OHEEEFEE 2019, Vol. 27, No. 4, 623-635
Advances in Psychological Science

DOI: 10.3724/SP.J.1042.2019.00623

—EfRTFE: ZHEEFITHBERERKERE

W

IT#E @A HAF

REE

FxH HEE

(FEHIRRE R 2RO B BE, :KRIL 430079)

i

E ARARLBRABFAMMA TG E ) FiEbd —RERRE BT T EZNEGE S, @i

B St XRALSF T W —F Rk, GRAUAMTAN, ATARTBIHRAIK. 3B FF I A #
RORAERLBAEFIFOER, ANAXAERLBHHREFREME: —FOECTRBERZFL G kddo

TLiAFRBE

CHERRGERRARREFIAE, R TLABEEMA R EA SR E T IAs it L,

B —F BT VAR IE hnih ke R AT A LA E 3, 18] TiAde R0 35, Bk m S, A RAERLEF L
RAEATFFEI, CHARAEFIXELOEEETPMEA drs =0.13, des =046, d s =038, KRR

ME B RKE A REREE R AR HRIPEARBE

XKEIE HARERS
SIS B849:G44

WA~ 224 A FI B [FAlBf 22> —
T R T s A TR B SRR B, 222E A L
S — B, il — i A v o AR Y [, G
it B SO W Aok #E 725, i2E4E B SR A
o AR 2 B 5 5k i T SCARMRE, IRATE Y
2RO s i, S A FTEEAT 5 B RD
i A A i I i 2 ) SRS SR Bl B 22 S, 2k
B3R BR M R A SN, IR2a%4 A e
MBI 2224 B, A REMITREY, 1
2 2] i TR P R G ) N A Y TR — R K
P52 2 LG 1 SRS (Leutner & Schmeck, 2014),
R 25 o) AT 2 E, &is M A S RSB
PO 2 AR TR B . A, A, Il
AEUIN T AR, 38 a2 S AR v] 44k (Van
Meter & Firetto, 2013), 1EiX —id 2 ih2f > & prift
AT 1 A 1 JEL 2 450 1 R I 6 B R 0 X 2 2T N2 1)
i, Hl40, Schwamborn, Mayer, Thillmann #l
Leopold (2010)Z K 2% Az 2% 3 — 45 OC T B A Ik

Weks H #1: 2018-06-19
* [EH R HRPIER S LWH #31771236), HINE
B & R 5T H KRB (#2017ZD00S) il e 5 A%
FEABHIF AL 55 2% B 181 (2018 YBZZ093)
WEEE: AR, E-mail: fxwang@mail.ccnu.edu.cn;
HHE R, E-mail: xiangenhu@mail.ccnu.edu.cn

623

Ae B A A

N s

B EMAE RIS, SEART DAL A R TER, KT

I A I R R K 7 AR A BN SO, EAT 4R
W% BTN SR HEE RN EENEL,
L HAVRE A TE L B W BRERAE, IF i —
& ] Sfe 32 7R 1A B 95 19 R B0 e, T4 o 4 2
S EAUL T CANE . G50 R, 2 EAH M
SE(PRAFIGS, LA 50) 24 8 T SCAS [ 324 . AR
T2 5% 45 R SRR SR v 2 > i 2 i 42 a1
SR A TR A5 H T SRR 4518 (Leutner, Leopold,
& Sumfleth, 2009; Ploetzner & Fillisch, 2017), A
—HEER RN RRIE R AR L, thin, 25N
2 R RR (I | PR AR Y ) | 25 2]
w ., FAENER MK, Bk, AXEE
DIAE R SRR ST, 6 B3R 7 3R AR 1l 22 1 3R s i) Ak
BRSO T A4 E A R
RE RS2 > A e S, 3T 1 2% 3 3 AT 4 S
BN T HORT A W, IR REA AT T A — 3
SR PRI RE SR A, DU A 3 A 2 (815K s 7 2L
B S P R A N AR

to—BRHERLE?
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[8] 3¢ & WY H ARk 2% 2 R % (Van Meter & Garner,
2005), Bz >] AR AN AL, X — i
g S EATRAE B 2, Mch T —
AN S TRYAME . B R A A
BERE R — AR, BT ] A4 0 A
) WATEBL I LRy JSL @ (e, SOR AR
TR BN AL, A% ) F SR N A TR LU B
1122 6] 9 23 [7] 5 2 (Van Meter & Firetto, 2013); —
A REA M, RVE R AT E R | e, T
I iy A HE 3t (Van Meter & Garner, 2005), H 34
R AR TR e R AR A, B B3R
B2 SR 2 L R AT — SO A PR S 2, L A
AT BEHAL RS ERAE B, X — i FE i &
) 1 Pl R AU B DA R ST RN T, S Bl
2 o] g 1 SO A 1 T 2R R R Y 4R
(Van Meter & Garner, 2005), X 42 8 2 5 & R 2
P2 B IHHE

H A m2s I Hems ORI 9T R R 2 A
AN B AT AR A7 4R 9k . Horh xS 2 (K121
AR BRI\ I SR 2 2] B TE Bl 132 58 SCAS MRS A8 1A
f () (ki 2 I 2H ) o 0, Gobert 1 Clement
(1999) B3R~ A= 2 > A e iy 3 (0 AH SC R, 22 141
S 1 2 >0 35 S — TR R A AT T SO
MR RN . WA TSRS A it —A
A F 2R AL #1725 B . B, Lesgold, Levin,
Shimron Fl Guttman (1975)%5 H 75 5% [ 1 55 ) imi >
R 92 5 Lee (2017)5iksr ) 4R SR
OB B R PR AT s B 25, (HX RRZH iR
FEAE R, X HRZH Y 2 2] T B o) L R b
A9 & i (Schwamborn, Thillmann, Opfermann, &
Leutner, 2011)., 3 XF CA A #E4T 113k B 45
(Leopold & Leutner, 2012), #H%(Leutner et al.,
2009) 11 5 42 [ % (Lin et al., 2017)%

AT, XF B 3A s B BE S R gy
AR IFAEAR 241 . U, Van Meter Al Garner
(20054 FI F 2E 1 &1 A A 5 2 Ry e I 132 TE
B SCAS I, TR AR A Y D 1 T — 1 R S Bk
— BT E O A K SR, AR IS
N mAVE R 2= bR, iE ) E RS S A
F I, WY T A AR R TR TS
[l (Mason, Lowe, & Tornatora, 2013; Ploetzner &
Fillisch, 2017). 734k, KEMFFEIBA R H AL
TS RN, tin, S EAMNETER

SEAR A ST AR I A N ) ] i (Leopold, Sumfleth,
& Leutner, 2013; Scheiter, Schleinschok, & Ainsworth,
2017), SRTMITEL B SR h T 2 B i ] 22>
BRI EALRE . SRR XE R SE A A 5 IR A
P, X PR R T — E AR AT RE 2w 2 K Y
BOR, X AWVF A HATA FHRI T 2 T RORA
—HREE A I, 7EXFA AR R E T
FRONmS, NS BRSNS (. 2 I W) R
BEMERD) BT, AR A RE S 4F L AR I 2 5 R
2 I A2 > RO R AR 125 5%

2 BHREMRLSENIEILE ]

BEXE B IR A 12 B BRI X 2 2] RO (1 5
R EANFA AN FE WS, IBAHE 5 HEIR L
SR AT A WE2AS B 58 45 & LAAE 0 3G F SE R, &
TN B FRAE gz T 9 412 1A 10 R BELAR 106 R R T S
Hitik,

2.1 BRERGERHR

25 R R A P (generative theory of drawing
construction, GTDC)5: 2% > H 7E M 524 >
FARXT L R R By R, S AR e AN
VA AR IA NG 3, e ies A & =R
TR W AE TOIN G B, 1T AR SRR SO YRR
A B f# (Van Meter & Garner, 2005). 22 & &4 1)
A BT RZ B AR, R A A A
“REF-NERMERET, EVT -1FE
HCBER R (Gobert & Clement, 1999), X — it 7%
FEAFERR AN AN T, Hrh, R
AREEINIIT =40 . —2ns, 2I&
FAEPIR AL SCAR P BRI MG SR R
L, E ) HTE RGBT, E
— NN EB I F R R AL (AR T ) RAE; =R
b, JUFERMEMIET BRI RSB A%
B TE—iE(Mayer, 1993), JCINHIIN T 3 2k 24
JEAREEERET), ) F AR
] ZRAE {4 2 2 FP AT 8 S 18 3] 4% 45 5 119 ) 8,
I, AR S AHRECEMENRIE, 2%
SR B SCAS Y25 SR IRAS T 2 BB B, AW o8
LHOEMNEE, XA SRRIFEL MR, W
RE MR, FEE T AN A KRR,
oA & BLEE AR AR, PR B HER I,
AR 2 2 (WL 1) HAR B ETSCA AR A
0T AR AT R A, (HOE S SR W
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1 BET B G . U ARG | IR BG4 1 A i B 2 T 5

B 3R A 2 1 B4 5 2 AE 19 S D 0 Tk i 4
2#2] (Lesgold et al., 1975; Van Meter, 2001), Z#F
GTDC,

MG 2 R 2 2T N HTEE S (cognitive theory of
multimedia learning, CTML), AZ&hnT.15 &1z H
PAARAS [ i, — i 2 T 40 R AT Y
—FE L F R AR A B (Mayer, 2009), AKX
WRCAERN, %R R0 S EA R
(BLHE AR ) B b ST (UL R SR A 1Y
RORTEAE, QSR R A A B SO o BT AR A Y
X ME R, TR A5 W fiE 4% B8 4y h B A S0 3 i 3%
KR E B (Carney & Levin, 2002; Imhof, Scheiter,
Edelmann, & Gerjets, 2012), FrLL, 476> 3558
P SCEE AT, SR A R AR AH DG B R R AE,
AT A CA AR A N ), T8
it B SCES A AT 20, DT i A AT i 2
2R, WS B, SRR S bR B AR
CTML A58 T #5052 32 FF(Leopold & Leutner,
2012; Schmidgall, Eitel, & Scheiter, in press),

Zr L AD B R AR B2 B AR E SR E
GTDC = H W HIRAER>, ¥ ER S
B Egn T #2, ™ CTML B S2%
B, BV SCE A s o, wE A AR i, #6
AR T2 2] 3 062 AR R TRIE A PR RE . X2
H RT3 [ B SR FH R B ok A % 1 R 2E i
Pl JEL I (Lin et al., 2017), #1181 LAEE 19 F 52
AHELZI, HIRABLE R RAR 2] T #5458
WERFFE I SCHE, X5 TR [ 3% AE il 22 (51 41 Fn vt i
HAEFJER PRAER, EETLTIEERA
M FE S R, RS GTDC Al CTML [ {RK
SR B B P B 5 07 1 FELAFF 5 1) B A TR 2 TR A
Ay A B PR B 22 R 2 2] I B X B R A s
&1 SR s 1) i e g b
22 BREMLEBRRBIR

TEF g, ARAE RS ETE—E BRE

AT R R 2 2] O SO B B, SR — AT A
A SR WAL X 272 > 25 0 A A A B D TR Y
3K o MR 7 B8 (cognitive load theory, CLT),
AMETET BN T i A bR 838 = Fh 2 A0 1A R
AT . PNFEIA I 57 f (intrinsic cognitive load, ICL) .,
ANEINFI 67 faf (extraneous cognitive load, ECL)FI
HH % 1A M1 3 T (germane cognitive load, GCL)
(Sweller, Ayres, & Kalyuga, 2011; Sweller, van
Merriénboer, & Paas, 1998), ICL 58 B4 & &
ZPEA 555 ECL N B SR BN IAI 2R GCL
JNE 8 2 2 A B AN T o DR R 7 i 4 )
KA, eI B R vl AT R AL B 22 1 SR 7
—EFRE LSRN ECL, B Ry2f Ak T 2 5 i
SEEAL R R A5 B, 3 B A ALY 22 15 ok i
AR N ES, X — i PR 2 IHFE K E IR,
R/ P TN OGS S RN R A O BRAEARY T 0
ARG, AT BB ) o A B2 T CLT fRik
HARH) TR AR S RF . B0, Leutner 55
(2009) % BULE 7 2E HEA T2 R #R AT & 39 T ECL,
FHA% T 2%, Schwamborn %%(2011)% L2 & 40
FAER OB R TSI, EI R8O

CLT #Lgxt A A il 22 B BEASVE F 1 A B X
R3] TR AT SR, WREAFAER R 5B
—, ZBET AREMLEX GCL Em., A4
B2 R TE WA B BSOS OL R 7= A1, B RE
A 2 2] 3 38 2ok R b fin T AT SCASAF 8 Ak R
R RAE, FTRESHEIN GCL, e WIRAY MR . Jir
DL, 315 2 MR A 67 s 7 R A B R A )
RCR A 5 e v kS ) 5 O SC B RV 2 2 X Dy 22 R
BAET I T BCL23A 2 1 3 AR i A 1 3
GCL?i& & ECL . GCL 1y3L[RI34 in2GCL f#4 inxf
2] WA FIAE FHREAS RE TR A ECL AYRE it 27 > #4
RELAT A FH 23 6 [ TR A5 i Ttk — 2D i 5 4% i 2L
EER S, HEOCT X AR ALK S GCL Z[H
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KR BRI FUEWF5EE AT B (Leutner et al.,
2009), Akn] LLHE £ 0 SSIETEIT N LR, 2R
=L N AR B R A S A AR R S R, 2R
ZHERFE W, i, MRRE 2% F IR 3B
BN RLE, FrATELE M b, 2R HRee N R
SECTINIM AT AR EiE. WL, BEA
Al B 2 S 22 PRI R A 5 B00A 0 670 10 88 0 23 75 4
AR 56 =, AN AR B i AE AR R I 4o
I AAAF 52 A 30 {6l 0 F 5% g R JR e e B Ay
W= N AT e bR, HER RO ER T
ECL itj2 GCL, Jf¥%&4 B8 B bR i (Xie et al.,
2017). FTLA, 2EA7E [ 304 megs B A vh o= 2R 1Y)
DERE Sy, F A FF 25 2 0 2 B AR 24 ) B W AT 5
Wo L LPiUFE—EREEE LRG| T A &AL
L NEN G T 2 o 45 R 2 TE) 5 R ERTT

X A 3R A 2 B AR S B AR, PIE
(B AS R AR 1, A i 2 P 300 G 2 3 e 98l
2 ) F B 3 sh iz FH A RO H SR fin T3¢
ARPIEE, MTTAEHE T X6 0T A A 238 S T
23 R B P T GRS B AL TR 9 3 R
FEIME A T i R AR TR SRR AR A 3R AR 2
LR DIAEXT B A i USRS I 5, 3 AR R
VLR B T ORI R BE 9 S 3. SR 4 A 3R E
R ENT R A E SN E b, #HAGES
MARGF AR . DRAh, AR Z A 5E REAS BEAS B b

& A Fe A s PR A AA] FE i DA AR T R R

5 A LI R DA 0 AN T A K S A BN A £ A
L) BE R Z R OC F&, T FUR A e [ F
A 122 PRI 3 3 1 27 >0 25 (R D HURE O A T
AR 2], BE RN ECL 1 B A2 )
(Schmidgall et al., in press), i, A pIBFsERN;
ZE A . TN AN e A 5 2 2T 8K
RZIBIMCR, RifiE 2w A FA ML EIER N
2 2] F I AU AR BE ) i 4 5 503 ECL 1 B
fIStexd 2 2 O AR Y

3 BHERAERZSER#ATZMEBES?
Sk B SLIE R BOIE TR

R AR 2 PG S B A 5 TR AR T R G M i
P AR T AL, XA e ) i R 2 B s 2 R
57 N R BRI AIIN T AR P R AR A X o
AR TR ERIE A —B SR MERX
BRI, BEEEANT EEN=ATrmoRE 5 A Tk

PR NS 2 2 SOR RSO, A3l s OREEDNES: . B
fEI S TR S T AE—E R b A
“H IR L BRI 5 2 D ORI R, AR
Al Bedb St it T A OQ SEUERF SR A fE Cohen’s d
fEEMARILE 1), I8 B2 2 HP {H (median effect
size) o B SCHRIARIE QN « (DBFFEAR S20E; (2)
SCEE F B XS A A 2 1 2 S AR 2 1 4 (Y
PG B MRSERIZES Q)RR
FPRHORECE EOUAIR AR AT . AT RIS,

PR A 0 630 S % 2 2] X 2T N R
ILRER (Mayer, 2009). A 7B 0FFE KB A A4
2 BT RBAIE 2% 2T 38 X5 2 I A BHIY 248 (Bock et al.,
1998; Balemans et al., 2016; Liao, Lee, & Chan,
2013; Wammes et al., 2016), %, Mason % A
(2013) 76 3l Il PR 55 T K 4 B 3R A i 2 B ROCR,
R LT E 6 E R 2B, 2 ERA %
HReE 2R Fhm T N A, HE, b —
SERIFFE S5 RIAR S H R AR s BT AR R 5 b
AR 5% S (Zhang & Linn, 2013; Stull & Mayer,
2007), N, Van Meter &5 A (2006) &% 3, A4
J8Lz TR 2H RD AR ) 2 AE A 3l Bt R B 2
S+ o Ploetzner £ Fillisch (2017)/HF 5% & B Xt ol imj
WA BEFT R A A TR R AR 36 B RG24 T A
oA R EIA, =42 B 6 S BLAT T A AT X 2=
JNAERHIL. R VILER 45 BUERRE, #
AL PR FFI S 1 34 TSI A5 R, A 18 WS
S50 WoR B T A B R B A AR R RIS |
MR, A 12 BRFRITA & AR RIS
BRI HEEA, A 4 TUEH AIRA LB T
TR G B2 T ROR . ARG,
A= B2 1 SR TE DR A0 38 1 7 2 1 50 A v
{8 (median effect size)y d=0.13,

i D 95 SR A 2 2] R ) R
A & A B SR (Schmeck et al., 2014), — 254
FERI, HIA s R 5 A X 2 S N 7 4
)2 KB (Hall et al., 1997; Lin et al., 2017), 14
N, Gan (2008)(9HF 5% & B, % FRILEH: Bh PUAESL 11
R PR A SR R T EEWAE
o ABAABIFTE R A 30 F B AR U2 P X L ik ) 36
AL #EAE /. 5120, Leopold 1 Leutner (2012)
PRSI P AT G SRR R, B TR AR s BT
SNGELH L R A R AR PRAFIN Ry YA 225+ . Leutner
A5 N(2009) K L2 [ s S5 AR RIS AR L, X2
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F1 BERERSETZEIYRMNAERABZNGINE Cohen’s d 18)

Wz VN SRR SRR A TE R 2R dfE
Alesandrini, 1981 383 4 vs B X RS/ U"=0.279
Balemans et al., 2016 762 2 vs [iE NI 2254 / R'#)

Bock etal., 1998, Exp.2 222 %808l vs HRALIM vs Bl Ao i [ il / R'(#)
Csikos et al., 2011 244 2R vs B FAR B'(-) R (—0.049)
Dean & Kulhavey, 40 48P vs i KO A D % / R'(1.08) T'(1.097)
1981, Exp. 1
Edens & Potter, 2003 184  2Evs ZHIBMEE vs BIE R R SFEEH# / R(-) C'(-)
Gobert & Clement, 1999 58  #[&] vs f%5 vs Biik MRt i it / R’(0.738)T"(0.714)
Hall et al., 1997 92 W vs SRALEIm vs i FEhRENTAE / C’(0.464)
Lin et al., 2017 60 4 vs R4 vs i ANEO NSRS CL (-) C’(0.461)
Lee, 2017 339 L vs P ekEE vs 2 KB HRINAS / R(0.066)
vs (B CEERl 22 5])
Leopold et al., 2013 7L RPE vs SASE vs BRI kAT R AR C'(0.245) T(0.053)
vs $ Ik gk
Leopold & Leutner, 90 ARl vs WS ERE vs (B KT / C"(0.61) T'(0.808)
2012, Exp. 1 LA PR v R 15
Leopold & Leutner, 71 2 vs Mg vs (LER+E KT / C (0.277) T'(0.817)
2012, EXp. 2 gﬁ)VS lil‘li
Lesgolld etal., 1975, 24 2& vs PR 1 9'd / R¥(-0.98)
Exp.
Lesgold et al., 1975, 72 AR s i G / R'(0.129)
Exp. 2
I&esgold, 113; Good, 32 & s i e / R'(#)
Levin, 1977
Leutner et al., 2009 11 22 vs 185 vs (LEIHE KATRISURE  CL'(0.72) C¥-0.37)
Kyvs [
Mason et al., 2013 199 Z:& vs Sl vs WHE  TLERESIH 3 m / R'(0.418)
Ploetzner & Fillisch, 52 2E vs MG PO ph A 5 | 4 5 / R4(-0.164)
2017
Scheiter et al., 2017 T4 R vs BT N2 S g/ R (0.414) T(0.211)
1iB'
Schleinschok et al., 73 LR vs B LT WO RS H CL(-0.35) JOL*(-) R (0.063)
2017, Exp. 1 %
Schleinschok et al., 69 2R vs i G CL (-0.066) R (—0.143)
2017, Exp. 2 JOL*(-)
Schmeck et al., 2014, 48 A vs Bl TR A ME’(0.766), PD C"(0.85)
Exp. 1 (—0.124)
Schmeck et al., 2014, 168 22 vs HLft P vs (220 [7)E ME (-0.584), PD  C"(0.5)
Exp. 2 4R P s (=0.779)
Schwamborn et al., 102 2208 vs B vs (218 R AIK Y ME"(0.333) R¥(-0.169) T*(0)
201 AR v ]2 s 2
Schwamborn et al., 196 22K vs (B E PR vs (& IRRAUKIER L/ R’(0.87) T°(0.91)
2010 B+ U8 A )vs (ARl +
PR+ LU A )vs [ 2
Schmidgall et al., in 121 208 vs WS vs BRULEE  ASSUEKAT / R (0.002) T(0.174)
press, Exp. 1 vs Big EPIE 20T
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Woe VN IR SRR PTE RSN 2R dfE
Schmidgall et al., in 223 0K vs ME vs WE A PD’(0.643) R¥(-0.458) T
press, Exp. 2 (—0.081)
Snowman & 63 K vs [ vs (I SRR/ R(-)
Cunningham, 1975 Bl yvs 3
Stagg & Verde, 2018 41 B vs AL T L R (0.009)
Van Essen & Hamaker, 53 22" vs [ B AR ] [R) R / R (—0.047)
1990, Exp.1 T(-0.439)
Van Essen & Hamaker, 50 2208 vs B A g ) 5t / R’(0.774) T*(0.67)
1990, Exp.2
Van Meter et al., 2006 135 2208l vs SR ALE W vs SR04 SCT MBS / R (0.043) T'(0.234)
[A) {1 vs 58] 33
Van Meter, 2001 100 2204 vs BEHLIRIH vs S AR RIZ S-M"(-) R'(0.337)
]85 vs B
Wammes et al., 55 (Pl SEER) i / R(1.23)
2016, Exp. 1
Wammes et al., 49 pE(FEH)vs SEATA WL / R'(1.3)
2016, Exp. 2
Wammes et al., 47 PR vs e vs BAE i | / R’(0.86)
2016, Exp. 3
Wammes et al., 28 08 vs ML vs BIE A / R(0.87)
2016, Exp. 4
Wammes et al., 37 P vs BALE W vs B JE / R’(0.67)
2016, Exp. 5
Wammes et al., 28 22K vs BEGEKES W B / R'(2.27)
2016, Exp. 6 FU, W )
Wammes et al., 47 uilE vs A S AE Gl / R'(1.63)
2016, Exp. 7
Zhang & Linn, 110 22 vs fj k£ =3 S-M(-) R (-0.139)
2013, Exp. 1 T7(0.668)
Zhang & Linn, 172 28] vs Bk b2 B S-M(-) R (-0.107)
2013, Exp. 2 T(-0.256)
Zhang & Linn, 2011 133 22 vs WE CIRIURAE - R < I T°(0.516)
Y 3 i
Zhang, 2010 73 2 vsiTig A gy T(-)
FHYHIEAEH

TE: RAGOREFINGS; C A5 BN, T $8 IR EE, U 8BS S (REF . B | IT8 B4, CL f8IAMBfT; ME 450355 J); PD
BRCHIMERE ; L 382 22, B 3854 (58, S-M 48 AT Wid%; JOL 4524 1 JIIK; #4812 WF 0 0 At (0 2 V& IE B Y 7 40 1L -0
WFFE PR A AR A BB R /R BT PR U AR 48 11 3026 4 P SR A O AT T LA o R AL 3w 1 3 I 1 5
WEAH L T HAR 2 S S LR T2 5 O B0 20 H TR AR M [ AR X BRALAR LE 8oz e d {8, d (3R 3 28 iR I RN,
o R0 R 27 23 IR AR T Al 4 PR AL X 2 ) R B S R

13 BRI S R SO . 3R 1 I TR 0 0 — M7 2 A g i~ s T B8
TR, 76 9 WiaL & AR DI 30 p9 S0 b, 7 URTSE R 15 5P RE 11 (Mayer, 2009). BFFEE IR BN R,
SERAUEM B A 2 P RE AR i 27 A B PR IS, 1 LA ) R R] B EEOR o ) 3 AR B RS | B~ )
TIE T B A S B B A i P At~ > SR ) BRI 23 () SR AL, T 3 A s TR 4 00 2 ) B A
Ze5w, A1 IR A B A B A s FIRHLAG T 22 A% 22 VR B 3 v X 2 2 P9 B 25 18] 5 R AT S I AT Y
AR BRARR 8 i T TR AR R P SR 7 B T, RESSBURIRAYIT RS . W OF ST A R A B
5 b RO, B A RSN R (EDY d = 0,46 2% PR 4 2 2 Y ) R A DR BE ) B4 T 5 o 2 (Hall
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et al., 1997; Van Meter, Meade, & Fernandes, 2006;
Schmidgall et al., in press). 28T, AW LI A
FoA: s 1 5 HA 2 ) Sems LR R L B 45 g )
I, TR FIR AR ILS . Flan,
Scheiter % A Q017)IBFSE A B, o~ #7E AT E
R RN 3 A R A 0 3 B DU 50 il B IR 2
5o BRILZ AN, Schwamborn £ A (201 1)AYWESE 3
WY A m s BN E B A 4 e 2 >0 3 1 RRGE S
ey, SEEUEE AL, AF— R E Lk F)
TIM2ETER . 3R 1 EZE R AT A, 17 B
WETBME MRS, A 10 Tk A IRAEKE
B4R T 3= A R SR te 1, i 6 sk
A R E F A i B g 5 A~ ) SR TE T B
M FAFAAE2ES, A 1 TR Es AR AE e
PRI SRR 36 A 17 3k o T atHA A5 8 A 3R AE s
&1 3R W A A 56 b 7™ AR O TP E Sl d = 038,

MELER BT 25 RAKER t, TCie 2 A
B . PRARIN GG R R A, [ 3R AE H B R R
WINPT AR =B 458, — % & T
VA3 i B 3 Bl i A 5 A ) PR A DG A AR
R, FEIX — o B v 2 o) 35 T N o) b RE R AT 3
B GRS, JFX E O EA O B RLUAS
MRS RUE I, R m i 1B Oy SR S ok, it
M4AHEL A O 2=, 1580 T 2 R AR BB ie A
IR 2E S A B ) S RE; (HES —Jr |, %
HEAAEHTLE BT, R T E AR A IA
PR A LRI MU 2 B L, ST =M
KRNI PRk D, B T 2=, 15 %)
TONAI e B B SR, (LR E A 270
R b, Toise B IR AE L AL S0 BELS
Ut WIORRES LA PR R R, BT EAR RS
BNRBREK

B A m2s I Sems i AR Al 52 BIAR Z T
HIBTEE, Z BT LA X A A —BOm 45 58, I R AT
REZ: H—, 2R ASEIRM AR ST
AR RS 2GR TR A R s, e
E BY7S 5 (Lesgold et al., 1975) B LB A /Y & A 3F
17 Eb#E (Van Meter, 2001) | J651 HH S HiR] FLfE 114
Kl (Lee, 2017427 & 76 M st b2 4F T804
BT B, ZEEEIR—AE
ZRB SRR, 2 H A g B IR B i X — i
HIfE— R o 2 2] & 1958 56 1R /K F- (Slominski,
Momsen, & Montplaisir, 2017), 2 & Fiar (12

RUUER ML) (Rellensmann, Schukajlow, & Leopold,
2016), Z:E Y E14%(Schwamborn et al., 2011)33
ARSI 2 ROR o HL AN, Leutner 55(2009) & B2
> L I PR T X 28 ) S ELA = AR A IR
2 AR, X FREIRG R, MR 4 EIE
AT T SR HE T AR, AR S T 2 2 B
%(Zhang & Linn, 2013); Greene (1989)% M 7E4:
P& 3 e A v o PR T 2 R, L I R e A5
AYFEAT LU AE e 132 3 A v i 4 AU 0 ek T o ) 2% A B2
5 Schmeck 45 (2014) AW T 45 R i 244827 > I
BV Sy — A~ W AE S B, 22 T 2 R 4% il 41 76 B A
JEMAE PR ATRE. REAMREHELN, B
TITAk 22 2 45 A il i 22 R A W g 2 R80T &
WRA—BUNIRE 2 —, 2 E @M 8 5 A 1T
RELETEAN 55 5 > 25 JC I = SR 00 36 45 59
MBI, 3] 200 R N 6 R ) R R 0 56 (Allesandirini,
1981; Van Essen & Hamaker, 1990), TiA 27 X
A5 B R FA T B A 56 - (Van Meter et
al., 2006), Van Meter 5 A TA A i 2234 i) SR AR
PSR AR SRR S, XA EIS TR A A s E
FE— ARG O AR O B R AR B ST R, AR X At A
T B2 X H Y AT AR A e I 2 0 AT A, R
S FEAT R A0 % A R 53R B0 T, TR Rk AR
TRTER A AEAE, T LAAS )R B A 2R R0 6% 5K ] i
S ) 250 o T TR R A DU 56 R RS 0 3
FY B8R e AR TT & B, dices = 0.38 RF dpss =
0.13. IRcJa, SLUGHARL Ay T 2 52 i 2 B 1 3%
o BT B TA L E R A CHE S R 2ROk
FH0Y A5 B 18 SCA 1 #H (Schleinschok et al.,
2017), I H &5 R M T 3 R A 348 2 B R sk
o R, AR A BRI sh 2 5| 8 )
A SRR RRE, S5 R A A R T
T BB (Ploetzner & Fillisch, 2017). %3 4h,
SR A [ XE B2 14 20y T A Ay 552 30 Rk, % BAS [R] 114
ZEIR N, Mason 55 (2013)fd 1 AH X 45 ) B
HERES SR, SRR TSR %EIN
PR VR T o O T 3 20 0% 7 19 1 R 5% 1F (Mayer,
2010), AIfAEZs WIS B TA: L B SR RE 55 5 5 45
RZ AT BRI Bl .
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E—ERE X PR A TREER . B2
M 2E a2 AR B R ) 3 LA
CGAAE . TEIROIRAS L PR . AR IEE)?23X
R LUEFSE 1 — A e R

A3 A 2 R 0 1 H Bl a1k ) 3
A Ol Rm CARRN AR, $E17 R 331
I, TR e s, SRmMA TR R AR
Az 1l 22 P AT R 2 38 538 8 oA 0 67 4 T BHL S 2
(Leutner et al., 2009), B Jy2% 2] 3 A AR I SCAS I 25
AT BB, 75 AR SCAR T 2Z (8] 3k [T,
VIE T8 R 0] LA B o 64 P A Ak 09 O S8
B SR, XA SCARTE R 2Z 18] 1 0 B 7 5
ZHAEBOMTNFI BRI, S BOH T AR TR
VG IR R D, AT = AR B AR 2 2 ) T AR . 4R
A UM LRI, 728 & A 3R A R4 B
NI AT Y 7 TSR, A 4 WUk A RAE
Bz EIRE N T 2% 2 25 9 IA R0 747 (Schmidgall et al.,
in press; Schmeck et al., 2014) (W3 1), HEH T
H BT XA A B o 0 ST B e, Bk, B
A ML EAE D A s b7 AR ROR RS E IR
LAUNLY L

2EA S BRI N R B X EE
B, 22 Ab T — R A 1 OIS B, i fE
BAATI T BhHL, AT P RAE 2
Bsf [8] #14& 71 (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 2000),
B2, HEMUA 2 & SSErR T A &4 e B it
i rp A 7 AR R IR AS AT I A, 1 TR R B
A& A iz B s B I E &, e E
T A 22 TR S A A 22 P R A5 Bl A 7] B 4
P fifé 1 [ 151 (Csikos et al., 2011); 3 1 THF5E & FA,
2L )2 ) B TR B e S NS T
AR 0 1E A4, X RE2 B E2: K g f
ST AR R0, R I R R AR A R S Y
R LA Sl — 2025 ST R, DA TTAE 2% ST (i R
HATE Z A% 5 (Stagg & Verde, 2018), 4%
R E R A RAERSGR N ZERNER, HRHE
REFRAR b 52 w2 3] 35 (R B R, R 2 2T Bl
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¥ (Quillin & Thomas, 2015), {HAGHEERM R, %
PPLIE AR S R hRE T EEWER,
R T ARAEMEE S5 ISP Z WX R,
AL B A BRI I B B, B 2 19 SIS
T 2 SR X A Az B4 A el 5% i =7 > gl ML i

SO ) BOR G T

JCINRNE P e 48 27 ) AR AN 5 A
MAE 2% 2 HARIEAL A C 2% 2 IR 1Y BE J1 (Bjork,
Dunlosky, & Kornell, 2013). 2% #7442 F Y
AR, GE PR R HE B SER, R
AR RE T, RN IRRAE 5 AP ik 2 [ (Y
AN —F, DTG 0 A 58 R 0B, (R
Xof 2 27 PN 2% B8 I 4 T ME A 7Y B (Van Meter, 2001;
Van Meter & Firetto, 2013), HRIAIHFF FALE 5
Tt T B A s B R B 3R AR T =2 ] G
R, ATURIL A A R E R T S R fe
41, BN, Zhang F1 Linn (2013) 7 78 % W 44 75
AT R R b 2 AT 20 B 3R R S
fedn, A A RV ETETSC . Schleinschok 45 A
(2017)fdi 2% > FI i (judgment of learning, JOL)X}
SR MR A VAR VRS T I R, B A TR A 2 K
54 ZH AR AT B 0 R R

PR B R A L 0 — A H AR A
Trez AR R 27 AR E N AR b R R AP e 22
St o RN EWLPEE B TR R TR R )
FIERSZ, DT T 42 b A T 11 2 S RO, R TR 4
PE, SRCRE A, HEBAE AR, L,
TCI A AR A7 1 DU 30 2 X 27 ) 55 ROIR A 1
W, #RFET S E W EWRZ, = EE#H
HHCHOISS Ty B R R R, W]
AE5 HLSE R AR 22 . BT L, RO BUBIESE W]
DU — 2628 PR A 4R AR, 48 E WP E 5 & 0
BESEER I TR H NI . AN,
ZER I, 45 BUSHIENTFE P UL 13 (29%)5 4 2
2 H A I R RO BE BT T,
M= LU —, RSERBIFFE AT LA AT L
E A (mind wandering, MW) (Wilson et al.,
2018). #EiR JOL (delayed JOL) (IHIF, AR,
EEE, LU, 2016)F MM &, TMEA M T i
) B A A EE AR P AR Kotk
T4

5 RESRE

5.1 R&

3 5o R AT TR 18 IR AR s SRS () B
9%, S5 E A A R BN 2R ) B AN B )
BRI AR B 32 LT ER AT — 5 S 7E %
ROR b, 20 PR B0 R 22 A 2 2 AU B TA
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Ry 2] B A2 B 1L B v R A% B 32 3l M SCA
5 BT I8, ALUMEES, JFabfr A stk m T,
M2 s 27 2 G . SR, A RSN S2HF B 3R
e B2 PR SR, 33k 5 DA 0 67 er BRLE G T A — 2K
(LI 1), BP2zA ARG SCAR A AT 4 B B i 72
TN T AMEINE R, FRAS T 2R SRR . (AR
M, HIRAEWRE EEWR 5 A 3R ws =
0.13, duw = 0.46, d iz = 0.38), TEARFFIIE EAY
BN HNT 0.2, JRTHR/NORON R (AR TE R 7
AR IR L ARy A 0.5 27, JB T
BN T LA, SCREFF SRR BN b, R T A
A L2 TR s i 2 A A FE S D B R T AR
Tk Bo MR ATE R — BN LS8, FIREEAT
TEVF 2GR AR, Bln, a4 3oRE
SRR BRI . 2R B AR AR, EEW
AL, 2B AT R, WA e 4 TR X —
HUBE B AE A BR, 0] RE 23 34 Aol 6 4, s
TN T OCEEAR BN B IR, 80 S R
MEA . 59— im, kA i T LA i 2 &) 3
A IR RE J1, B R T B D EOR A, B
OB, 5 B2 2] X 2] AR R S5 R R
5K FR TV I BT IR, B 2 3] 3 1 £
J&AZ, TR k2T
52 RE

B e Az B2 R TGI8 XA AR 2 2T 38 2 X T
B BUF 7 A AT AR R SR, (A2
WG AR 22 ), e fe AR i . AR
LR IR, T BRI e, HErxt A&k
25 VSR W (A 9 38 A7 ZEAR R IR T 25 1], Ak
B9 5T 0T A DL JLAS 7 TR T

B —, SRYERZ W F IR A L K AR
Hefk AR AE R SR . mTSCHR T A R AE R
B 3R 2 BIR Z W A AR i sg e, e, 4Rt
Y FF(Lee, 2017) . M5 L (Van Meter et al.,
2006). E¥ iR (Leutner et al., 2009)%%, {H2 [k
ez A, BRI AR 2B R R AR A
AR shl . MER . NN SRR .
2 ) BPREBIMERE | JCIN I 7S SV A Y R i (R 2
T E R W R 0. T B B A, I
Z X o BRI A AR h R AR M KT /2 |
H A A A (A5 b2 A R P AR S5 T iR A
PEAT 2 FORAG 56 ) T8 26 45 P B350 R (Lehtinen &
Viiri, 2014), {HZREZ fl 504 U S5 R AR

AT AR ARSI, ARk BRI SE AR T LA H
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SORTEE A CHIER R M E A A L, FE R
J L P 0 2 A T A L B 0 55 ) R A o) ]
(Schwamborn et al., 2011), XFHH A kA4 W4 F
R W A A AR T R0 AR 130 o8 T S O 1Y), L A
AT R, TR 2 S TR, BT
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8 A FRA R ER 5T EALS M 4%
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]G R BN SR, 124 T BB NARRT, 2
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SRR MG B, T84, LB ERNERA
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L S ik R B {1 27 ) 3 3R 0 4 T b B N Ak 3 2 25
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5=, SRS Oy 2 | R R A
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2 2] AR BB B, ORI R 2 R
Bio TEELSCI2ERR AT, —ORAE A XA G
P22 2 25U LR S8 LR A TIN5, BT LA,
VLS I A0F 5 A A2 00 225 6L 7= 2 1) B B A5 SR, 3R
ZEINTRXT T IR I 5 155 1) G F (Mason et al., 2013).
F3Ah, AEXS L R R HEA TIN5 I, Van Meter (2001)
FR A 2 2k R A 2 T v BT A B 1 R et R
PR B B R e o) 22 TR Y S AT 02
SR AT WSS T 5 2 1 i & 4 ) 19 3F 43 48 b
(Schleinschok et al., 2017), XL FHLEI RS
2 ) IMBHR G ANTE, VE PR 0 W AN R i X 223



632 O B R 2 ot B

%278

&1 Jo £ AT S i BRI N AE G A, T
TR DAL R, KSR 1Y I SR
T B IRA L B2 2 s8R (PRI A6 . 3
TG I, 02 T % HAEL K R
AR B S, OR R BRI ST Hh AT DRSS ER Y 27 )
R 5 ARG N, AR N4 il T A A 3K
A iz E R E -

S0, ST AR s PSR X ARk 2 AR
. BT 28 B2 B IRAE K
R IE W 2R AR RS e, 4 SR T SRR R R
W X2 S ORI AR HEE T . SR, ARADE R
X B Az 2 LA a5 v 5] 152 B i A 19 2 ) E
7% %%, IBART A IR A 2 BT RS2 pE A5 )L 3
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A picture is worth a thousand words: Self-generation drawing
for multimedia learning

WANG Yanqing; WANG Fuxing; XIE Heping; CHEN Jiaxue; LI Wenjing; HU Xiangen
(School of Psychology, Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079, China)

Abstract: Self-generated drawing is a learning strategy in which learners rely on a written text to construct
representational drawings that correspond to the main elements and relations described in each portion of
the text. Previous studies have examined the role of self-generated drawing in learning by manipulating text,
animation and other learning materials. However, it remained various mixed results of the effects of
self-generated drawing. From the perspectives of generative theory of drawing construction (GTDC) and
cognitive theory of multimedia learning (CTML), self-generated drawing can improve students' cognitive
and metacognitive abilities, stimulate the positive emotional state and result in better retention or
comprehension. In addition, cognitive load theory (CLT) might predict the opposite result of learning for the
reason that drawing brings about an increase of extraneous cognitive load. In general, the self-generated
mapping strategy is conducive to learning, the median effect sizes are Grerention = 0.13, Aeomprenension = 0.46,
Oiranster = 0.38. The inconsistent results may be explained by the existence of potential boundary conditions,
such as support, test methods, and prior knowledge, to name a few. Future studies should focus on the
moderating effects of material manipulation, effectiveness evaluation, and other variables.

Key words: self-generated drawing; generation theory of drawing construction; cognitive theory of multimedia

learning; cognitive load theory; multimedia learning



