RAMERF G A4 %
502 2 2 B 5E o, R B4R Hh 2 3E (blocked
presentation ) , B[} i £ 52 Bl 5 5 28 7| B B RV T2
U N2 AR 38, 2 B o AR 1 U M M AR T 1
—FARMT ;B —F 3258 2 I (interleaved presen-
tation ) , RIS RIS 551 B RIBE SC i 2 U, )R SR AN i W
J& ( Kornell & Bjork, 2008 ; Kornell & Bjork, 2010;
Kang & Pashler,2012) , FrPA, =W R EHE
AN ACH R E R I 2, BAR W ORI
W% WASKOF, BB BRI i E CLI HfE
o IR B R T WG — SR 1Y
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CLJ {H3E &, S kIRt o

FIFN RISCIR I fE St R CL) i — R
K2, Mueller #1 Dunlosky (2017 ) J& F 4K B €4 1)
I TR AR X 52 2 F B RS o, R IR &
TCAFAWT R FEEmMER . XM ESEXTHG
PEI (R &, B2 30 38 el B R i P T2 S RUR
FIERIA 8, AR TEA & . BF5ED, RS
P P77 s (B SR SCE A B B R 3 IR 3, LA
br s DA RE W K0 S = VAR R I ARE i G W = (=1
WIS R E S B AT, R R
12 2] FIRHE SR, X3 T &R, MATAaHr
PESD T3 (analytic processing theory, {3 /7 AP 3
) B ERE AR, A MK —FF
A R THALR R GRS, (B 25 i 1# A T
SN 2 i Al S B L 7 N =i 2 L e 9
IS AW . R 2R BB R (2019) ¢
TR/ IWFET , HAIFSL i o {HAEH
SR REN, AR PR, &AM
5| Mueller 55 (2017 ) fift B 5 30 10 7 2%, 19
ST RGBS N — R S AR AT
PIMCAR R 5 &, R T “ X TR E & X
CLIWPER .. & T AP Bt HA A MR E M T
MRk Sai R B R A e fE . W35 5B LUk
KRR AL BRI —FhEE 5, AR 2%
PR AR 2 A5 BT, SR A — e AR
I, B A TR R XSG B D BRI E R = IR
&, It USSR BGR B IAR T , iZ R M E 4R
AR T, BSERE =R, LA
B BRI A —E F BT . IR ZESEBEK
BRI NSFET

-
éa

B BUAEUR R

il B MR A AR 7 1R R T B TR
W B 251 T B9 CLI A, WS35 & i

g5 EPnk, KT CLY Wy A ML IR, A7 AR R
WA PEAR VAR AR L T b 98 40, A B9 0 2k
=A5ET , RARWGTEAME ST CLY B, FE B
SRR INARE 85I A G HAUT D K FE
T AP BIET A REJFUEE B9 05 1 , SR B 3 i 1 A

fH&X CLY MfEA
2 1 RO SRR IR S H ET AR

SET 1 FHBEABIREXT 2853 M 850R I CLI Y
. WFE R BRI R B D IR B R R
B R B A BIAFAE , 45 Z AR (AT RTAR S,
R,) FMIEE (LT AR S,Re) o BT IHHIHIF 4
R AT FRBI N RAFAEREG ZREERL, 7E S6R,
KM T RIS BSHLT S,Re , CLI[EER
2.1 Fik
211wt

BEALE B AL K5 4E 29 4 (10 /19 &) ,°F
W M =20.59,SD =2. 68, #AR L 7 s IE AL
ER ARSI R, HRFEY S 52K H
KA FHR, L5 5 B /DL
2.1.2 ##

LA 8 RSB M 5 4E 2 B A& 38 0 5 > B
B, a5 E ILER BR L RS R ER BN 2
FHKFHERHSERE . GAPASEL 8 M AlURe (4 ][5
A ERERGE A RKE, B RE . K/DHE
BT BE PR3 GE — , Horh 6 ANREBIE 24 X B BRI B
PEBE, 2 ARG D e 1 T 3k i Bt ¥ 44 B ( Wahl-
heim et al. ,2012) ,

é{ FHOARAR i

Bl BEMBTEE

2.1.3 %%t

2(FEBIFFIE: SgR, S, Ry ) x 2 (A AL [HAE
B FEE) A M. FEBIRIEA P —
& SR, , FREAEHITES T B Bl 23 6 AR )
], RIS 2 IR 2 S,Rq , 8 HITE
BB RN 2 AR RG], B HEPIEE 6
Wo HARA WA RS CLI E (J,.J,.J5.],) .CLJ
HIZEXTUERA T (PA {H = CLJ - SERR St i i B A
WHHE..
2.1.4 SLEBHRF

Tauber A Dunlosky(2015) 3§ H CLJ W i%fE2 >
HI 72T e o) |G AT, B A T 4R se ) & 1 CLY

AR, AR R HIZER . CLI YR e TE " Bl
HLIER % 12% ~ 100% " Z [d] ( Doyle & Hourihan,
2016 ; Wahlheim & DeSoto,2016), f] E — Prime2. 0
B TE N R IR R 378 X378 2%, &
A ST HERE R 1024 x 768 W R8s B EARE
W

(1) LB HT, R4t R E S M LR g B
B aRAhm 8 M e, LR b 2R S MR
R FRIEEES , BMEABNMETEREE
AR N5, B O 1 B S 5= > b B B 5 BT R Y
FHICIHFER]) , AR A WL 5 57 8 2550 (G
FEA)) o7 2 3 Bhed PR HI M A PR, #% T “ Enter”
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(2) 220 iy, B ST 2 B BIRRAL B9 25 — 2 ]
T, “WERFEAMN T EMD R — REFd
B )R TR . I LI F. 222 2 A
S ERES], BAMEBIER 6 IR J. % 6 ARG K
BB BARRPIER 2 K7 HEXTHIME
FZE - FIWT (FRIFR ™ 22~ Fi - CLIs™) , B L BRI EE
PLEZ— R, B2 8 AAFIH“ 4T/ - CLIs”
SR AT BB,

(3) 55— == > i Be (Blockl) , B BLHEM Ao
FEBIREALE B, S MEG] (S I8 A) T A 255
W2, BRI 8s, ELB) 48 IR B

(4) %25, $ak o % 8RB #HFT %5
2 2 > FIT (RIFR“ 2~ )G - CLIs”) , B# 3 L4
BEPLE B — R0, o R RE 8 Bl — R ¥

M58 TILER AT BB R 2 K77, H B 8 285
B J5 — CLIs” SE Bt AR B o

(5) IHEEFIIRIT B, 2 > B BES UG , 32 38
IREX 2 ) i B S AT A0 o K IBER I, B
FO 2B 2 IR, Bk E T A 8 K
BIEI, Yt A X BT AR A T —
RUEE 16 3K E R sEEE

(6)HE 42 I BBt (Block2) , EH (2) £(6)

(7) Fre b B B, B4~ 385020 B 2B 2 5K
Beh B L], K IE R T 7R 8 S RBIEI, 8
1A 53 B BB, BN R AT — L ] 16
K R R SEER

(8) e Ja , 80 H W SR K e, I R4 2 °F i 3 1
B, LSRR ARFITHE2,

B | g |BABREBEERR. RIS
- xathl RABEHIR, T “Enter” 2
BTN,
L
R L S vl el I gt
(FE) e AL #3A a 1
R S LAIOL g
e -ﬂ'*’:”” ] — T
. TR IS 9o B,
3. FREOIUB | cosk sebetpl T s 2RI —, B
Ny
oo R R AT R
, REEHR | e memi o) s,

2 XBREE

2.2 ZRBoH

e SR ST 22 T BRI, B R 2 A TEAS R
FHAE T B9~ Hil - CLJ 777E 2 57 B 8 ( Tauber &
Dunlosky,2015) , X}4x F i) 27 44 (10 /17 42) 47
8T AR M =20.63,SD =2.72,

SRR A 2 T ROR AR A2 S ROR . B
FEHAE TR, HA IR 553 BR800 25
M. Blockl .2, B A58 —%8 55 — 5027 > (M IHFE 4]
MRS, 43 BT BT Block X — 7% & DAf# B8 47 #
2 RO 2 (FEBIFFAE : SR, S, R ) x 2 (Block:
1.2) BRI E L 2400, FEOIRE I F 800 5
2 ,F ) =5.22,p <0.05 ,q° =0.167,S.R, 4 F
H‘Jﬁi%ﬁ%%? S2R6(0' 82 vs. 0. 75) ,%‘%Eﬁ Sst%

HHER T ¥ TR, Block ERN BE, Fi =
86.63,p <0.001,7° =0.769, Block2 FJ 5% & =
F Block1 (0. 92 vs. 0. 64) , 3% 75 B 9 iR 7E 2% S B B
BB MR Foa =0.62,p =0.439, 7" =
0.023 , s HAEHAEE . WL 28 5 1H A 41 90 38
(BlOCkz)ﬁﬁﬁ@Hﬂ“ﬁo Z(ﬁ{ﬂﬁj‘@i:ssRhSZRs)
x 2 (RS HS : IHRER HAER)) MEE M B F 257
o HR 4R AR B RN B % Fi = 4.58,p <
0.05,n° =0. 150,S6R2 &/ T RS BEE T S,R,
(0.76 vs.0.69) , X FH] S6R2 45 H Fl T3
MR R ERN B E, Fu =175.53,p <
0.001,7" =0. 871, IHFEGIIAR RS 05 & T HAe
B0, 92 vs. 0.53) s X EAERAARE, F(\ 06 =
0.62,p =0.439,5° =0. 023,
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2.2.2 CLJs{H

CLERAATRREZENELE, LK P
PO R A 36 AR A 3ol AR 38 2 43T 3 A B B
7y CLJ {8, LA FT4047 CLY A2 4Lt 72, B e o0 #r
EP%I)\*'J%“D@?IX“QE‘O 2 ( ﬁ@”%ﬁ : Ss Rz \Sz
Re) x2(HIBT 3, 0, s Jg s Horpr I o8B —40 2
AJHf - CLY, 1L, 08 —8F )5 - CLL L S %
T - CLL I A 82 f5 - CL)) . #TEE N
BT AEOIRE TR B2, F (o 5 =27.81,p
<0.001,9° =0. 517 ; HIWRF L B, F 50 =
67.82,p<0.001,7n° =0.723; X HEAEFAWE, F 3.0
=4.72,p <0.01, 5" =0. 154, 3k — 25 4] BN 4
By, R B, 1 B EAE PTG RRAE T SR I
ﬁﬁ%%ﬁ(l) =0. 095) J \J3$ﬂ J4§5IJH§E{EZ:E S6R2%
HTREST SR T (p<0.001) ;78 SR, 264+
A SR, B, >), =1, >),(p<0.001),
wmE 3,

—— L —e—EHE

80 A 71.69443. 32

70 62.1243.13 062

60

62. 81

@ 50 (o) 53
%= 40
* 30

20 198 44
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0 >

J, 1, Js J,

3 CLJs EmER

PIRPAEGIRFAE T 89 I 08 {0 2 X VA 7 ( PA
1B TR A ¢ K, SR WE B R
e, =0.61,p =0.550,Cohen’ s d =0. 24 HHI
Bfh(16. 14 vs.13.27)
2.2.3  WNRRERHIE R kRS

ANTEVREBVRRE T 130 1 8 B E 47 B X RE AR
g, Z5 R R A, SR 458 T Wit i Ky B T
SR (52.15 vs. 59.87) , 15, = —3.84,p <0.001,
Cohen’s d = - 1.51, R H ARG IEE SRS R
BRI 24 £ (88. 89% ) Hidih hy “ B2 G W B R
EBFHOR BT ,3 4 (11 11% ) Bk “ A2
PRGN B R MR o BRS¢ K e A R
RS, ReBEZLZ T SeR, (1.67 vs.2.33) 156 = —
2.94,p <0.001,Cohen’s d =1. 15,
2.3 it

ST 1 GIREWIAE HRBEESEH 2= 2] o B Fh
FEGIRFE P SR, W22 I BRI T S, Reo AR LA
BT, B AR B 7% R P BB A 15 R 5% ~J B R A 43 i
A& BRI T A TR SR B FR AR, X R
SRR R T 28505 > B90R ( Tauber & Dun-

losky 2015 ; iR 38 , 5, 2006) . 73 5, W 7 1 451 4¢
AET ¥ CLY IR L bE S - > BE T 325, B3 i 3
X S B T 3 . B 1Y T A, 5 DA BT — 2K (Wahl-
heim et al. ,2012) , {H2 , AHB5T LB RAERS CLI
FEA RN, CLY BEBE TN SR, YL H . HBX 4
R T RER EE A B I N T 5 ~J B 8 (s 736 %,
XA & EE 27 2 & B SR, # R
M EEW AL FIRAE TR BT ER, HIFIET
CLY X HEBIRHME A BUSI S . X—I R4 Al B
AR & T #bk S BOR H R TR RHE
X —RER, XRRRBG ] Rl 2 5 & R aE
VA TERPE Y H S5 T | R38R 45 HERIER .
FAN, LT | AR GIFRRE T BT & A6 BB 5
WA R, T IERD, /] REIF &5 & X
RS R , T RIS TR T A 36 . 2 T AE AR
CLY B, DA% 33 B B B B i P A 36 1 A I R ARG
X —HEMPKAESE T 2 h k2B TRIE
3 KRIE2 mEEXTERZE S HERIR M

WA PR UL s PR CL) B £ 2R
R, L2 BEER X CLI M, S5 1
SEIRFEARBIFRE R 285 3 M ORI CL) ME 2
e &, SR AR #EAG=>) H CLY H¥ &, {HE, 78
ARG AT , B, XA s A IS
TRT] BB B 2 > R 2 ) i B s I B IR B A
WS . IEANET S ik, 255 A7 N BAE
W RE T R Kl o R 2 RS2 A
WA 2, K 56 i i RS B i B AR SRR CLT 1
YERL.
3.1 Fik
3.1.1 gk

BEHLIEBURER K2R 28 4 (24 5574 22) ,F1y
AEHS M =18.68,SD =0. 86, #RLHR 4 J7 S A iE L ) IE
HLBRS M BT, B R BA MR
WA, LA T /ML
3.1.2 MR EEET SRR

PRHR SE 1, 28t 2tk : i A
Tlgr) x 2 (FRBIFHIL : SeR, (S, R ) x 2 (P - 1H
PG ETHER) o SEHRFRIF S5EH | AR 2 AL 522
8 MG LI ERMTEX LI, 2501 fr
ARMERTH 2T 2, B850 IRT HEL,
WIIRT BENL . B JT LB P AL B e 2 T
KT I ATEHE
3.2 ZRE55H

SEH 2 MR SR | WS RHET LR AT,
S WER TG TE R A P A7KF: Wi (S5 2) I
Wi (ELH 1) .
3.2.1 PR W

2(FEBIHFAE :SgR, (S, R ) x 2 (WA PE: Wils A
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Tiks) HATE R M BT 255017 . BEBIRRAE I TR
REF,F s =0.30,p=0.584,7° =0.006; Fiig
MEHNALE, Fus =0.77,p =0.385, 5 =
0.014; 2 HAEHI B3, F 5 =46.51,p <0.001,%’
=0. 467, W AR, Ss R, ARG RFETE
T 2L () I W R T 3 R T AN I 4 (65. 31 vs.
52.15,p <0.05) ,S, R, EHIEHMIF L TIRA B#F
P2 R (59. 87 vs. 56.23,p =0.500) , UG 4 LE
S, Re 554 T I TA% IB%HI W 2 1R T SeR, (59. 87 vs.
52.15,p <0.001) , Wz 20 S¢R, 451 HY I W J 4 Wy
WZEE T S,R,(65. 31 vs.56.23,p <0.001)

3.2.2 AR

BB 2 (W TG AT ) x 2 (FEp
FHIE:SeR,.S,Rs) x2(Block:1.2) MEE M &IT 2
G3HTe FEBIFFIE ERN B3, Fos) =12.26,p <
0.001, %" = 0.251; Block B B %, Fs) =
67.03,p <0.001,%° =0.558; Ji %1 F1 Block {32
HAEMBEFE,F s =17.89,p <0.001, 5 =0.252;
HAFA WL . FE—2L X Block (W38 H.
YE FAABTRT B350 4347, 45 5% 7w, 7 blockl Mg 4l
AR HZ A B 2 5 (0.64 vs.0.61,p =
0.513) , 7€ block2 A Jiis 4 i A5 0 28 5 T I 41
(0.92 vs.0.70,p <0.05) ; B~ 2H7E block2 ) h 5t
¥R ZEET blockl (p <0.01),

2( PN AT ) x 2 (REBIAFAE : SR, .
S,Re) x2 (MR AY) M E B R Jr 25041, HHl
FRAE TN B, Flos =23.62,p <0.001, 7 =
0. 308 ; MK FH P WE, F o5 =279.85,p <
0.001,n" =0.841; gt E 30 B &, F(1,53) =
13.07,p =0.001, 7" =0. 198 ; BEGIHFAE 5 W 158
HEEANGBE, Fus) =3.85,p=0.055,7" =
0. 068 ; WA A 5 F g A2 AR B 3, Fasy =
17.50,p <0.001,7° = 0. 248 ; HLAh B A B, X
FEBIRAE 5 I 1 52 H AR T A 187 2 2800 e B, 799 4
TE SeR, 45 T WIS B 2 7 (0.76 vs. 0. 69,
p=0.062) £ S, Ry &M F Wi 4 W 5t W & R T
AN 4H (0. 49 vs.0.69,p <0.001)

E— 20 M SR 55 i 58 AR P ) a7 BR300
K5, FEIHFEAIINR S , AR A RS B E ST
TAAPEL (0. 92 vs 0.70,p <0.001) , ZEFTAEAI I3
HORAHKR AR EMEZR (0.53 vs. 0.46,p =
0.108) . WIZH Y IHAE 45 3k ¥y S 285 v 3 A 4513
K (p <0.001),

3.2.3 CLJs 5%k

2( WA Wi A TR ) x 2 (FEBIRHE : SR,
S,Re) x2(HIWI T 1,0, .05 0,) AT EE N &
F2 M. I FRN B, F 5150, =96.91,p <
0.001,n° =0.646; B BI4HIE £ BE F 5, =

37.03,p <0.001, 5" =0.411; HABZ N A BE,
— I XTHIWT T ERN M L, AR B, <
J,(p<0.001),], =], (p=0.208),J, <J,(p <
0.001) , TEFFBIFFE 1, SR, BEE T S,Re(p <
0.001) , A 4,

—— IRt —E-ERH

80A 6194 61.20 718
70

60 -

50 - 36. 88 62. 66

40 1

30 -

1w 52. 81

10 A

B4 CLs EREL ML

KF 2(JRE i AT ) x 2 (RERRALE
S¢R, .S, Re) AT Z I E Jy 24317, LA PA fHEY
=R, WBEERN AR F, Fas =3.29,p =
0.075,m" =0. 059 ; FEBIFHIE Z AR BE , F (1 55) =
0.01,p =0.919,5” =0.000; TEAEFAANEE, F 15
=0.60,p =0.444 ,° =0.011,

3.2.4 fwirikeE

2(WATE  JiMs A TG ) x 2 (FEBIRFAE : SR,
S,Re) ME R M & 7 = a4, WM FERNA B
E,F 55 =2.23,p=0. 141,75 =0. 040 ; REFI4FAE £
ML B#E,F s =20.14,p <0.001,7* =0.275,S,
R TRBERZINLINEREZ T SR,
(2.15 vs. 1.41) s R HAEAR B, Fis5 =0.22,p
=0.643,7° =0. 004,

3.3 it#

T2 MERBIEHEAN T BERS T
SeR, 451 By i BRI, U E P 2R R =
PRI AT R, TR U X T2
F3E 2 AR CLY VR . 553 1 RISET: 2 gk
REE T WA AR, B2, 555 1 i B mar e
fAl%F IE CLT PR LA B R AT A Wi & 3 R Al 7
T AT I TIE, A B U S B4 R B R
DR A 25 ki P o 1 10000 R 5 B, 3 ol e 47 B 3 T
BEfl R T H 0k 2 > RCR T B T AR B RR AR X — 28
R EWFINI R, 23 E SR B R
)3 2 MR BTG , XM S B L R RIS,
TR 2 Wi BT B (5 SR RS . 5536 3 XM
& PIAE 34T 36 (Mueller & Dunlosky ,2017)

4 X3 XTSRS IR 53 H BT E
- Al

BN SREM CLI W EENE, L

15 3 BERRKEEX CLI Kigm, 5250 1 4557 %8H
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IR AE RS 2= T BRI CL) MEEEmMEE,
ScR AR HEIE N H CLIEE /o RS 1 #3)
WA, NI — 85 R WA G IR H AV R T
SRR RITIERE, il R T 8 = IR E T
FEBIFAEX — 2R, XA RBR S5 7] B 215 & H
YER . 325 3 #4551 F Mueller % (2017 ) fift Fe [ 38 1)
T i oL RN AR T B B A
—E AR PR R E A, DA “ R T is
PEMIE AT X CLY MPER .
4.1 Fik
4.1.1 wt

BEDLERCRER K34 32 4 (27 B/5 &) , 8
A M =18.59,8D = 1. 46 , R IR A0 J7 s & IE M T 1E
W RSN RS, BR T o B
B AR, L6 5 T /DAL
4.1.2 MR SRS e A

MREEE: 1, LI 2 (A5 & B
WA AT WA — B F1RAF) x 2 (FEBIFRE
SeR,\S,Re) x2(MRZSEY : IHAER BiAER]) o oo
B 5% 1 ARZAL BRI RZ )G 2K
POLFATEE — R PR &k 3, B @ i n ik
(2 30s, BH 3 ) IbgtE s “ i A — & #15
T EL, R 1E S Mueller #1 Dunlosky (2017 ) |
JFHR R, BE B HOAGE IR (R Sk,
EEVERSE ZR R EGSEFR(UEZREIE
BAE (5 B M Wi IE) .
4.2 %X
4.2.1 W PMEESMEL

PRAFEAE L SR e SR E, 45 R e
TN, FESR—IAE SN, 4 KE 59 (90. 63% )
WEBRGFBREES, 5ER 1 -, HEK
BAEEPA 78 13% M E BB YA —E 2
PR, IR T HENLK O . XSS RERWI T 3 iR
BRI T WA —EF= 0T HES.

®1 ZREIRFEE
7 I A A Tl A —RE £
Bk 29(90.63% ) 3(9.38%)
-t 7(21.88%) 25(78.13% )
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RETE 2 —F,
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FRBE F s =12.40,p <0.01,7" =0.179; MRk
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(0.54 vs.0.53,p =0.806) ; B 44 ¥y [H A5 )i 1y
E | THAFE (p <0.01)
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Ji(p <0.001) =J,(p =0.440) ; 7E S, R M T, ), =1,
(p=1.000) >J,(p <0.001) >J,(p=0.01) , W& 6,

2(MEE S BREY RS A —E
FAREF) x 2(FRBIFRHE : SgR, (S, Ry ) E LI E I
ZE40 0T E—20 % PA HIEAT LB, ZER KT, W
RS TN BE, Fos =5.67,p<0.05,5" =
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The Impact of Exemplar Variability and Fluency

Belief on Category Learning Judgment

Yu Yurong'”,Liu Bianrong”,Xing Qiang’
(1. Guangzhou Preschool Teachers College , Guangzhou 511300
2. Guangxi Vocational College of Technology and Business, Nanning 530008 ;

3. Department of Psychology , Guangzhou University , Guangzhou 510006 )

Abstract ; The effects of sample characteristics, fluency and beliefs on category learning and metacognitive judgments were examined

through three experiments,. Experiment 1 uses a 2( sample feature) x 2(test type) in — group design to test the effect of sample fea-

tures ; In experiment 2 ,a 2 ( sample feature) x 2(test type) x 2(fluency) in — group design is used to test the effect of fluency ; Experi-

ment 3 uses a mixed design of 2( sample characteristics) X 2 (test type) x 2 (fluency belief) to test the effect of belief on category

learning judgment. The results showed that the sample characteristics affected learning performance , category learning judgment and flu-

ency. Fluency does not affect category learning judgment; Principle explanations can effectively establish “beliefs about fluency” , and

“beliefs about fluency” play a role in category learning judgments. That is,sample diversity and fluency beliefs play a role in category

learning judgments and support the belief hypothesis.

Key words ; category learning judgement ; belief; repetition ; variability ; fluency



