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Effects of Isolation in Judgment of Learning

Chen Gongxiangl’z’s, Fu Xiaolan®

(* Ingtitute of Psychology , Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, 100101)
(? school of Foliticl Science and Pubhic Administration, Universty of Ji' nan, Ji' nan, 250022)
(® Graduate University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, 100049)

Abgtract  Two experiments were conducted to investigate the influence of perceptual and semantic iolation on judgment of learning
(JOL) and its accuracy. The maor findings were as follows: perceptud islation had no influence on JOL ; however , the efect of
semantic iolation was influenced by the podtion of critical items; and participants were indined to be overcorfident in judgment.
Key words: judgment of learning (JOL) , isolation effect , perceptua iolation, semantic ilation

( 4 )

Rational Mode of Feature Predictions in Uncertain
Circumstances of Classif ication

Zhang Juan, Mo Lei
(Department of Psychology , South China Norma Universty , Guangzhou , 510631)

Absgract  Wefirgt explored the precise meaning of the Bayesan Rule ,and then investigated whether feature predictionsin uncertain
crcumstances of dasdfication complied with the rule. Two experiments were dedgned. Experiment 1a and 1b explored if the feature
predictions were different when we kept the feature proportion of the objective membersin categories constant and changed the feature
proportion of dl the membersin categories. Experiment 2a and 2b enhanced the diff erence of thefeature proportion of al the members
in categories and A kept the feature proportion of the objective members in categories constant. The results showed that ,not the
feature proportion of dl the membersin categories but the feature proportion of the objective membersin categories had influence on
the feature predictions. From experiment 1 and experiment 2, we found that Murphy misunderstood the meaning of the Bayedan
Rule, 9 hisdnge category view lacked support.
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