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Abstract

In the process of reading, people will make use of prior knowledge and accurate meta-cognition to
have a deeper understanding of what they read. In the related research of prior knowledge and
meta-comprehension, many studies present contradictory results. Prior knowledge can not only
play a positive role in monitoring of meta-comprehension, but also produce more confident judg-
ment of meta-comprehension inspired by familiarity. Based on previous studies, we believe that
prior knowledge may have a double-edged effect on meta-comprehension. Future studies should
further verify the double-edged effect of prior knowledge on meta-comprehension, and pay atten-
tion to the impact of prior knowledge and its familiarity on the process of meta-comprehension.
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TR FETR R R FIE R, KRER Y IR AT, EREFREIZAN, MIRH
BT R ERIF L, KUILHERR RS B S SCAR R BEARFE R e BE AR MER X # S e B, H2E
RENE RN B SRR AR, (S REOEXT [R SeEAT & MY (McNamara, Ozuru, Best, & O’Reilly, 2007;
Mihalca & Mengelkamp, 2019). [&ESERT, FATE B 508 AR50 201, DR 56 B 3455 . AR AR,
5 MINRAR I ¥ S F A L, BA R EAKCE IR R IR 1 5 2] 3 1 1338 AR S S (Abdelaal & Sase,
2014) 0] LS 58 R O0T el LA SE RS ARARAE . B 9T R R S B8 R R A B TS LR D e SRR S
(Afflerbach, 1990), B[ 556 TR BEE S AMALE SOA B 528l 2 ST I E B @M = 3. AT, Soto Z5(2018)
FRVRIF 2 3 214 L 4% i AR e 3 R TR 10 2 20 3 D) 525 HG S B0 R R AR I () SCAS A RN, JHG D 13 R0 28t L B
(IR, BEFCRIE R I,  SE50 AN IR T AN BT AR I SCAD R AT 5 0 Pk B el A e 4%, RIb B e
ROAIEAR BT . 1K U0 SR IS IR 4G B A R A 2SR RARARAE R, A nl Be A AE A THARE T
AT, SRS AN R A RZ AR, HEKRRARE N BN R, S TERET, LM
AT B I AR eI RN S R SRR AR, BRI, AR SR S B AR S e B A B R F R R

2. IR
2.1. TEBERMNENX

(5] 52 FE A 1) A R FEFR O T FE A (meta-comprehension), S 48 27 ) 3 I W B CU7E Fal0a A A ) FEAR
K, IR IZIE R HOR A AR FE S HEAT W PP R E 45 . R 111 (2009) A 9 7 B Ad A0 45 To 3 A
W5 (monitoring) F1 76 HE A 1 4% (regulate or control), & FEAMATE st FE IS FT R e N A 545 R, FHH
FESEIEAE F IR A d AR B B G B . o AR HER R AT B o MR R D I — DU R AR, HE ORI
B TN () T R B BRI IR RO A SRR, Bt Re O HERA TN B CLER AR D 2 A RO AR S .
TP TG BR AT T [ 5 e S ) 4 e AR o B LAV R, DR D9 R i %) o LR s XS 2 20 38 R0 T A i B 2
(1) B S SR W AT R Bh a3 (YR 1L, 2009).

2.2. TIEBRERMNNE

TG AA R A P B 00 4 Bl A A 06 HE A 2 (absolute accuracy) . AHXT #EHf 1 (relative accuracy). HAE
fli 22 (confidence bias) (Griffin, Jee, & Wiley, 2009). a5 HERf 1 L FR L1 (calibration), & 48 TR
(R W7 5 LS R I R A P 3 22 5 o S i 22 AR 4 0 YRE R % () 7 e P, B IS P O P~ 1)
PS5 RIS IE 175 22 5, BRI BE BE B BEA R RPRES, FEA R LS 1) o B AE KT
T A2 S5 352 2 DR 45 ol D] 2517 34 AR R 45 o R &S (Griffin et al., 2009). SR RTHIRFFE A, ARRHAERf I 1 Bl FR
5 HE (resolution), A& FHELFE LEXT 2 AN F UK 2% SRS Frh, FLFR0I 0 W V7 73 15 S Bmilll 56 2 0 ) A4
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AEUAFT A A S A 79 v e B A R A T PR T AR v 2 A e T S, AR MRS M ARG v A A
AT RE A2 TC AT I AN 2 T (Maki et al., 2005). AMYX UL, Dunlosky & Thiede (2013)$2 HH7ES T2, #H
X A B PR Bl Sr T A HERR A B S R 22, SR H T8 7 2008 B R @ A 9% &R U (Pearson’s y) B
Goodman-Kruskal y Bl gamma Z%5, 445 A V¢ 2 & >R A Hamann % #{(Hamann coefficient) (Nelson,
1996).

T FE AR HE R 3 0 ) 2 2 ST R )T (Judge of learning, JOL). 15 0 /i (confidence judgment,
CJ). iR (feeling of knowing, FOK) = /N5l For 2% >J R 5 2 Wr(JOL) 2 F8 % BT 5% 21 I RL ) B 48 75
AT R I TR A W B AS O I T (CI) 2 5 ) B AR Rl R rhod o2 ST ORI Iy, ) W iR A
BAEMWZ: FBRFOK) 7 AWM, — iR 213850 5 S MR E IR AR L R FIWT s 5 —F 2 2 2] FAE [HI 12
R, XERREUCRIAE B FI e AT . TR AR AER @ F IR JOL. CJ Al FOK =Ny, R4
XPERTE A5 O 22 FAE O RE AR 1 A Dl B A

3. SEIRENR

Je58 H11R (prior knowledge) & 18 K 2 ST TAAEEAMEING 1), R B T ASLERIARECR,, BLAAME S
ZER A T B B AR PR A B E0H . Dochy, Segers 1 Michelle (1999)32 3 496 511R & sh A G 1 4514 1 2K,
ARG R TR I SRS b 2 o BGRRE TARIS AR B — 4, DA DS R EAE B B e g A, 1
BOGRT LAIPKS B 22 SIS 36 R Bk RS SR(Buchweitz, Mason, Meschyan, Keller, & Just, 2014).

3.1 FURIEH

Hul, RFRIRMIRMERAESE - THRMW A, B, JiR 2 2B (the knowledge-is-power
hypothesis) A A TA KNI 3 I D) = Z TS 30 A1, TAMAINEIRE ) W J1 K IEA R e R & . H it
FLR, eI HTRKE 5V 245 ERRIAELE IE R AH % (Aghayan Golkashani, Leong, Wong, & Chee,
2021; Anderson, Krathwohl, & Bloom, 2000; Bonus & Watts, 2021; Ericsson & Kintsch, 1995; Persaud, Macias,
Hemmer, & Bonawitz, 2020), 71415 3¢5 B A AL S LRI Si(Chiesi, Spilich, & Voss, 1979), A&
S8R5 B A AL 400 TANE BRIV 2<(Rawson & Van Overschelde, 2008). F FL5 e — 40 15U
R E R KR 2RI, AR T4 AT BRSS 1] 11U (Ahmad, Fernandes, & Hockley, 2015), A4 F] -3 X}
fIHEA(Ahmad & Hockley, 2014). 448, ol KNIR 5 AR ST 9 R 1) 52 R ) R S5t A7 AE Vi 22 1E [ %
Bk (Langer, 1984; Priebe, Keenan, & Miller, 2012). < JZ R &5 7 T I AR EEA, Kumaran (2013)IHF 50
®W), HEREMA R HIL A SRS AR S HAH SR AR 34 5%, flina B T3 E B 5B HE
LG, (e BCE AT SER R IR G R R AR . 2 N AT DRI S AT 0035 5 S50 AT LR D
HPf(Smyth & Naveh Benjamin, 2018). FHUAT UL, CAZHI3RR 500 AR HAA1EE BHEM K R, 7HE
AR PR S e AR U 3 75 SR AE Tgdz T, BEA B CIiZ gL, SO R8T IR AR Z A A
WA A IR FEHIAZE R, D> T (Preston & Eichenbaum, 2013).

3.2. HBRIER

A2, fE—2AE 5 b, METEAAAE R FEA Z — BB R EH o van Kesteren £ Meeter (2020)
YOI AT G BR TGO, AT AE AN 7= AR 38 P s M AR M B 5, AN G K 3 1S B 5 1% 45
B R AR, MM TE B R ICAZ A RS . i 2l AR GOk H AR, R Z, ilr 2
PRI, A AT S B R R AT B 1R o AR R I 38 o e 4 o DL X AR R 0 R L S R
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FIX A, ERICIZE A T (s, 2006). Jeib MR EAIE B, &I T SOR M, R
PRI AT BEAE TN 0 20 56 4t 5 2 20 SO 1) BARAS B (Alvermann, Smith, & Readence, 1985). 2fA: 22 5] I 4E
HAAEE NS, W2EESFONER AR R, WMITES SIE, T8 IH AR 5 B 1 kiR AE
Zeal A R Lok (Weeks & Torrance, 2000), @ RARCRMZE ] . MAREE F AT EE, &
ARSI IZATIH ) N AT IR R AN T, AR IR G A A = 2R BN A A O, XA AMA TS 5 R 3
— AU P B AR AR B AR A, 9 S 8 RE TOA AR R PR RV 2 TS R T

4. AR TEBERRMERNIIER

— 5T, R RGN KIHER TS b, SRR ARE BEAMBIRIL. Schraw Al Nietfeld (1998) KL T
A5 R AT NN T i i B R AR A B EEERER . B X - BT e, R T2 S0k
S FIARAR B AT FH 45 5. 140, De Bruin, Rikers F1 Schmidt (2007)EA Koriat (1997)4% Hi 122 22 ) F A 7Y
B, SR IGENIR S ST IR HERA PR R AT TRIESE, AT RR I, SHTMHL, MAEEZEKRNS
BT 54 TOBR R T NUHERS: Glenberg 25 A\ (1987)5% FH 35 SR A B FE 16 () ol 352 SCAAS 36 TG A v 1
SERFRE, A RS HEV 0 B (S PR R R AR RS 0. WAL, SRER RN BT S R
1350 2 B SO B2 5B (Gaultney, 1995), So56 K1iR 5 [ 54T 45 Hh I HEEE A 5%(Calvo, 2005), K1RZ
FREE AL B, X RSk SO B T DS 3458 L UAE B .

SR, AN BT A i 98 285 AR W S8 50 R R TN RIE R AR AE B AR VR A, BB P RE S G T AR
YEH, XaiE R o Glenberg 5 (1987) MR 5T 45 52 1.7 J 56 1R 5 70 2 AR 114 200 ) v i 4 52 300 67 kA
K, HREE ORI HERE b, X R FARSCR I TN R, 18 R AR LXK REAHE, X
BV 5 SCARMEEE A 5K Griffin 25(2009) LAZEXTHERGVE < 45 D 22 FOAE X AE R PR 0 I S4B AR, BF 78 R BLPEER
R BE A8 IE [F) 0 2 0T AERA PEAN B 5 22, (R AR BR AR D 5 A 0 o BR AR HERA PEAS A7 A2 W35 A K

AT ST AR X — P & AR R 7 3E— PRS0, Toth, Daniels #1 Solinger (2011)7E 5%
TR RIS IG AR P WA B P R ORI T b, DUAE AR ARE AR gk, b ithad 50 AR 90 AR
LI I R SEER ARE, TERA T SR8 AR RIS VR, Jat kn il BEA R T R AT R B 4E A A AE
F» B[R B 2 A 75 B 0 A RIVEE ff 1k () B RSB . Losftler, von der Linden 1 Schneider (2016) AN
R BASELE .. HAE. FRAMBEN NP, BRI Y SEI0RE, BRI Jai mison 2% 5] 4%
AERR PR R sEmR,  FOO TR AR AR 7R T SR8 R RO o AR 1 B )R, BIPARTE N R AT DAE B e
SR TR R I, ARSI R R A 15 22 4 N 5 52 AR 5 R IR, AT 77 A B R AR )
TOIFWT o SR 3 T THURIF 45 oA SR FH B 2 56 e DA R U 6 0 P e S B A A ), R E R S IR K iR
o TC S I AERAVE ) “ XTI AR FH I R AEAEAE R el it 159 350 00F

5. WHEMRE

HAl, Jeib kil 5 e B MER PR A OGO TR, T BAF R AN . B2, Rl — 20
W se i FRAE B B B AW IR, SRR B SCARRALS B 5 e S0 IR BAE R . B TE 8 WA
FEENT, EMERE T Rm e R P I JR N . Koriat (1997)82H 7 “LRRAABAL” , (HXfix A
FAAIE B A B B SAS, T2 DABC AR 9 SEER A4 KL e Griffin 55(2009)3: T “ LR A", 42
T ANE RSO B B B AR AR o R SR 2 M BT — B, AR S T ) B A T s 1A
R LRGN . He S EIRERA—SH) R, SRR BN 1) SR RR SCARIE TR
ML=, BN, SHE K EENERE . R AIRAEESE, RS, Z2h. ZJEEEa R, kN
JA K 42 (heuristic route), WHRZ AR AKNLR; 2) MHECHMECARMMLR, Flan, CAFIE
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P SITME Go e R0 ) FE R 25, 70 DR St B B 52 J5 A F B RR N SCARRAIE B 42 (representation-based
route), JIFRANARIELR; 3) &K EE1Z (postdiction route), ENFRAJEINZRER, HFHMNAHMRFE ST
T H I R AT T

Griffin Z5(2009)%f HARB AT T I0UE, FAF 78 [ 3K TR —— B i S 36 R 1R 2 SR ST 4 i
S5 HARMERE M, T PR AR TN AIHAER P (Jacoby Bjork, 1994). Jia BN RUNTE LA R LL RAAFLE
RISRAE TS, ATSRE T AR R 408 YA 12 A1 B S i 22 5 AR E Y, ELR SR SRR 22 R ) B o) o B 1) = A
W EFEbR AR A R R AR, XUl B R AE 2 B 8 2O TR 1Y) 7 BR AR 1 1 2 35 RO AR HL AR e IR
SR, [RIFEZ T B R Ml v, e B ad )RR W 03 78 D s g B gk AT 1 i IR,
R TG R AL AR PR 22 I S R, AR TN 4 W A 1) - AR AR AR AR B, TN 2 ST AL 345
fRI%0iH(Glenberg et al., 1987), X5 Griffin Z:(2009)HI 45 RAFHEE T G -

Griffin %5(2009) AT 78 2 WA ANFALE B B0X — 2510, FEMCAIT e, &ang R 545, (HE
PIEE SRR T, mAE N SBA A, (HRTRER KN, RAENBERER LB . HaiEil,
FRE RO a0 iR, HoT AR RRRAK BLAR e , T B4R ARAS 2 % 2138, JCERfE KT
AN AT NN A, LRI SR T EE AR BRI S D5 T B b Tl o () SR Ab R 1S 240y, R
AR . 5 BRI, SRR AR E AT E S ARERIR, 5654 GBS
R, BRI ABATIAS 5500 88 22 HAR I 47545 5, A3 43 0 B ) P 40 W ik B2 1943 (Lo ffler et al., 2016).
AL B AR (A S AN RN R G 0 T B T A B . DR R 7T 5 SR IR RN T B AR R T A
FH B FEA S, B A (5 152 Bl I 15 1 B AR SCARRARAE 2, AR 8 3 A 50 56 1R A S R Bl = AR S AR

R, 2R RAH TP i, MELLESIE. W ESCHrR, JeiRmilgets i may 21 mafE
FERE, X ERE T E R MEERRIER, (HR X4 o B M A E D ANERE . S T B TR
PEAAFAE B35 0% FR o Maki Z5(2005) FIBIT FEIN R 248 %55 1At -5 FF R oA 2 4 2 1) 2 e A RS [R) B 2 1T » Prinz,
Golke 1 Wittwer (2020) AT 78 & I 5 > #5852 I ECE /K, Frdk > B9 SCAS AN i) @ik =X R R 15 41
X TG AAR R o T AN AR L & PR R TR B8 T 2 o A I 4 A R 2k U 1, AR X MR AR R U S T R
(Temelman-Yogev, Katzir, & Prior, 2020). LA_F- R 52 Ut B 7035 A0 26 0 HE ff 14 T e 5 22 b 5 AR GRS e 1)
AN NFRFRA O, AR M 5 n] AR PR 8 R 2 AT K AN N RE 1A 0% . IR BRVF AT LA AR H T
(I FE 25 RAFAE R BN BB ER  ASRAE 7 RT L4t 5 AR 0 o S AR e P 22 5%, X EATHE ol A =
T 22 AT B — B0 TT, XA JE A TR A AR 1 ) S B A R 27 2T R ) S i SR o

5, SEHTEIEE AR EAL IR R R SR TO B R S o 5 R TN R W 566 R 5 o B g AR G A
PEFEAMAAE R ZRAHRCKR, (HRRIEAR LR A BE 2 2 T C B AR R =AM 8h, X =i E HRAER
{ER BN AT SCRR BN, SEE AR o BE AR HE I 1t A O UG5 WA B G, RIECE W 70 ik B S A7
TEE WUTIVEFH (Loffler et al., 2016; Toth et al., 2011), AR H AT IE S 5656 HR 76N 717 A X TIAE H Bk
(R SLIR AR Z HONAE SCAR B AR, IRZ TR, ARZER AR B A A S5 IR e, 5k
FRld, 2017, VEIGENN, 2001), #R1TH TARHFFEER DT 650 En iR SR A0 o BEAR B 520 o DRLE A SR A 58 1T A
SIS FIRI R R, R DA [F] e 56 AR S R R 15 72 o) o B AR 14 7 A= XTI AR R 1) S 18] 2

SE
FRJE 10(2009). B8 RO TCBE AR M DN 5 ST BRI A%, OB, 41(8), 676-683.
FANIR, TRERINQ2017). BT AT IR AT LA Z AN T 5T IRz 7. WA 2 S, AR - AR T K

2

YRR (2001). St 17 Z 4 LA E B dCHREY B IE. WS, K& IL T Iie K.
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