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* # % 7 & (Research Method) °

AREY A ENE : P ENS T 3R IR S R R Y
e R FAE FAHLE]

T T =

®»OE M

IHZ En

(B VG e A7 O A= B, P9 710062)

W OE OFTHMNKNBEREEALG YA R BARARRGER, b, IR T &K (retrieval
enhanced suggestibility, RES)Z 384 % ¥ # 3X 69 AKX [E R LT 10 M K0P o9 B R 54K, B8 TR 544715
B 5K 9 4% 47 4F A (protective effect of testing, PET) 2 45 P #9ml X 4] 83 T 451212 & & &, & T 4K
LA, ARG EZADRAN: AL, XAFALTHANERLEARE L., EEHTEH. R
BUR M B HL(RES) A BRI A%, RIS AN, £ FANHE R (PET)FHATME, MERZBEERN
BAMBA ARG GAERR, FiESE— NI EIbAER b R, RES f2 PET #9458 A /£ — % £ 0%
B A, AERIEASEAH . PR XA R REZ EFET . RE, RRATR T AR B E e BT 48R T

gk IRk

KBIR HIREE, PHNRK, RBOmEE R A, WX KRPER

HEES  B842
1 5|8§

455 {5 B (misinformation) 2 4§ % W _F S HE
B {5 B (Scheufele & Krause, 2019), #F5 &8,
kA G IR B 2 U A PR T s 4
BIC 12, X 8RR M &5 2R 5 S AN (misinformation
effect, Loftus, 2005; TA7H, B17, 2021). LI
ZohE, BEEIEANBSHEERY G, Whts
F PR 1A S AR s, or B Al A F &
KRR, BmiEE [ CRA ME S
PR SF RAAR B e . XA KT T R
e, TR E R R S BB IER
BPACHET T, 25IRTE N0 L L 2 58 b, R
5 BT FATAIA N I ER H PSR ARG A T AR
KEGFEE (Ecker et al., 2022), T4 HABFSE
U 2 B e G K R R B GR ZAR, sk —,

WA H B 2022-06-13

* [ F SR E 4 BRI H (18ZDA333); Wk E i
FEABIR 55 2250 H (GK202007018),

WAE1EH: 7, B-mail: hening@snnu.edu.cn

1626

2018). P, #HiR1E B AR A = ARME,
TR E L,

B A5 BIF 52 X B DR AR B RN I A TR R, B
X DAR B R A 2.,
BALEE AP B: HOGREIAE BB, BB
— B B R B B SO R
FJ5 5 B ERGAE BB B, Iy 2 45 79k ) 4
—SERPRL, BT RE SRR MR BB, JECER
JE 5 R A iR M B B, R 1A — RS
PN L EPSNiDICTE TP 2 =R IRt vl E i
(Loftus et al., 1978; Szpitalak et al., 2016; FEWriE,
BT, 2021) 2K, 98 IS REAR 4 M 45400 9L 5
T AL AR R ], HE e ATER K5
Hss R ST, MRECEM S S b2 T E
Jr Wy fai e, RUEAT T — IR, T,
B WG E TG T Bk A T iR 2 i 58—k
WX, IF4 H Ay 44 A0 1 D0 4 << v 30 00 3
(Chan et al., 2009; Gordon et al., 2020),

TR IESE, 7E 5 5 AR LM = () #E4 1)
AT DR = B 2R 1) B B (Roediger & Karpicke,
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2006b; EAHM, 3KERI, 2017; Yang et al., 2021),
PRI, T 5 28 4 00 o SO0 2 o s % Ji 0 =1 7
W12, MR A R 05 B RS2 o SR T, LIRS
AR THE R E WSS . —JrE, KREPRIE
S, B2 R 0 B R R A R P R T
O P E B 48 R (E BV (Chan et al., 2009; Chan
et al., 2017; Gordon et al., 2020), X#FR H“HEHL
Jas % 7~ B A2 % (retrieval enhanced suggestibility,
RES). HHr, BB R4 MAXH 3R 5 B 1
Gy, RIS RI RS DR B T 0 T RE PR (E£LAG
8, 2008; EEAE 5E,2015), H5—Jrm, SR
51717 N 1R /NI e = S U I AU R
T2 ) 5515 7RI SZ P (Memon et al., 2010; LaPaglia
& Chan, 2013; Szpitalak et al., 2021; Chan et al.,
2022), B PR <ML AR 5 VE > (protective
effect of testing, PET),

YEN MR T JEBLSE, RES 55 PET (4 B
& TR R S AR E o MR A4 2 n i
WIS, AT A5 T XA 5 B k%
TRAFAERT? BRI, 278 AT AR 8t i Tm) ik g 4
o FRR, AR DU R E B ST BF 58 R
REER, DL2E ) S O o R ERN FE, B EUR
AT A BNE RAH OGRS, DU JE 3 b 45 A
ANTR)ZE AT 52 M 1 o R HE IR 22 B A FHBIL A

2 HEAMER AN AR RS R B SR

RES #: - i Chan % A (2009) & B, 7£ H 5045
H, B E e WE — BB AL, SR AT H Y
WK, QN2 o7 HA T A (8] T 28 G QE #2458 02
KRS ES), e RS IR B R AT A
PPk A k2 T 210, S5 e AT R AR [ ) fe 243
WMo G REM, Bl IHRBURIAICIZ, SR
WHL Y IE T2 T R, R, gl za THER
IR, R B R AT
XA LB, A KT RES WIMRREEZ /- NM
2. —RIFIRIEIZZ R, WA eI T ek
B R AR 12, SBH AR T B 0 IR AR 12 42 i T ]
PR T 3 i 0 TE B 9 B G 1 2 R A IR 2
SRR, BRI R, I A
KAERGRME B, MR T XA IR B A g i AR HL,
PRI T 2 Fe 2 M P i T 2 RS B .

2.1 MK RRRIRRITIZ A
2 32 v I K 1 i 7 e 2 v i 1 R A

5 B0 AT REPERAR, AT AR B o s ih 4 5 9 AT 1
1R 0| SR SN 3 o o = X T B e
R AR R M Y, 2B T, HBEREE I )
HERS 12 18 B 5 I OLIE N ok, AR B I8 12 o
ICAZ L[ BR% (the reconsolidation account, Scully
et al., 2017; Carneiro et al., 2021)IAh, X F<IL
T AR AR AT 30— 4 R OIS I, IO AR
WEF SRS, FERBRILEAREHRET
Ko AETRILE M2 AT R E B, JRIG1C424b
TARE MRS, RESZIHRE BT
REZ . 3T Z, BIGICILBEZ T — A <P -
WO — PRI E B E B AR B AR o A A
—FPER ZUR TS T B, SR EHEEREARKR
Rt . JUHYHHE B 556 H BAE T GRS, X
i 20 ) PO T BE TR BT IR, TS 2L
JE GG A5 B9 35 s AR (S S ) BE B (Scully et al.,
2017).

FEH I HOE JRAGE B R, AR RS R
IAEAEPAI RN R SZ IR . — 2 rh BT 3 B T 4
IS RONER CEEUSNEOR - ik AnW i)Y R TRN VAET
EFRI, XHFRNEHi B U (updating hypothesis);
TR UME BOIFRBIR R IR (E B, R T
ATyiIn M, S B e 5 2 P TG vk i T $R L
FIR(E B, XN %R (inhibition hypothesis,
Chan & Langley, 2011).

B, s w8 7z SR Rk
B, Y AR B LM R R A AR
(the modified modified free recall test, MMFR ] ix{)
W, SXTRRAEAE LY, A I A T R R R R
BT REME WA 22 55 H E W 5 (Chan et al., 2009;
Gordon & Thomas, 2014), McCloskey fll Zaragoza
(1985) & I, >4 fe 2 i B R B 7 TE 28 2 A
Al 2 30T (H AN 2 45 1R 05 50 ) ) E 47 938 e FE
RO RO IE R R, T — R, i
TN, X DGR 4075 B IC AL A & IR B DR A 8 T 32
o Wt ud, dom R T R GG (E B
AL A, 5 O A S i B G 1k e A T A
W, FEMGEERN b, B8 IR AR 1E B A AT 1 [l Pk s mT
VI3t R i B e 3R B . A, Gordon FHI
Shapiro (2012)Z i UM 454554, 58 23 0% AH 56
MR R A B R ICA TR S AT, AT T
R B, St m T RAMIK I EfmE, R
B AT I S0 B X AR A S AT T B
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ERERTEENEN G EUCR L P Y SR TR vAL PR 3 H
ISR/ R G EUSN DRI & ) = I e N
PERRAR T o O T B EEWTE AR (5 B AT U5 1) P A,
A RBFFETT LA LR TN T 2 22 6] 1 25 52
Scully 28 A (2017)IA K, MR BHR BE FIAHASEE ]
12, FEUE AT s Al PR AR

22 MiHEREEES)

RES (1 55—~ 58 t 3R B2 SR A5 B 1 i i
Sl | N e B g T WO R =D <
PR o S Bt A L4 70 474K, Tulving
1 Watkins (1974) 5t & B, XF5ehi2E > (140 56 5E 9%
B X R B2 2], X R GRS < Hi e
AN (the forward testing effect)nl “Jll i i b 2%
>J” (the test-potentiated learning, Yang et al., 2018;
Pastétter & Frings, 2019), AU B\ 478 2% > S5,
430 712 % UE(Wissman et al., 2011; Chan et al.,
2018; Yang et al., 2018; Choi & Lee, 2020), {14
N AT BOUSPR BT . Gordon Ml Thomas
(2014) % BL, 5804 47 003 ) B KA L,
52 o I A 1 T LA O i TR A A R AR
BIANT o M fE B IR ECS R IR E R — SO,
RES it .

SRR R R Wl Ko P Y SN s S I L s
WA o — 2 I B 4 b X 4 T L
FRAHHE R, ITHISS T IR AR TC AL X8~ 5
), BYED TR T3 (proactive interference); —
2 I R T B A R A R P S A G
M RITER, SR T A7, TG B TR
R ] SR I R TR R B 52
Wi, B s AT, AT REE R,
P25 5 S OIS R 15 B
221 FHEHEH

Chan 25 A(2009)iK 7, H il T L g
R R X R AT B, Hoh — A SRR IR X
I3 T WA [a] i) 2 i < (LR 15 B MABUAR T ),
M T IR e AR B AE B2 > s o st
PeE bR S0 B b R T IR MR E )Tz
& BL(Szpunar et al., 2008; Wahlheim, 2015; Bufe &
Aslan, 2018; Dang et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2022),

TE Szpunar 55 A (2008)) & MLAfF 5T v, B S
B I MR 2, 5 227 ) 52 B0 Se i bRk T
PR 2 3 X SRy AR AT I mT L $
i Ja Se R B IE R R, HL7 AR A BT RE T

oo BORBISEHE— 22 R, JERTAOR R T AR
WA RN 5 2227 2 IR I R Z 8 & h A
(Dang et al., 2021; Yang et al., 2022), Szpunar %5 A
(2008)R: FH A 5 s #2 A5 B FBEA T g e - B 2R g
HIRY S R AH HEATINR, TR 276X 5 Ja i1 e}
A, Bl T X 2w B A (R R AT
FEH, F B E, X BB S BUMORLZ 1] 1
R A F T plasof 1) R A5 i 23 I 35
VLXK G5, — 5 T80 AT LA G Gt 1 47 A 50 e
Iy —J7 AL T AF B BRI S HT R T,
AR TR R EHZ

AR R AR BTN, AT R A S T
JEIG 15 B S R0RME B, b T ETE RS R T,
P 1R R R A B R AR H
B, WA B SAH HMRHE R EARA
SR A A PE R o, H O 2B 5 il
1o M2, IR A RE AL 3 E R 3ok BT
Pl I o HE— 2D R IE
222 FI5%5E

FE RN A AH SCWF 5T e, D3] L i A
A X 3 # B 24 2] B 2 8% 2 GUE 52 (Roediger &
Karpicke, 2006a; Richland et al., 2009; Carpenter,
2011; Wissman et al., 2011), Gordon FlI Thomas
(2017) 78 e 2R 2 52 T gl BUR 15 B il
18, G5FRK, T2 030 2R T 2 1Y
I A5 L, A e 0 g iR AUA AR B 2 > 3
BET EH AR . X, H AT LR =R R A RS
it e

EEM IR, R MR UL(the attention
capture hypothesis, Thomas et al., 2010; Gordon &
Thomas, 2014; Gordon et al., 2015)tA >y, FR i
P AR DG B 5]y, TSR T g
X FE1R{E B2 2] . Gordon Fl Thomas (2014)%
B, A2k v B A O AUA A5 B A 1] B
[ 4 2K T IR He 2 IR B, X A
& I AT BE B T A AR E BT
HRGRE BB BN WEAT 55 LA sk T )
I, DU ZH 5 %8 R ZH 1) B R A B R A I I 22
5, Bl RES 4K T (Gordon & Thomas, 2017;
Gordon et al., 2020), XUEJEHE VLR, X 450R1F 8
HYAIAME BT LA B RES (0774

(EfF— MR, XMRIEA S 4. B, 4
S BIFEAT B 2N, rh I 2H S 5R E A Y 2H
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CH 3 200 R R 5| i B ) R B T AL
RES; H7E 48 /NS B 4k, rh b4l
P22 P L i R 205 41 R %) FRZH B 4 (Thomas et al.,
2017)0 XU, W51 E I I ARE ™ A5
AR F YRR . I, RES B /5 v B HA T & 42
AL o

G 7y Ko HII G 3 5 X T 0 B A
BIBE5R T XS5 R 15 B A g i, PRI o 1 e s
Tk TES 2GR, DR E AR T i RS
(the encoding reset theory, Pastotter et al., 2011)#
4 i 7% i P2 (the encoding strategy theory, Cho
etal, 2017),

g B PR IA N, TERREERY 2 ) P g i Ak
HAWTEAR, MK AE S > B T SOR A
BT AR G B, DA s 75 A X7 4 114
2 ] F1EL 3 4 B — KR 3L (Pastotter et al., 2018;
Yang et al., 2018), IAFIF 2T BFF A, o GE
i S R 2 M W, AEAE I AR,
a REiEORTRE B HIGAKOE, JF HRI A7 27
5 R (Pastotter et al., 2011), X HIZFEISHEAL T
SR A BIESE . HET, e RV TR
WAE RO, ZJE 455 NI 250 RES
PLSIE o

Cho 5 A (2017)4% iy 1 2 hh 5 s BR3¢, HI N
Y BB T YR A SR ) A e e S
i, iR B g C I EEAR 2, B2 1E
JR g I SS g, JF FR AR ICAZ 7
(Pyc & Rawson, 2012; Soderstrom & Bjork, 2014;
Cho et al., 2017). AFFE A B, W i RE % e 5 4%
A BE A 55000 G 5 5K B (Soderstrom & Bjork,
2014), fdn, 5 I R A 2 A e,
WA T J5 2% 2 i LR IS (Chan et al., 2018;
Dang et al., 2021), Yang % A (2022)th &% 81, #
T8 2o 42 i 5 22 2T BB ] SR 2K, 3 T
BB AR 2 2] o B RAE U B B,
AN TR 4 2 5% 5w R LA B2 ol 4k 1 g R Rk A2
(LaPaglia, 2013) [FI ik, 3013004 T RE 3 3 4 5 5K
s 114 o i i e O R TR B 2 T

HAEE bR R T IR B
B BT DSR2 2 AT LR A S e, (ELZ 0 T 2
MJFAE A RES I IR, B A SRS
T, AL, ZMPLEEIS (the motivation theory) M\ HEH
JW . DI R A A B AT T AD TR R

R RE BT AL = AT, B B R D,
Bk s ROIR B B O IC S BI,  DA T R B A (uth ) XF
Ja SR R I 24 2 (Cho et al., 2017; Yang et
al., 2018). Richland 55 A(2009)iAK, X2 1 T2
R W A5 T ) RN 28 8 22 1) B SRR AR, Ik
Jil W X 2E A7 K A A TR BE AL BE . Grimaldi I
Karpicke (2012)01A Sy, 32 5 A 42 B2 i
CHE AT REB R INE S, MRS I MR
HZHEEN, MM E M ESE R,
TEFDME BN E XN ES T, RES #i4s i3,

J34h, IR B8 23 0 T e i TR,
RUFR0IN =22 )5 AT B2 R A7 K, 33 g AR A <l k11 22
> (the test expectancy theory, Weinstein et al.,
2014; Yang et al., 2018). A5 & B, WA, Jo
R T 2 J5 3547 58 L B 1 32 34 e il %)
PR 24 2] (Agarwal & Roediger, 2011; Weinstein
et al., 2014) FEF5IR(F B, #O A MR s
T BB I TCIMA T, (A A g A RS B R A
GRT i), 2 B A0 46 15 8 1
SRS RAE B A= 2], #Ei 74 RES,

223 REUR®SME

rh I 3B SEORT (R B 2 S TC T SR e 1R R
RES B9 55 —AN R, W04l 45 B JR IR 15 )
27 2 B 3SR AL R IR AR ) T )2 55 (Roediger &
Karpicke, 2006b; T A#if], skH8HH, 2017; Yang et
al., 2021) B4, 7 [FEIFEBI 3R B W FPICIZ 2,
RS BT REAS U E 7 XF 8k, Thomas 5§ A
(2010)4% H 4 $2 B W 1 1B (the retrieval fluency
hypothesis) B 17 REUS $2 LR HE . Forh, AR 1
A e AR EBUE B ME S BRI . Z AR,
rH T e R XS A R Y N G B
TR T XS {E B AR A P IR B M,
T Sy il o

Thomas I Gordon % A\ 52t | — ZRFIWFFE 4T
ZHNE AT YA B 5T 7, Thomas %5 A (2010) R HL
17 U 0 5 N7 B 8] A8 b o B BRER IO i 1 o
AR, {50432 B BUCIZ Ik 5 FR R 1 52,
RUVARR 30 W 8 5 SO A 3R U ) R U bl A
PRI A, BN D T o 5 R I, T
TR AR e S B AS RAE B RO e, I LA
R = B2 AR o X BT MR 5 T A R
BRI T . HUR, At AT A 4 A
AT BRI E . FL S AR R0 i £ U
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PESG, WL SRR AR O TR AR, H
FOEKWIEART, WIS T RES, 5 —WEA
B, M B RGTE i 2 P SR A B R
FH I 2 P T I e AR R R 1 R TS
FRTE A, 6B R B 5 T IR S 2 T
HEEREBE SR, MM FET RES
(Gordon & Thomas, 2014), Thomas % A (2017)%
W, FEHER 48 /NETIS, A A A =
mTXRA, HREEMERLEEER, RH
Al RETE TR R E B MIRBUR G AE 48 /DAFJETH
KT,

BBk, BEA KT RES WELSERE KL
<Gt R R B O PR A AR BE I LA VA S <O i A
N, I T N S S bR 2 T
WSV . FEM R UL, S EE AR
DR IEHIE . BN E, $RBCR . I 2R
S HETR S S g ARAL T B ML, (Rl A A
WG RBB MBI E 258 ), s EE .
BB O R S5 g o R T S A AR A,
SR AE RO 5 B B B “RE 05 X B R A5 D TG
Y R AR G A S A B O S 2 S R T
B LS A, A BUA E B BB Tk AT
eI

ERIC MR TNy, e 0 ) 2 B A 5
M T RES W77~ 2E B 58, MR ICIZHULE S, 12
BUE BERER T R anic is e Ra, cieE S
ZAERF R, Kk, BERAGWRENET LT
TR, R T SERTMR R TR R, BREUR
W PER UL, RES Y7742l T AR 15 B e i
LM B S BRI, TR I A 7 TR X 4 1R 3 T
Ak S R TR AR H A AR O
23 RESHIEREE

Zi b, TLUES, REHRAENS RES 24t
THFEE RIS, B2 T IS Y AE

PR E AME, K TCE R RES 72 AEPLH Y 2
Mo BT, ASCERI T —ANE5 AR 15 B AL
RAE B B AR AN 1 7R ) o

HRHE 2 AR, e S 00 3 [ 582 o A % D
{7 B R (G B 0idte, IFRL ST RES. 7
B — KR, AR IE M K BN (Roediger &
Karpicke, 2006b; TAH, 5Kk4#IH, 2017; Yang et al.,
2021), IR AT DL B A R X A S il
12 SR, IR GE RN E T X—1EH. ]
B O A DI W R 4G 0 12 I R o8 4 IR
(McCloskey & Zaragoza, 1985; Chan et al., 2009;
Gordon & Thomas, 2014), {H 2451 1F B 8 H B
SRIEAR T R LR A5 BT v il o, SR REAR T
MR TERA %

FES oAb, v U o 22 AL ] 3
SRS DE B . B, TR e T
PIUAE ER L, AT D 1 JEU6 15 B B IC A2 5
1215 B % 2] BT (Szpunar et al., 2008), Hik, #
I R B A 2 UK W AR B 85
Imt5 i) shHL(Richland et al., 2009; Weinstein et al.,
2014; Cho et al., 2017; Yang et al., 2018), #/J5,
WK 2 4 = WA A0 7 & 1 (Thomas et al., 2010;
Gordon & Thomas, 2014; Gordon et al., 2015), 3%
IR X RO 175 L P 15 152 s [ [] 484 588 %o 4 1R A5
BB 445 (Pastotter et al., 2011; Cho et al., 2017).
[FI A, Y45R M5B ML R S, #XTE S 7E
e 2 B IR B R AR R, BB IO R 4
(Thomas et al., 2010; Gordon & Thomas, 2014),

LA RE, RES W A A O T 6 5 B
A [ea) P R R A S AR JLIAE W 1 P AR X 5 B, D
ARE IR W F AT ] — 25 A HT % 4% . Thomas 55 A
(2010)IAy, RES 2 fH T~ AR ZE SR B B T8 & i
PR R R 2R, R 2R T RIZE G E
BT — PR, XU E R R R (E B

WA

e

St

N

MikfE2#~

Y

ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ\\\\\\\
. _

& 1

3>

;
y +
FERE BRI

RES 4= B AR A2 A58 5]
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WA RTE SRR, BT BRI R s
XA, B2 i IR A 5 B T 7 R 4 B e AR
WAF R SRR A I, B0 R A E— 0 S B R
i B PLZ BRI 2> RES (Chan et al., 2009;
Gordon & Shapiro, 2012; Gordon & Thomas, 2014,
2017; Gordon et al., 2020),

3 HEANRK T R ERFIER

R RES C&MBE| T 2 50E, HAaERLL
T, MEEMNSRER T S5ZHXA PET. #
m, EREY AT, ghAHKEH KK
BEG R R (<), EhE s T g
5, AR T R AT BEAE AR B9 (a0 <48 AN
Y RJE, BB il DL A s AR T SR
H RS B G2 F o] LE PRSI T, i T
—HNR, URE, RS XE?), 48R kM|, b
SO 4 ) R T B R R R ] BE R A AR AN
FELE I T (A28 o 3X R TR HH DR AR T
TR P (Pereverseff et al., 2020).,

FHZ |, RES Al PET %FXFHYJ2 A —> A A,
BT S0 32 25 384 5 1 B AR S /R RS2 PR 7 e
LT & — P I B W R o7 I 2B, Bk, X &
Bk X PET HBIESE w] Lhkh 78 %F RES (9118 7 56,
RES MY ELA B8 M A 5T S Re i e an ol 44 v 970 2
F4 70 TE 5 T o A 22 A v BT 3 B 1 K
M TG 2 2 ¥ H AR S D0 iy A B P o A 3 UL,
RES #H2CHS HREM BEA(TIH % RES, Gkt
BHAT B 7= 4= PET (Chan et al., 2009; Thomas et al.,
2010; Gordon & Thomas, 2014, 2017; Gordon et al.,
2020), FCUR, ARG AN A4 v 4 D0 3 1 1 T R e
JEu D WG Rz, AT 2L E L, A&
M, ERTHARE SR PET MR SAHISHESE, (i
8 x7 g A E ALK e B A = 1. WL,
FATHREE T A ST MBI, AR ICIZIRE | 2
S% fH | 22 SR I ENE AT RS XY i T e,
DI PET #2401 B4R
31 igfZRE

AR F NN, MEG ARG B IR 2 H
FHAGWICZHERERE, XA A
L, EATREEZ ARG R . NIk, XTIRaGSEr
“HR RICAZRE M AT BT 25 5 ke R D 0 4 5 e
FRZEMES, NMELERER, M IER
[ 3% $% (Peterson et al., 2004; Loftus, 2005; FRF#,

2, 2007),

FEASDE BE N, M B R IR IO 2 A TR
(E 258 B ) I AR ol 2 Hh B 2 75 IE i (Wang. &
Yang, 2021), Chan Fl Langley (2011) & B, 24+ }#
M B2 E# AT, RS SR e B R 5 R
52 R B 25 R B R, XU AR R Y
123 T RES, fE LaPaglia A1 Chan (2013)##F
g, DAIREUE T (78 X 2 A R B, #k
A T I 3 ] 27 O AR A ) e T T R LA R
W, HEEARZHIRE B, Gabbert %A
(2012)t 3N Jy, L PET A4 R [A 2 M e i 1
WA IR G025 B, ATl L TR AR F AT 22 Bk
Mo B, ealxd s S0 A2 R i .
f, JFLAMCHCEE T #5525 S 52 ma, 7T g2 1 3
PET MEEZ—. WAMRE, SR FRiRE R
HICAZ R TR T, BN 2 & $5 HLR A  AR
PAEM, BRI, YRR ICIC R IE AR
W, MATEZE G WA RE iR T, 1 RES,
32 REEHER

R PET MBF5Erh, Y aa7E 5 iy
BAL 2T 2255 0 LI U B, Ml TR IR AR A5 B
Mt 23 B 3G, DA BF 25 ) R0 4 R S,
DI IE 78 232 1 o e B YIRS 3K B Pansky 1
Tenenboim (2011), ABATHH{5 B 5 J A2 (U
T)FM B 2 AR ARG ), FFAET R [6] 0 TR
AT AR M, Ho, B R
B AR T A 2 B2 (), T 326 S0 3B o gl
AE )2 B R, 5 R I, PRI 34 AT
DL A M on;, (R A 2 7 AT AR R g s
Bz

X, $RHCB% J) B (the retrieval effort
theory)th 2y, MAAR N 2% T H2 2= > (5 B 12
R OIT AR B 1IN 1 4% 77 (Bjork, 1975; Karpicke &
Roediger, 2007; Rowland, 2014; Stenlund et al.,
2016) . I IS FE MR AN TS B Tz K
Feo filhn, A LITE, ABLEAE R R A T IR
P B B B A A B S B 4T (Jacoby
etal., 2005), N T #E— D REZ IR, BT HE LR
H T AEMEFE FR 8 (the desirable difficulty theory,
Bjork & Bjork, 1992; Bjork & Bjork, 2011)F1 4y
L RIFRP (the bifurcation model theory, Kornell et al.,
2011, 5 IS X 4 T fiff 77 5% J& (storage
strength) Fl1 2 B3 [ (retrieval strength), 2 S bkt
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TACACIR T YR X 4 AR B S R A S
S TSR I B gk T Ko v, RICAZ RE 5 AL
ERESRE, BUTRBORS M SR, %
PR B AR IR B S A A7 08 BE R AR DG . R
A AT 2 55 ) (IR AR R B2 ) S RO T g, 2
Bk 2] A RESG SR AC AL 00 BE (R f A 5 ), ARG
WisF ) GRER IR 45, 2008), 78 MRV, BT
A I H JEA RS IOR R ERS G, Y EE R
B, I A B IS B 1 /), R A AT S R
BRI, MRS BT, FREUE )5 H S
TR IO, AR IR R T E PR B g,
S8 o P8 BB PR T B IO J3E —— il e 4 e K
(EAE, sKERIH, 2017),

MG 2 B8, a7 b i b A2 2l 8%
IR N R U SNV R SN R TR v
BE o JuH TSR A RINE R, M TE L
%5 919 U BRI, %45 B BICAZ B B R 2R
MR T G SR AE v U B B R W, AT
AER 22050, AR FEAE 22 i B4 3 v il o s —
AR, R IR0 RAETRET, #K T REA TR AL
R Z 85 I AT ER AR I, (HAH R Y, X 2Ll
PSR BE AL TC AT BG5S . T UL, RS 3L
TREEZ MIAETEAE HOC R o A0 R A R #E P I i
8 TETETVE FH,  BIF8 IE AC v 490 100 3 g e 32 s 412 B
W
33 ERBMEIL

2 5 & Il PR % (the discrepancy detection
theory) Ay, X JEAR MR B FIHE 1R 15 B HEAT 22 S Ao
T e % 9/ £ 1R A5 B RS2 e, BT 3 22 5 i
B H AR E 0 25 S B 4 ) e IO R 4 B 1A
B, T B e &R 1IE B K (Tousignant et al.,
1986; Mullet & Marsh, 2016; Polczyk, 2017; Putnam
et al., 2017; Sheaffer et al., 2022), #f5z&M, Bk
TEB AR (E BB, QR — R BUR(E BT
Z 5 R ., BT LLA R REAR K R 87 P (LaPaglia,
2013; Bailey et al., 2021),

2 I BRI BB R A B A AH SIS AT LA
22 SR B AN SRR o Horh, O E B R G B
R S5 E AR E R, RIHE o 5
RS A0 L 5 £ B 8 I 5 v A R BEL A AL
WA P B AR R, BRI b A R Y DX )
TET, G B RAE AR IR0 ICAFFE o g,
EAHTERAN ., PR, SHEmBES R

B, #ERs 10007 G A4S R F B (Huff &
Umanath, 2018; Umanath et al., 2019), FiXFh2
SeFE A I 4 5 B {2 (Gordon et al., 2015), X it
B R A — 2P BG5S A o

W RW, SEH2EI M, M r gl
SRR & B 2] M4 R A2 fE(Wahlheim, 2015). HLAF,
1 Gordon %5 A (2015)ABFFEH, > v 0 3 ] 25
IEHEY, BN S ETE 2 W E R B A R R S, X
BEWREHIS LI T FEIRICIZMAGRE B Z [ A
—F{((Tousignant et al., 1986; Loftus, 2005), K ik,
AR LM A 22 5 BIAAE S5 i, rp 010
2 A AR A B A A B R DR AUA F B 2 1]
)22 5 (Gordon & Thomas, 2017). £ I, H ik
AT L 5 72 i 25 S e 0 sk A A8 R 15 B RE ] o
34 FHELHMIHER

LaPaglia 1 Chan (2012)7 3¢ 1 FL -5l A4 F
FHEB T PET. fBAT 0y, it e 1
LA &R R B IERICIZ, T2 mT
RESM A ENMHGHI R G E . T2, ML
RE“fZid” T — & st iz, HaxX g s 5 5
AL 7 2R, 3 B AR S 25 52 W 4 IR 22 5 1) 7
XoF i, 2 3T G I B A 2 N e T 48 it
SR FE AR o

i F3E 24 fin T FF 38 (the transfer-appropriate
processing theory)ih g, WX AT DLLE 3 25 > 42
BEVE, MR G 2L $2BUh RIS, MFZ,
TR < 30 ) 2 BB AT B8 B 22 b 25 (Morris
et al., 1977; Roediger & Karpicke, 2006b; Yang et al.,
2021). FAT B, 24 I e 2 AR ]
B, M A ROR S i . IR BRI IRAT T — SE SE AT
FERI AT o — 5T, DRSS TR (o 17 27 Al 2o R
)G PE LA S IS . U Adesope 55
AQO017)F Yang 25N (2021 ICAMHT R IR, A&
— O RO B S — 7T, PR R R
TN RMICERE WSl EA . 0 Veltre
FN(2015)i T 2L E LR AP B LR WP
W& B, 24 T 5 B 2N 4 R IS A A )
BF, JCZ RN AT o 3K R R v 00 G e 2
AR 2 Al At 25 B W VE LA 300, TTRER
Wi % S 0 15 R <2 ST A5, #EITEZ R PET
S ata s

SR, 2T ZHEIS W AAFE— 28l BE, U Kang
£ (2007) 3R FH R il 32X T2 X (R 228 R R o 43 A ) 1
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IR IR, 25 5 B T A X U T A AS DR T
I s, 2R, a2 2 i e e P X
U ARk T B R 2 M AN T 2 fer) (4 4t
Rowland (2014) 04 Hr 15 2] T 2l 45 -
SRR LG, A IR 8 A R A )
FR I ARG N B A o 3 AL R R A T e T
PRI FymiAEAE ULl . Rtk FEAS AT B AL,
DA% 2 DL RO 75 P LU OR PET i Fitt— 2 ik

FARLIY, X5 PET Ay BEMIR AT NS fih
FR IO PN BE I LIRS o DA Bt i) £ B Sk
Ui, TCAZ 5 BE S A <R R Ry ISR e A2 TT LARE
MR 7S 2 P o FEFEAT H T, walA s
YRG5 B AT BN s, X ISR T 0K 1 R LG
jgfZ(Yang et al., 2021), 3t T PET (/=4 LA,
e ST X ok R A 22 S A ) A AT T K I s R
Z W, JFRINAE T Z 0 Al PR A IR R . X
U 22 S A 0 38 5 1 B a0 R A5 I T S I )
PER S5

SR IO f R, PRICES ) Bsl ET
PEICAY et b —— % SR OGS R i %5 R
HANHAE T By INSS T 2, 1014 50 BE 2 T B
% o ML %38 24 0 LR e K <42 HO B A —Fh e
PRI RE, M o i, DA AE S 2R
MHA R 47, H bk, ERIE Y TR T
I e 2 s R S — R
35 PET WERKE

JEETERTIRAF B SR WA PET (4 iU R,
53 P8 1 9K DA [ # JE  FLER AL T ) A0 4R
Ko AT PET Rt — LG SRE, A3
BEH ERTRAAN—BISHER P ANE 2 57
R)o B, BE BRI R B I R R
s 34 B TR MR B R VE T, Rl E TR S
10RO LABGEE AR 101280 (Chan & Langley,
2011; Pansky & Tenenboim, 2011; LaPaglia & Chan,
2013; FAHI, skHpH, 2017); Hk, BT EHBEEE
FHAR, 58 RACHZ 5 TR e B OA 23 18 9 4k 22 S
Wi RE 7, RO LT AT Rk LA IR 15 B, #E TR
% 7~ %32 1 (LaPaglia, 2013; Gordon & Thomas,
2017; Bailey et al., 2021); fx/&, AR ERIE 250N
THNE, RS FxE PET P4l fEZ2 5] T
WA QG E A TR o o S v SR 000 3 e ¢
WX — B, PSS T AT B N B T s I i
3 4E H (Morris et al., 1977; Roediger & Karpicke,

2006b; Yang et al., 2021),

+
WAL AL

2 PET 7 A: gy B A 5]

3.6 %A RESHAPET 2R

ik dras A, 2 RES I PET AYAH <
FEAU AN A F T, B A B )
B AE BN 5% ) S AR RIAL I T 2 R4k
i, BARAE, XELBIIE 2 A1) 56 & AT A HA
J7E M AREFE . — 2 Ak S B AR AR
Bz B BA B 6] 02 G hdal < fe B
AT i B2 R T o 10 0 3 %o R A B L
il o T, FRATNAE BB R ff B A
A FEXT A OGS AT T A 5% 4, BRI
1.

*1 RESYS PET Wit

WG it EHIB B RS
RES  iCiZPHIL R 8l YN FEI
TH G5 LR GRINEN PR
TR R BORIE R i iy
S S Sl
2 L SR W FL e Gt iy
LIRS gl
P I N P 1B e 2 FEI
PET  iciZuRfE JE AR AR R iy
PEHCSE T R I FEH
P S RGN B BORME R Sl
TRE SN THE & FEEL

SR, VEMMIAN SRS, RES Fil PET 1
WF 58X LIRS & e, fife B ) 1) 22 il B 5 b R ]
A Rk, W 3 s, FRATHRYE A R B S E] 4 A
J 12 R R TT RE I PRSI R GE A T IR AR 4 A G
S, R T TR T A R R T R Y L A
T AT Ay v 3000 o) 468 158 5 2 4550 1) 552 M 171
PO IR 2% 555
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A

>/ EY I EPSNTRIA ) 3
+

E%ﬁaﬁwmﬁ\\\\;\\\‘

ETE

+
+
WA 3R~

p=22 sl > SHIRME BRI

+
%ﬁ%ﬁﬁmﬁ%ﬁ////////”

3 e 0TI s e B A SR BN A B AR

AT, A A 32 28 5 = AR AR R
FERAR BB o 2 — 2R AR MR 1 rh S0 D300 D
AR BRI, B, BT IZAATE R I a0
(Roediger & Karpicke, 2006b; T AEif], 5k45H,
2017; Yang et al., 2021), P30 n] DL 08 J5 4R
FEICIZ o ARAE RIS Ty B, v 4 I aOuE
TR, T RE 3G o 5 4R 5 B A9 if A7 5 JIE (Karpicke
& Roediger, 2007; Stenlund et al., 2016), {HiX—id
TR T 4 a2 S 4R UKD (Bjork & Bjork,
1992; Bjork & Bjork, 2011; Kornell et al., 2011;
T, SRR, 2017), YR AG1E B R OS2l Hid
1 BE XM, B 7 e 2D AT DT A
NS GRS NS

5 TR BRAR Y KR E SR SE IR . 5 RES
-2, TEMCA R 9 = R AR M AR T
SR IR AE BB R . B, A R S
AR, BRI EE, X TR AR R
HEE 15 5 U Zhi % 5 1F (Szpunar et al., 2008;
Chan et al., 2009; Pastotter et al., 2011; Wahlheim,
2015; Bufe & Aslan, 2018; Pastotter et al., 2018;
Dang et al., 2021), K, XA W] 109 X 50F F
TG AR R Z 1A 22 5, AT oA s s e 2
Pk (Tousignant et al., 1986; LaPaglia, 2013; Mullet
& Marsh, 2016; Polczyk, 2017; Putnam et al., 2017;
Bailey et al., 2021; Sheaffer et al., 2022),

X BRI ST RES Il PET (AR CHIR AT 5T,
X v S0 0 3 e R AR R KON PO AIL R R AT T S
e R, B —E N EIR N 5 —, iR
RES 1 PET WAHCHT ST # T [0 — WSS HELE h, A
FITREMR Ty L WA E R SRR
RES 5 PET ML ¥ G, TEf R R TEEA
PR EE . S0 KR A A, XELL A RO R

WFFER s e — TS HE S AT LIk BF 58 3 i R L 52
feftee R, B BY A DR A B TSR AT 5T T ), A
M7 S A M AZ R 5098 5 A BRI . 25—, A
RUTRE, T 2 > USRI 58 B 05 B U A G B 1,
U 8] A i ELE PR AL TR . o o] BU S
B BRSSO 2R, N I R R
SEAPEITTEME . — 7T, ERAN TR R B AT
B HIE AR B, A O FE AR AL T IR S A PR Ak
fift; 55 —J5 T, BT IR AR 5 B E 1
FYEH, 5 7T BN,

4 RESE5PET /BEHMBEZMEAZE

EFOAMBBESR, WTLED, AR
BAEAXBARRIBTBET, o 3 4 1 9 74 5
I3 T IR AR B P IR A R A R 2
RIS s . H, RES F1 PET 431 By T AE 52 i A
R RLRE > =2k
41 RIBEEHH

HAE, X TR E A A AR AL, v B i
HIVEIVE B A 22 57 o 70 HA 2R A AR — By 1
BT, YR MBI R, 258 %M RES (Chan
et al., 2017; Gordon & Thomas, 2017; Gordon et al.,
2020); R E R MRLES, Z5 R IR B PET
(Huff et al., 2016; Pereverseff et al., 2020), 3>
PRV, Y EUR S R BRI T 2
RN SEREAER, AT BOC T S 4 n fey JR T
B B AY ;T HNATTSE B0 R i BRI S8 R Y
CHRRERL, R R AN IEH A9 (Johnson & Seifert,
1994y, [Kith, A RBEAY ) — A R4 Bk,
WA, POl T BE S A I A5 B LA4ERR O
PR 1 58 5 P (Lewandowsky et al., 2012), AHX}
i b, 7SR AL BRI 5T R, SRR DG R
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HETHIE LR, HiiamE—1TugEE L
TCFE B AL PR SR RGBS 2R R
FRETEE TR, B T ] AR A2 AR 1R B DL
O BT A o SR, AER I R B
o, B ICAZRBGR 7 B AR 2 IR 15 B
W, ANTE E TS ZK (Huff et al., 2016; Pereverseff
et al., 2020) XIS ASAEME I EZE BT SEHE Y
OFRRLAY, FARAEH AT R B A B R 1Yl
1, W B PEREAR, PET 774
4.2 thEIMK R

RO A S T s A B RCR
Memon 5§ A (2010)38 3 WA F1 U5k (— Fl X 12 12 3
Tz m iR B g o X, G E LT
SC AR BT A A A RN R ) R, Ui
PR AT DL — G Bl a6 i A0 R, IR
AR I H A R IR . Gabbert 55 A (2012)
K, TR A RE TR (WA &R LA
¥ N AR 2 A7 R R TR A A ) RE 2 1 TR 2R,
FAE A R 5 RE FE T BUA PR R AE B RNR Sk )
B, B R AL R R BT, TRt R
BT H RIS R B2 % (Gordon & Thomas, 2017;
Gordon et al., 2020), RIFFLIES S, X EH
SRR F LR R B, TR A B A B i
RER ORI AT Ty . BIR)Z IR, Mni g
9T TR R ARICAZ, TREE A AR T B

INHTUT IR AN B 34 B 5 1R 7T LUREAIG IS 7 832
PRI O — B i Bk B 8 56— S0 8508 1Y A DG AR
Fo T — B R Hic i3RI 175 5 5770k
5 e — B0, AMTTAT DA A T 22 i S 4 iy
(Tulving & Thomson, 1973; Smith & Vela, 2001),
WFoR B, B 5 —BohEnT DL ma A4 ) g 7w iR 3z
P4 (Roebers & McConkey, 2003; Drohan-Jennings
etal., 2010), MREBUAFMVHRA B IR VIR (.
R BT, Gt Rt BT BN, i ar
LIS B g AR BUR IR 10 12 ) S A 5 e, DA
P& R IR B M2 2 (Hope et al., 2014; Jack et al.,
2015; Pinto & Stein, 2015), X —id F ] DU HE
A5 B A AT A S, gl i 4
WL A (55 3 I A ) g 0 5 ) B ) FR T
2| 5 515 L (Karpicke et al., 2014), PET k=4,
43 HRERFR

A BT A MRS, SHA ST L
TRV 43 ol an, 5P 4 (RPIREETE AR 5 |

O ATE BRI SCHE N Z) M L, XFoh B4R (1
AR EZMWAFB)MICILE SRS, Wilford
HENQOL) K I, X T Hucdy, Mg fxt i
HRA B, FFEA LM RES; Xt T4k 44
7, HAE YN E AT, RES A 2Bl . 3
S b, EMATRIBESE T, RO AE T R iR R 2 E
AR OB Z N A, AR B st U] HC 2 5 B
B, TATREHRPY ARG B T, HEMRw
BRI, 04 B ICAZTE F LA 4 e A2
AZ 532 35 B (Paz-Alonso & Goodman,
2008), HRYEICIZHREE IS M RE, hoC 20
H BT RCCTRE, AR S g RE B T
T F 25 0 v 25 5 ol 2 O AR AR, SR A B
FYICALAS S 3 I AR [, AT T 2 iR e

WA, FEURAE BT B A5 B 2 5 R R
. KRB, RS B L AUATE 2 2 B
HILT RES, PAREET G AR T PET
(LaPaglia & Chan, 2013), LaPaglia (2013)IA2, X
S R R BUARTE 2 i 45 1 A5 B % T 2 a5 40 1,
N7 IR0 T 2 i 2 AT 145 B o AHRE b, 45
BAE BRI IR LB I 2B, Ao i
H W2 T B £ /) IE #i {5 B (Gordon & Thomas,
2014), B, SEIRGEBA S9N A F B S U
EELE SR TR R, BACkUL, N
HFEE IS RERES, 2N 'F8 PET (LaPaglia,
2013), X AT AEAE T Y AUA L E 1 ME B 2,
AMRME LA EAT 22 S A D, H 2 A5 B RS &2 B
2B IEH o

5 REERE

2% SO IR A R A RSO T A Y T
FiORRIVE AT T BRI Hih, RES T+ 0]
T BE AR A TR AR A5 B R Ui I, I3 T 4R 43
B PRETER . ORIy S HE R A R
NSO B EE (E Ry R TRt vy iy 22y T N s
PR T VRN A B, SRR A B B 25 5
BRI B R ME B g ), IR R LA & A R
YEF . FRATTZE R AN OGBS A 26 At 1, 2042
T RES F PET f94E F %A% B A 8 1 rp bt i
i At 5 A S8 A ) VE A2 I, RIS 43 8T T RES
N PET 43 B (T AE S MR PR 28 o AR SCH s g 3
TeARTY, SR T LU W T T ST
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531 4%

51 #HREIIE

ARSI R T AR AR R 5 TR X ST A AR AR AR
G AR S B B, BB AE A A BT T Kk
TR PR B 5 4 T 1) A R o (HIZ AR A T 45
A, A B Z FAFTEMANR R . AR
AR TEAE ], DA RS2 45 A7 78 H At O B A2 £ 152 1l
HZ, A5 5 2 51X 0y 218 F0 SEUE B 58 LA [E]
o FIANFE o

B, ARRAFFET B AR A2 AT B
5o EIIAE BT RS B X P AR AR S, A
“JEIR AR B IS AL 5 B2 B < J5 IR AR B T UF R R 5
T 5 AT 2 2 B A R R B AR LR R G
FAJ F At “Ami— 5 ORI DGR o ASRBFSE AT LA
AR TRE(E A 5, 20158 A s>
{145 (Gordon & Thomas, 2017; Gordon et al., 2020)
VIBUE (R B Y5 I R, 38 2o e 200 3 19 s
JoF BsF (1) 604 o 7K ST 10 2 2 B Mg v R RS 1 1]
(Thomas et al., 2010), #2451 (5 BV 1921k .
TEMCEERE T, ARRAFGE AT LR A 0T 0 7 vk,
LA 56 v SR 3 75 T LA o i S R 1 R A
BRAF B R AR R, BUR R G ME B 0w Js )
FEDME B AR, SRR E B0

A = ARk, R SO B 25 Rl
PR AMESHE PR, CAMREN, HA
MR BE B Z 0 22 S, S HT R TR
A osp8 58, & W T PSR A7 7E(Wahlheim, 2015).
EIZRE T, 26 S G DN 2 X 8 44 ek i 3 2t <7 350
H AR, PRI R B R CE T 5 20 2 AL
WO TER gk 22 S A I A A P 30 B 22 Y UE A S
o AR AT 38 A A foe 2 i 25 X
A BRI, PRl 56 5 B A Hid i
FIER T, JF7E SR LAMIHE A 22 S A T (30
m) % R AE B SR E B R | KB T 2% 5 Polezy,
2017), ABIEZ AR

O, ARORWFIE T B4 A R R] BRAR DL A TR
W A A M AL . — T, AN TR B A ) O
AEAREL ST, T BEAFAE S B o Bl an, WF5E A
i, SRR IRIRIC I R i 25 A I (Peterson et al.,
2004; Loftus, 2005; Gabbert et al., 2012), {EAA]
I 58 AR BE X — (R B i B4 IEHE . Gabbert
S5 N(012)RYBIFFE A B, w1k 14 TE Afy 3 g (3
PCRRAF), B R AT B IR AR, P R UM
Koo ABAL LA — sSAE MRS AR R AR08 B2 7

S, BEA, BT B SRR R A A A
2% S At 5 i — 2B R 5T

i — T, A [E AR R A E AR, (H AR X
TRk KAMBRTT A . Yang 55 A (2022)K FH R4 43
BT [R) B 2 58 T st A K W AR 55 TP X 7 ) 0302
N B A S AR AL FEVEF, R IR TP Lh S e
A RAE T HEENEN . NIk, REMFRATL
RS Yang S5 N (2022)0 077, LAk oA [F) 2%
T HH I AR = AR AR B X R BN I R
M P4 JBT B K0S, R T AE T R 5 2 it 5% s 0T T i
T B i &
52 WMRARE

AR ENTEAR WA OGERT 4 . F & SEgikE
P TRIE, Al kg 2 37 SR A A R AR S E 5T 1 38 X
BETHESRR, B2, WEDFRAEIISERF
75 B AR R AR BR 25 2 3 S IS 6, REXfE LA
WA RIS Z B P e, SRR T e 5 S0
WA E— 2B e, TR, ARSRR 3R SEAL A, 25
A 5| KT 10T Be PR 7 TH T R Je L oY o

W, YETHRR I BB, fRE B
AR SEREW, —Jrm, MRE W
E RS AT AR B a8y =, #iln,
rh 30 3K %) 2% R T R 23 32 BN PR IA RN R 1 R
W, CAFRAEI, &\ FT R AR AT fig
Z 3RS B BB (Leding & Antonio, 2019). TA
IR SRR AR R B A AN AT R B A AN T
Y —F 4% BT (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982), il HIF K
AT F AT R A0 B2, SR T K E A
t, B ATIFEIRIZ I P B2 T R 245 BTk, A
T, 2010), X UL RN KA RESAE
S0 B B A 2 T 2255 D AR (S 2., DT 1 55 X
JEIR{E B AYiCtZ . [FIEY, Leding F1 Antonio (2019)
N, BN R FH R E B RS kT T
Z 5, By DU GeE L R AT S o Rk, FRATTT
M TG R E T PR BSS T . 22 AR T2 g v 46
WA #5105 BN R o AR RBFFE T DLtk —
BRI E R S AR F E X RES 8¢ PET
ip= AU

F—Jr T, AN PR B
“SEER BN, YRGB ST 5 ART,
MR Z 5k B 3 [E B F ARG B,
X B FRAE <012 AR (memory  conformity)”, # A
IR R AR BN 1 — AP JE 2 (Gabbert et al.,
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2004; Kekus et al., 2021), HH, tH&kIEMH R
5B AR SRR A RS B T AR R faE
(Gabbert et al., 2004), AR K, ZIRBRLGE L
FR A b B R A5 B 2 8] 1Y 22 50T LABRAIR 212
MARIR G, (H R gl B R B 22 =, 759K 7T R R
HERE R, SEE MY A CMidie A BfE
(Kekus et al., 2021), 1 H #1004 Sy — B ] L3
SRR 1O AZ IR HE 25 A I A B T B, ki T
PIVR D E A2 ARSI o BEAN, AR B9 5 7T AR
Bt SR . ORI AR R 2 B0 5 B ab 1
MR ERZAT, Bt 5 B ) o
T8 [, DA B4y Hl & I i AR B AR L, TS
B GIIeTRE,

B, YRR B E N, HIFEAR
BT T B, RIS A BT, FRATHI 5 i3 3 5%
B Y PR IS AR . SRl B AT 25 AR
S X SN EEVASERE S S -A VAR NP € 2 FE NSRS
PER, FEARR R PE, (H X S48 e 4 Y
I ERAE, AR AR RS B AR T,
TR B EIAE ST B, R
RN ZICIZ A T FE B Y25 0T LA AR Ath () B W
TR JBZ M (Szpitalak et al., 2021), BFFEEAN, —
T B X RIS I N Rl T 22 A o By
S, EAATR RS T, S I IR A 5 A R
5 BAN, WISz NG T LUl e it 22 57
Kl RES 8% PET, i it — B BFIEIES:

AR A, &4 REMEG R T T
Bt ARG B PG e, Yl ek
T H R AF BRI A, B TG vk 56 i v
WP B, AT S R B2 M 23 B K (Thomas et al.,
2010; Oeberst & Blank, 2012; Blank & Launay,
2014; Higham et al., 2017; Polczyk, 2017; Szpitalak
et al., 2021; Bulevich et al., 2022; Chan et al.,
2022), X T]RER KON B S R Z IS AR R
B PRI B M, DA 47 T8 %% 07 i 42 B (Thomas
et al., 2010), B GERBFEIAE B ARG EZ
[&] {22 5 (Higham et al., 2017; Polczyk, 2017).
Chan % A (2022)0\ 2N, 485 0] DLk g gk 45 35t
RURGRE B, B GRE R — 2T,
T MRS AR, AN SR RS R L FE A i
FERAE R, B T RE & TR IE# i E Bl
A PR B, X PR AR <75 e ECAH AR N (Szpitalak
etal., 2021), ltt, EE AR LF R D2 A RAER

R, b — L R IE . RRBETER LN E A P
WIEEA T, #E— PR A AR et . ARk
I eSS

WA, WL, BRIE. (2015). iCAZ 0 7 & a2 M i B 42 AR
RSB FE. A [ i A 0 P 5 2, 23(6), 980—984+1008
FFFH, AT, (2007). R FAE BT P IR BERICIZ 6

Ie. OHEFE, 30(4), 814-819

EaM, xing, sk, M. (2008). H ik AR R &
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EMTE, BT (2021). B DAE BN B9 BB IR S
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Adesope, O. O., Trevisan, D. A., & Sundararajan, N. (2017).
Rethinking the use of tests: A meta-analysis of practice
testing. Review of Educational Research, 87(3), 659—701.

Agarwal, P. K., & Roediger, H. L. III. (2011). Expectancy of
an open-book test decreases performance on a delayed
closed-book test. Memory, 19(8), 836—852.

Bailey, N. A., Olaguez, A. P., Klemfuss, J. Z., & Loftus, E. F.
(2021). Tactics for increasing resistance to misinformation.
Applied Cognitive Psychology, 35(4), 863—872.

Bjork, E. L., & Bjork, R. A. (2011). Making things hard on

yourself, but in a good way: Creating desirable difficulties

to enhance learning. In M. A. Gernsbacher, R. W. Pew, L.
M. Hough, & J. R. Pomerantz (Eds.), Psychology and the
real world: Essays illustrating fundamental contributions
to society (pp. 56—64). New York, NY: Worth.

Bjork, R. A. (1975). Retrieval as a memory modifier: An
interpretation of negative recency and related phenomena.
In Solso R. L., (Ed.), Information processing and
cognition: The Loyola Symposium (pp. 123-144).
Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Bjork, R. A., & Bjork, E. L. (1992). A new theory of disuse
and an old theory of stimulus fluctuation. In A. Healy, S.
Kosslyn, & R. Shiffrin (Eds.), From learning processes to
cognitive processes. Essays in honor of William K. Estes
(Vol. 2, pp. 35—67). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Blank, H., & Launay, C. (2014). How to protect eyewitness

memory against the misinformation effect: A meta-analysis of



1638 O B R 2 it B

531 4%

post-warning studies. Journal of Applied Research in
Memory and Cognition, 3(2), 77—88.

Bufe, J., & Aslan, A. (2018). Desirable difficulties in spatial
learning: Testing enhances subsequent learning of spatial
information. Frontiersin Psychology, 9, 1701.

Bulevich, J. B., Gordon, L. T., Hughes, G. I., & Thomas, A.
K. (2022). Are witnesses able to avoid highly accessible
misinformation? Examining the efficacy of different warnings
for high and low accessibility postevent misinformation.
Memory and Cognition, 50(1), 45—58.

Cacioppo, J. T., & Petty, R. E. (1982). The need for
cognition. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
42(1), 116-131.

Carneiro, P., Lapa, A., & Finn, B. (2021). Memory updating
after retrieval: When new information is false or correct.
Memory, 29(9), 1156—-1175.

Carpenter, S. K. (2011). Semantic information activated
during retrieval contributes to later retention: Support for
the mediator effectiveness hypothesis of the testing effect.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory,
and Cognition, 37(6), 1547-1552.

Chan, J. C. K., & Langley, M. M. (2011). Paradoxical effects
of testing: Retrieval enhances both accurate recall and
suggestibility in eyewitnesses. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 37(1),
248-255.

Chan, J. C. K., Manley, K. D., Davis, S. D., & Szpunar, K. K.

(2018). Testing potentiates new learning across a retention
interval and a lag: A strategy change perspective. Journal
of Memory and Language, 102, 83-96.

Chan, J. C. K., Manley, K. D., & Lang, K. (2017). Retrieval
enhanced suggestibility: A retrospective and a new
investigation. Journal of Applied Research in Memory and
Coghnition, 6(3), 213-229.

Chan, J. C. K., O'Donnell, R., & Manley, K. D. (2022).
Warning weakens retrieval-enhanced suggestibility only

when it is given shortly after misinformation: The critical

importance of timing. Journal of Experimental Psychology:

Applied, 28(4), 694-716.

Chan, J. C. K., Thomas, A. K., & Bulevich, J. B. (2009).
Recalling a witnessed event increases eyewitness
suggestibility: The reversed testing effect. Psychological
Science, 20(1), 66—73.

Cho, K. W,, Neely, J. H., Crocco, S., & Vitrano, D. (2017).
Testing enhances both encoding and retrieval for both
tested and untested items. Quarterly Journal of Experimental
Psychology, 70(7), 1211-1235.

Choi, H., & Lee, H. S. (2020). Knowing is not half the battle:
The role of actual test experience in the forward testing

effect. Educational Psychology Review, 32(3), 765—789.

Dang, X., Yang, C., & Chen, Y. (2021). Age difference in the
forward testing effect: The roles of strategy change and
release from proactive interference. Cognitive Development,
59, 101079.

Drohan-Jennings, D. M., Roberts, K. P., & Powell, M. B.
(2010). Mental context reinstatement increases resistance
to false suggestions after children have experienced a
repeated event. Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 17(4),
594-606.

Ecker, U. K. H., Lewandowsky, S., Cook, J., Schmid, P.,
Fazio, L. K., Brashier, N., ... Amazeen, M. A. (2022). The
psychological drivers of misinformation belief and its
resistance to correction. Nature Reviews Psychology, 1,
13-29.

Gabbert, F., Hope, L., Fisher, R. P., & Jamieson, K. (2012).
Protecting against misleading post-event information with
a  self-administered interview. Applied Cognitive
Psychology, 26(4), 568—575.

Gabbert, F., Memon, A., Allan, K., & Wright, D. B. (2004).
Say it to my face: Examining the effects of socially
encountered misinformation. Legal and Criminological
Psychology, 9(2), 215-227.

Gordon, L. T., Bilolikar, V. K., Hodhod, T., & Thomas, A. K.
(2020). How prior testing impacts misinformation processing:
A dual-task approach. Memory and Cognition, 48(2),
314-324.

Gordon, L. T., & Shapiro, A. M. (2012). Priming correct
information reduces the misinformation effect. Memory
and Cognition, 40(5), 717-726.

Gordon, L. T., & Thomas, A. K. (2014). Testing potentiates
new learning in the misinformation paradigm. Memory
and Cognition, 42(2), 186—197.

Gordon, L. T., & Thomas, A. K. (2017). The forward effects
of testing on eyewitness memory: The tension between
suggestibility and learning. Journal of Memory and Language,
95, 190-199.

Gordon, L. T., Thomas, A. K., & Bulevich, J. B. (2015).
Looking for answers in all the wrong places: How testing
facilitates learning of misinformation. Journal of Memory
and Language, 83, 140—151.

Grimaldi, P. J., & Karpicke, J. D. (2012). When and why do
retrieval attempts enhance subsequent encoding? Memory
and Cognition, 40(4), 505—-513.

Higham, P. A., Blank, H., & Luna, K. (2017). Effects of
postwarning specificity on memory performance and
confidence in the eyewitness misinformation paradigm.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 23(4),
417-432.

Hope, L., Gabbert, F., Fisher, R. P., & Jamieson, K. (2014).

Protecting and enhancing eyewitness memory: The impact



FEoM

ff o A DA P IR A R B RN I e B LA AL 1639

of an initial recall attempt on performance in an investigative
interview. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 28(3), 304-313.

Huff, M. J., & Umanath, S. (2018). Evaluating suggestibility
to additive and contradictory misinformation following
explicit error detection in younger and older adults.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 24(2), 180—195.

Huff, M. J., Weinsheimer, C. C., & Bodner, G. E. (2016).
Reducing the misinformation effect through initial testing:
Take two tests and recall me in the morning?. Applied
Cognitive Psychology, 30(1), 61-69.

Jack, F., Martyn, E., & Zajac, R. (2015). Getting the picture:
Effects of sketch plans and photographs on children's,
adolescents' and adults' eyewitness recall. Applied Cognitive
Psychology, 29(5), 723-734.

Jacoby, L. L., Bishara, A. J., Hessels, S., & Toth, J. P. (2005).

Aging, subjective experience, and cognitive control:
Dramatic false remembering by older adults. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: General, 134(2), 131-148.

Johnson, H. M., & Seifert, C. M. (1994). Sources of the
continued influence effect: When misinformation in
memory affects later inferences. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 20(6),
1420-1436.

Kang, S. H. K., McDermott, K. B., & Roediger, H. L. III.
(2007). Test format and corrective feedback modify the
effect of testing on long term retention. European Journal
of Cognitive Psychology, 19(4—5), 528—558.

Karpicke, J. D., Lehman, M., & Aue, R. W. (2014).
Retrieval-based learning: An episodic context account. In
B. H. Ross (Ed.), The psychology of learning and motivation
(Vol. 61, pp. 237—284). San Diego: Elsevier Academic
Press.

Karpicke, J. D., & Roediger, H. L. III. (2007). Expanding
retrieval practice promotes short-term retention, but equally
spaced retrieval enhances long-term retention. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition,
33(4), 704-719.

Kekus, M., Polezyk, R., Ito, H., Mori, K., & Barzykowski, K.
(2021). Is your memory better than mine? Investigating
the mechanisms and determinants of the memory
conformity effect using a modified MORI technique.
Applied Cognitive Psychology, 35(6), 1621-1630.

Kornell, N., Bjork, R. A., & Garcia, M. A. (2011). Why tests
appear to prevent forgetting: A distribution-based bifurcation
model. Journal of Memory and Language, 65(2), 85-97.

LaPaglia, J. A. (2013). Testing can enhance or reduce
suggestibility: The importance of contextual detail during
misinformation exposure (Unpublished doctoral dissertation).
Iowa State University, Ames.

LaPaglia, J. A., & Chan, J. C. K. (2012). Retrieval does not

always enhance suggestibility: Testing can improve witness
identification performance. Law and Human Behavior,
36(6), 478—487.

LaPaglia, J. A., & Chan, J. C. K. (2013). Testing increases
suggestibility for narrative-based misinformation but
reduces suggestibility for question-based misinformation.
Behavioral Sciences and the Law, 31(5), 593—-606.

Leding, J. K., & Antonio, L. (2019). Need for cognition and
discrepancy detection in the misinformation effect.
Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 31(4), 409-415.

Lewandowsky, S., Ecker, U. K. H., Seifert, C. M., Schwarz,
N., & Cook, J. (2012). Misinformation and its correction:
Continued influence and successful debiasing. Psychological
Science in the Public Interest, 13(3), 106—131.

Loftus, E. F. (2005). Planting misinformation in the human
mind: A 30-year investigation of the malleability of
memory. Learning and Memory, 12(4), 361-366.

Loftus, E. F., Miller, D. G., & Burns, H. J. (1978). Semantic
integration of verbal information into a visual memory.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Learning
and Memory, 4 (1), 19-31.

McCloskey, M., & Zaragoza, M. (1985). Misleading
postevent information and memory for events: Arguments
and evidence against memory impairment hypotheses.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 114(1), 1-16.

Memon, A., Zaragoza, M., Clifford, B. R., & Kidd, L. (2010).
Inoculation or antidote? The effects of cognitive interview
timing on false memory for forcibly fabricated events.
Law and Human Behavior, 34(2), 105-117.

Morris, C. D., Bransford, J. D., & Franks, J. J. (1977). Levels of
processing versus transfer-appropriate processing. Journal
of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 16(5), 519-533.

Mullet, H. G., & Marsh, E. J. (2016). Correcting false
memories: Errors must be noticed and replaced. Memory
and Cognition, 44(3), 403— 412.

Oeberst, A., & Blank, H. (2012). Undoing suggestive influence
on memory: The reversibility of the eyewitness
misinformation effect. Cognition, 125(2), 141-159.

Pansky, A., & Tenenboim, E. (2011). Inoculating against
eyewitness suggestibility via interpolated verbatim vs. gist
testing. Memory and Cognition, 39(1), 155-170.

Pastotter, B., Engel, M., & Frings, C. (2018). The forward
effect of testing: Behavioral evidence for the reset-of-encoding
hypothesis using serial position analysis. Frontiers in
Psychology, 9, 1197.

Pastotter, B., & Frings, C. (2019). The forward testing effect
is reliable and independent of learners' working memory
capacity. Journal of Cognition, 2(1), 37.

Pastotter, B., Schicker, S., Niedernhuber, J., & Bauml, K. T.

(2011). Retrieval during learning facilitates subsequent



1640 DI = N S S

531 4%

memory encoding. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 37(2), 287-297.

Paz-Alonso, P. M., & Goodman, G. S. (2008). Trauma and
memory: Effects of post-event misinformation, retrieval
order, and retention interval. Memory, 16(1), 58—75.

Pereverseff, R. S., Bodner, G. E., & Huff, M. J. (2020).
Protective effects of testing across misinformation formats
in the household scene paradigm. Quarterly Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 73(3), 425—441.

Peterson, C., Parsons, T., & Dean, M. (2004). Providing
misleading and reinstatement information a year after it
happened: Effects on long-term memory. Memory, 12(1),
1-13.

Pinto, L. H., & Stein, L. M. (2015). The theoretical basis of
the technique of context reinstatement in the cognitive
interview. Avances en Psicologia Latinoamericana, 33(2),
285-301.

Polczyk, R. (2017). The "memory" misinformation effect
may not be caused by memory failures: Exploring memory
states of misinformed subjects. Polish Psychological
Bulletin, 48(3), 388—400.

Putnam, A. L., Sungkhasettee, V. W., & Roediger, H. L. III.
(2017). When misinformation improves memory: The effects
of recollecting change. Psychological Science, 28(1),
36—46.

Pyc, M. A., & Rawson, K. A. (2012). Why is test-restudy
practice beneficial for memory? An evaluation of the
mediator shift hypothesis. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 38(3), 737-746.

Richland, L. E., Kornell, N., & Kao, L. S. (2009). The
pretesting effect: Do unsuccessful retrieval attempts
enhance learning? Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Applied, 15(3), 243-257.

Roebers, C. M., & McConkey, K. M. (2003). Mental
reinstatement of the misinformation context and the
misinformation effect in children and adults. Applied
Cognitive Psychology, 17(4), 477—-493.

Roediger, H. L. III., & Karpicke, J. D. (2006a). Test-enhanced
learning: Taking memory tests improves long-term
retention. Psychological Science, 17(3), 249-255.

Roediger, H. L. III., & Karpicke, J. D. (2006b). The power of
testing memory: Basic research and implications for educational
practice. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 1(3),
181-210.

Rowland, C. A. (2014). The effect of testing versus restudy
on retention: A meta-analytic review of the testing effect.
Psychological Bulletin, 140(6), 1432—1463.

Scheufele, D. A., & Krause, N. M. (2019). Science audiences,
misinformation, and fake news. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 116(16), 7662—7669.

Scully, I. D., Napper, L. E., & Hupbach, A. (2017). Does
reactivation trigger episodic memory change? A meta-
analysis. Neurobiology of Learning and Memory, 142,
99-107.

Sheaffer, R., Gal, R., & Pansky, A. (2022). Resisting
misinformation via discrepancy detection: Effects of an
unaware suspicion cue. Memory, 30(6), 695—705.

Smith, S. M., & Vela, E. (2001). Environmental context-
dependent memory: A review and meta-analysis. Psychonomic
Bulletin & Review, 8(2), 203-220

Soderstrom, N. C., & Bjork, R. A. (2014). Testing facilitates
the regulation of subsequent study time. Journal of
Memory and Language, 73, 99—-115.

Stenlund, T., Sundstrom, A., & Jonsson, B. (2016). Effects of
repeated testing on short- and long-term memory performance
across different test formats. Educational Psychology,
36(10), 1710—1727.

Szpitalak, M., Polak, M., Polczyk, R., & Dukata, K. (2016).
The influence of social, para-social, and nonsocial
misleading post-event sources on memory performance.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 46(2), 185—197.

Szpitalak, M., Woltmann, A., Polczyk, R., & Kg¢kus, M.
(2021). Memory training as a method for reducing the
misinformation effect. Current Psychology, 40(11), 5410-5419.

Szpunar, K. K., McDermott, K. B., & Roediger, H. L. III.
(2008). Testing during study insulates against the buildup
of proactive interference. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 34(6), 1392—1399.

Thomas, A. K., Bulevich, J. B., & Chan, J. C. K. (2010).
Testing promotes eyewitness accuracy with a warning:
Implications for retrieval enhanced suggestibility. Journal
of Memory and Language, 63(2), 149—157.

Thomas, A. K., Gordon, L. T., Cernasov, P. M., & Bulevich,
J. B. (2017). The effect of testing can increase or decrease
misinformation susceptibility depending on the retention
interval. Cognitive Research: Principles and Implications,
2(1), 45.

Tousignant, J. P, Hall, D., & Loftus, E. F. (1986). Discrepancy
detection and vulnerability to misleading postevent
information. Memory and Cognition, 14(4), 329—-338.

Tulving, E., & Thomson, D. M. (1973). Encoding specificity
and retrieval processes in episodic memory. Psychological
Review, 80(5), 352-373.

Tulving, E., & Watkins, M. J. (1974). On negative transfer:
Effects of testing one list on the recall of another. Journal
of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 13(2), 181-193.

Umanath, S., Ries, F., & Huff, M. J. (2019). Reducing
suggestibility to additive versus contradictory misinformation
in younger and older adults via divided attention and/or

explicit error detection. Applied Cognitive Psychology,



ER ff 7 A DAY PRI P I R R B RN R I K A AL 1641

33(5), 793-805.

Veltre, M. T., Cho, K. W., & Neely, J. H. (2015). Transfer-
appropriate processing in the testing effect. Memory, 23(8),
1229-1237.

Wahlheim, C. N. (2015). Testing can counteract proactive
interference by integrating competing information. Memory
and Cognition, 43(1), 27-38.

Wang, L., & Yang, J. (2021). Effect of feedback type on
enhancing subsequent memory: Interaction with initial
correctness and confidence level. PsyCh Journal, 10(5),
751-766.

Weinstein, Y., Gilmore, A. W., Szpunar, K. K., & McDermott,
K. B. (2014). The role of test expectancy in the build-up
of proactive interference in long-term memory. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition,
40(4), 1039-1048.

Wilford, M. M., Chan, J. C. K., & Tuhn, S. J. (2014). Retrieval

enhances eyewitness suggestibility to misinformation in

free and cued recall. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Applied, 20(1), 81-93.

Wissman, K. T., Rawson, K. A., & Pyc, M. A. (2011). The
interim test effect: Testing prior material can facilitate the
learning of new material. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review,
18(6), 1140—1147.

Yang, C., Luo, L., Vadillo, M. A., Yu, R., & Shanks, D. R.
(2021). Testing (quizzing) boosts classroom learning: A
systematic and meta-analytic review. Psychological
Bulletin, 147(4), 399-435.

Yang, C., Potts, R., & Shanks, D. R. (2018). Enhancing
learning and retrieval of new information: A review of the
forward testing effect. NPJ Science of Learning, 3(1), 8.

Yang, C., Zhao, W., Luo, L., Sun, B., Potts, R., & Shanks, D.
R. (2022). Testing potential mechanisms underlying
test-potentiated new learning. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 48(8),
1127-1143.

Two sides of testing: The influence of interim tests on the misinformation
effect and its mechanism

HE Ning, LI Meng, KANG Bin, WANG Mengyun, YUE Yunfan
(School of Psychology, Shaanxi Normal University, Xi’an 710062, China)

Abstract: The effect of an interim test on the misinformation effect has been found to have two distinct
results. “Retrieval enhanced suggestibility” (RES) refers to the observation that participants who received
an interim test were less likely to respond correctly on the final memory test and more likely to report
misinformation. “Protective effect of testing” (PET) refers to the observation that an interim test weakened
the misinformation effect and improved participants’ memory performance. A systematic review of existing
studies shows that these two phenomena can be explained by the reconsolidation account, the attention
capture hypothesis, and the retrieval fluency hypothesis (for RES), or by the memory strength theory, the
retrieval effort theory, and the discrepancy detection theory (for PET). These related theories differ in both
the stage of action and the perspective of explanation, and are integrated into a new theoretical model. In
addition, there are some potential influences on the separation of RES and PET, including the original
information material, the type of interim test, and the characteristics of the misinformation. Future research
should begin with the testing of this theoretical model and expand it in appropriate directions.

Keywords: misinformation, interim test, retrieval enhanced suggestibility, protective effect of testing





