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PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPLORATION
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W EARLBEGLLAXEZENEAERLEIATHRER, AEFTELAERSL
A e R E f L Bl RRIE I A2 R AR AR B X KIE R, A RA B EG T
HALIL ERE, TR F dygms A 1.00; 35 LR A BRI ERE, PHEMKEF dyypy WA
0.57, BB ELSRSBEBRET —FH RSN, AAERLB G m B B RS H BT
RBEGEFRIGEB AR AR RS T —Frid B0, BALREE Phkef Ll TBHR
BER, AREBOIBPRS TRAL - DENLHLE, REAERLERSEAGERMNE
R, R R AR R A - R BR

KEWR A RE R HEE AR
FE 5y %£S:B842.5 CHRFRIRED A

RLIRNR AN - AN = 5 2 S R U NP 73
i, KEMA AT LR e gz, 20 4
70 £E48, A2 B 22 8] (generative drawing) X212 )52
M AR B K 1 ( Paivio & Csapo, 1973) s {EAR [ ik
FEAHRR, WFF A X A B I 56 A i EL R A D¢ v
BEARNE . HZE Ainsworth Z£(2011) 7E{Science) &3
PEBSCEE BRI AR B2 I Y 2R B IR U S R
A HIEBSR . B4R, A e BRI ICIZ B R
KRB, TEN G4 NS BARS ER b, SCF
A&7 B 1RT R 1 52 2% SCAS A Jy T X A B4 R el i
AR SEUE BRI 5T % B R R AT 3R VF, LA 4
g R S s R AR S
1 {AEMRLE?

A ez E R B A s BB )
B, AR B SR AR 2 B SR B IC I B 2T 3L
SRIFTH B R W 1 B R BFR Oy AR 2 B BB ( gen-
erative drawing effect ) ( Schmeck et al., 2014;
Wammes et al. ,2016) , Van Meter F1 Garner (2005 )
B UK A R B SR - 127 20 & A i BE TR
T TEMRUIT IS AN R R SRAE, B LI
> BFRSREE o 0, A R 2] SR I 1 i LA
WEZW. ZEXEWNER, —, RIEEEH
( representational drawing) , B /{485 PN &80 B B 5
2l FTE B S0 (4o R SEAR ) SR RAL

MEHS 1003 -5184(2023)01 - 0016 - 10

PERY, 5 5 1EM B CAnIaE“ 3R ) Fras U E S8
R HA Y AR L% ( physical resemblance) , —, %
AEEN, MR EERE MRS, ERdEmA
R THAEFNSE I, A~ BT 43 I I 2 L 1)
BaE hk BATEL BRI, AR it A SR 4L,

Quillin F1 Thomas (2015 ) X A= 5 22 & B &
15T A FERA , A« (1) A s B 2R A 1A o AR
B AN AR 53 7, HL 7 R e T Y Sk
TEE, (2)4NeERRIEER 4HA EXH,
ZEBN RSN ENERZ o G, CEEE
BRI A8 U B B A& M A, B2 S 8 A
It R T2 5 SIEMRITE RN 2 —8
HhBALRRAETEENE, B £ LA RIe 28 > 4%
R BRI RIE
2 HEpisBER#IEZ?

DA ST 322 DA R S IaiB o AR 4 SCA i o
£ s B RIICAZ IR . AH L R) 5 S TR S AR, A
A AR Z21R) A LI B SCAS BN LBE A2 2%, B
B TR A B e, s A ¥ g2 B am)iE F ) ¥
) 5C 2R B R SCEEAE ( Pieger et al. ,2017) , % T Ui,
A W M) TR A0 SCA W 5 T P IR A i 4 1 IR 12
A
2.1 AR%EBEE5#HEIRL

TR EAZ 7 T BB 9E £ 29 &5 H 1242 (item
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memory ) FISRIEIZIZ ( source memory) . i Hid{Z
XFIH A B B0, a0 8 B M2 TN RIEICZ
X3 H SR IR BAR G FHICAZ .
2.1.1 HEMZ

H i TS, R Se R A R SR g X 2 3
1 — R FVAHEIAT A0S , W85 BB SR A] BE 2 4tk [m]
1CXETIE , A% B E M ERIT . B E
#E5R B Paivio Fl Csapo(1973) FIBI5T . H L5 2 ]
PR — R EAERE, gk 5 FP P02 im)iE
BT ERBE M & 4 E R B H EHZRUR
BEEL. ZURERKEY A RS EEAEILI
Fho XJiH Wammes 45 (2016) 1Ay 5 Fbit (] 2L 56,
AR TFHAAE R IR e 2 i B |, 7T BRAIR A AR
BRI AR HEAE . eI RIVIT AL K
W, EN B HEMZ ERERG THE 25 (3] 115
HIR YR YEAHE) MR (2 iEERE Y
HOHE BB RIMAT ) E ORE i K &
) G5 Z Pl RN , U & Cohen’ s d( 23 vs. 45
) ¥MEIA 1.26, WG 2T B B BN R X
T A 22 BN 1) A fdt M (Jonker et al. ,2019;
Meade et al. ,2018,2019)
2.1.2 HiA

BMES, gk B R A A TR SR X 2 3L 1
WHEFHTIRD , S B R — R A s Bl (1R) Fik
O CB) 138 JF H M R & i 3 i
Wammes , Roberts 25 (2018 ) SR A IHEATER, &
MBS, A iz B R FAER P S, AR R
WA BERE, BVE B S (A EIE
) HAAER T T8 , RPN TE
A s BSOS R AR T, B A TE T sh 2 R v
BB, AT EARIE ADRHRFAE LA K B B SEFiT AR
TEK i A BN R A R, X B i g A TR, X R AR
BT NN BB Al I i35 3, A B T AR
G2 A BB IRE I Lo o3 — I AF 5% ( Wammes,
Meade et al. ,2018 , 5254 3a Fi1 3b) & RKN FiATE
(N R MARCERBOIA N B R H s K R RAR
TR AR R B H , A28 giiS o 115
TR BRERBADOA N LG RIBTE ,
Hictagmmdint KR S48 1) R4 s R A LB HF
IR B R B I T 65, EEEW
R HAENREABIIE R fOb (TR K & pg) b, R
TCHZ B A= s B AR T 2 A B T S5 0T

7
2

2.1.3 RiEIgK

AMATE G B AN PGRIC I H A 5, WK
H5WMHEXWHE R, ERSEAETERNER
58, ez mpas FRAE 2 B B9 B 405 S AFAE 23
B P i B 7 ORI AR S . F R IE R
RAMA B MRS TE A & , W A] R 2R IR0
12, Wammes , Meade 55 (2018 ) 72l B iof 2SR gl LA
W7 5 PRI X B AR S 7 X, R B AR 2 B RN E G
75 XA o e U L 1B R TR R, B
xR it 7 AT T AR IEIENZ . SR,
MRPEICAZ A7 BE 75 28 A il 2 BN M 5 o 20,
Frak sz 4E
2.2 AR%EBE IR

A KRB Z SR B A L BRI R TR 2 21
FRRRBOCFHRH (TR TFAE)  EICIZER
RUEAMAXT SCAIR H AR RCR . ootk
HA A B2 B BB B I A DR R SCASIEAZ (Van Meter,
2001) , U0, Schwamborn %8 (2010 ) Z 3R g i 2%
HERAUK B2 R R SCAS, R LIS B e 6 5 H
ERM (MR M TRE R 45, 2B AN
W45 53355 F I 5240 . Wammes 55 (2017) 7252
5 1 AR IR I VLB RFIRA
ARIE (I T84 FAHRLE SV SCA B8}, & B
HERE , & B4 BITECAZ R Fr il B sist BT AT O
FERI SR MRS T T8, Hos2 e 2 R IR AARE
(4n“rhotes”™ ) M REA 5 S, T3 R BRRIRELE R . Tiorel-
la 1 Kuhlmann (2020) f§ F§ ARG R GefE Ry 2= 2
FORMGL: T 2218 + fRe AL 1 AU BN B 132 1K
BRI T AN BB T E RIS g,
Hib2 2 B RN e E BRI . XSS5 R
R TR AR AR ERE.

WA BT AR RIS B A WA IE IR
i B AE B ( Schmidgall et al. , 2019, 3256 1;
Schwamborn et al. ,2011; Zhang & Linn,2013), 40
Van Meter 5 (2006 ) [n] /)27 A= 52 30 55 39 Ji% (¥ SO AR
FREATC BT EEERY B3I Fe (10
Eim ) , 2 HA SIS BATZ AN EFIA
&k F 2R, Schleinschok 28 (2017) B3R kK 2f4E
EWOER AL M A IR, G5 Rk & A
HEFEHACIZRRHR LR Cheng I
Beal (2020 ) ZHER A2 KT ARIFR R G2
FRL S SOA TR 56 B I A RS 2R A 58 e
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P AB G e YR IR AT 55, R RT 55 X2 2 3
HIEHZBCR A BEZW . £2AMRERIAERS
& i /8 B8 A48 %t B 2% ( Ploetzner & Fillisch, 2017
Schmidgall et al. ,2019, 3285 2) , ] WA 22 K 1E
XAEACRFERCR R AR E
2.3 FIEXR L

i T 5B B A BT A B B SRR T H T2 IE
BHER BN, SCREXT O & 3R B AH 5 SEUE R Y A A
FEEMPARHTTREE, USBRAREHA, IS
I A X A, T3 & 308 i Cohen” s d B B fk
RN R . 5 ERETH 55 (2019) MEEIR AR, 3C
ERNAEMLE T A RS EREICICRCRZE E1
B, EHFF(2019) MPTE FEWR T A RS
EITER Z A F 2] EBF SOl ARAE T A4 i
TECILMR X ~BEEGRERE FWIEM(d =
0.13) , FTRERY S5l Rl 2 Ho gk 3R P A T A B2
TE% A Oife BB, IR B A (18 ) , 33
A R BEIRICIZAUR A Be gk £ AT & . SCREIRFH
T3k — VARG , 0 A s AR TEACRHCR 1K) 70 T
LT ARG G, R EREM AR —EE
WA R, XERNA RS EEICIZRCR ERER
Fadet, & TR LI BRIV RN d iy =0.79,

SCEE I R I B RN B eSO (T B T E R %
M BRI & dygpsen =0. 57, KT EHEH F(2019)
IHEMHN R d=0.13, FEENE, LELIH
T HE s N BRI PR B CAC IERA R, H R
NifE diggam = 1. 06, BAEBLEIER L CEWTE
ICAZIER R i ERAN B B 2 A . X SR i
FEE BRI AT HA R A B2 B BT IZ SRR T
HUESE,

g5 b, A s B TERE 1042 Jy T Y B 9% 45 R A
X —2, B A 4 [ REAR A iRITE T B 1812,
DRI IE K B RRARHF HOR IR ICIZ . X L
T 4B BSOS 31 B 242 77 T AT R 45 R
AR—Z, X RBR B TICIZMEE T4, A
BIAEXTE: 2 AT 2L ( Wammes et al. ,2016) , 4= iR 2 E
WVE S T 5% B B W SCAS PR (n—a] s AR
HE ) B C A2 M B B AR (Wammes et al.
2017) , A= iz VR TR SR B 2 5 (H BB A B9 SCAS
B2 B RS ) 112 B K, (314
PR R B N AR B B fer ( Sweller et al. ,2011) , 4
R E e e B —E BB Egm NEN R AT

o EZRIUAMICIZHER K, vl BE B E 4%

25 1R P AR, /)N T BRI 1 1 TR (BN 7

®1 ERLEMNTERIZERROZWHR

5 BEFR A i B AL TER AR 1 B
Aeineh % (2014) 14~18 A& HIETEMZ . 4E > itie 0.60
Cheng FI Beal(2020) KFE U EZ2E =8548 = IR 0.12
Cromley % (2013) M=14.5 & B -28 <375 28 <E8 -0.64
Dean I Kulhavy(1981) 525 1 == R @ SR VA VS Sy P 1.08
Fiorella #7 Kuhlmann(2020) M=19.8 A& 025 (2B + @) > (R (R > B 0.78
Fiorella 25 (2020) M=19.9 UK CiLRER2E <R R =-EF -0.39
Hellenbrand %5 (2019) 525 1 M=14.08 A& 024 .2H > BEEE A 0.62
Hellenbrand %5 (2019) 525 2 M=14.09 UK 0GR E = B4 -0.34
Jaeger 45 (2018 ) 5L46 1 M=20.2 Uk BEEMZ4E = A5 48 =A% -0.02
Jaeger 25 (2018) 5085 2 M=20.1 & MEEIZ.2HE <428 =B% -0.24
B2 [ KIEARES] S E > B [ HIRG 1
Jonker 55 (2019) L5 1 M=19.7 & 3 22K > B [ KA s ]2 8 = i [aa 0.43
KEiR 5 1 22 < BRiE
HEEZ: [ KBRS SE > B [ HIRG1E
Jonker 4£(2019) L5 2 M=20.7 G 2R > BREE; [ KANRS] 2B = Bk [E8 0.55
B s| 14K = BRik
Jonker 2£(2019) 3258 3 M=20.4 iThE %%Q%[(ﬁ%%lﬂﬁﬂ]g%@ > B [ diieial g 14 0.14
Kostons FI de Koning(2017) M=11.18 XA iCCfREE KR > R SR A > R 0.57
Kulhavy 4 (1985) 5255 2 ANEHER Ok AmEZ.28=8E -0.27
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gR1
B3 BiEER N T e E W0 o
Lesgold £ (1977) 6.2~7.4 A HHEEZ.-28 > FHiE 0.63
Lesgold % (1975) 324 1 INEAER AR EL 2 < Rl -0.98
Lesgold 4 (1975) L4 2a INF—EEG XA ARMENZ. 28 > HE 0.81
Lesgold 4 (1975) 525 2b NF—AEG XA AmMENZ. £/ = i -0.14
2N
Meade , Ahmad 2£(2020) 525 1 M=79.72 iaiE %ﬁ%ﬁg@@ﬁﬁﬁéﬁ] LB > W5 [RUEF |
P o SN 4 QA
Meade, Ahmad %5 (2020) 523 2 M=73 i %%%]Zz%[@ﬁ{%%%ﬁ A2l > H5; [RLEFE (g
Meade, Klein 2 (2020) 5256 1 M=19.43 {iE “EREIA 2B >HE 2.84
Meade , Klein 25 (2020 ) 5256 2 M=19.71 A& “ioH"FA 2K -8 0.84
Meade , Klein ££(2020) 325 3 M=19.37 {aiF “idR7EGLE > P 0.61
Meade % (2018) 525 1 M=19.38 iiiE HEmEIZ.28>HE 2.28
Meade 24 (2018) 525 1 M=78.8 iiE BEmEIZ.2KE>HE 2.71
Meade 25(2018) 525 2 M=20.31 {EAiF BAHENZ.Z2E > A5, 2E > 55 1.92
Meade 25(2018) 525 2 M=72.46 {AiFE HHENZ.Z2E > A5, 2E > P75 1.57
Meade 25 (2018) 5254 3 M=19.5 & Fih.2E>HE 0.71
Meade %£(2018) 525 3 M=75.63 iaiE TA2B8>HE 0.99
Meade 2£(2019) 325 2 M=20.42 & AWHEZ.28=4HF 0.23
Meade 4§ (2019) 525 3 M=20 A& HBEZ.28=HF 0.37
Paivio Fl Csapo(1973) 525 2 KA @iE BREIZ.2E>$HE 1.72
Ploetzner F1 Fillisch(2017) M=22.23 A& Bi2E.28=E -0.16
Ploetzner 4§ (2016 ) S5 2 M=12.98 A& HoWIHREE .28 = RERE = 85 0.40
Scheiter 4£(2017) M=12.82 & [BIZ.2K=@F 0.42
Schleinschok £5(2017) 524 1 M=22.68 A& 0iZARE.2HE = ER 0.06
Schleinschok 4 (2017) 324 2 M=24.06 A& 02102 E =g -0.14
Schmidgall 2 (2019) 5% 1 w=2.71 ok HFELSE = RERESE = SEEH =F o 3
Schmidgall £ (2019) 528 2 M=23.15 A& BREA28=H8,280<0E -0.40
PCIARE: (B E + BB/ H L/ RE) > B (4
Schwamborn Z£(2010) M=14.7 A& % + él% LUBE) >R (28 + #%®H) > lﬁm, 0.87
> [
Schwamborn 4 (2011) M=15.03 Sk R CRR - REITEM) = REEMEE = 45
BE
Smith Z£(2018) INEHE S R BB > BE 1.21
Stagg I Verde(2019) Kk XA DR = BE 0.01
Van Essen Fl Hamaker( 1990) 3254 1 M=7.5 A O 2 E = B -0.05
Van Essen il Hamaker( 1990 ) 325 2 M=11.17 & 0254528 > Bt 0.77
o QA i gA
Van Meter(2001) INERE S SOK ﬁ%%ﬁ f,ﬂfgégﬁ l%—“b;' ) > W (RE 8 g5y
- B (AE + B EIE) = Fk; (2K + 8]
Van Meter %5 (2006) IR R E[IEE) = s 5 P = 0.04
Wammes %5(2019) 5245 1 M=19.49 AiF FA2R8 > AR > BE 28 >WE 1.12
Wammes 2 (2019) 5254 2 M=20.5 @& %$§%@>ﬁ2‘%@> BE2E>WE2E | 5
Wammes 2£(2016) 3256 1a M=20.67 i{A@iE HHEEIZ.42HE>$F 1.51
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B mEER HH T AL MR R o
Wammes %5 (2016) 525 1b M=20.67 g BmEZ.2E>HE 0.96
Wammes 25(2016) 525 2 M=19.1 iiiF AHEZ.2EB>H5 1.30
Wammes % (2016) 5255 3 M=20.17 1AiF HHFIZ.2E8>$5;4E8 > 575 0.81
Wammes % (2016) SL5 4 M=20.29 ik AHEZ.2E>$5,2E8>84% 0. 64
Wammes 5§ (2016 ) SL5: 5 M=19.14 & HAHEEZ.428>$8HE ;42K > ZEEE 0.55
Wammes 2 (2016) 325 6 M=20.64 JiiE BHEZ.2E>HE 2.27
Wammes 25(2016) 525 7 M=19.51 {aiF HHEMZ.£2H8>$E 1.63
Wammes £5(2017) 328 1 M=20.05 A& BHHEZ.2E>4HF 0.79
Wammes % (2017) 525 2 M=19.43 A& HEEZ.2E>$HE 1.53
Wammes % (2017) 525 3 M=21.27 A& BHHEZ.LE>BX 0.01
Wammes , Meade % (2018 ) 25 1 M=20 iiE  EIAZE>HE 1.15
Wammes , Meade £5(2018) 528 3a M=18.74 AiF TFA:2E>HF 0.85
Wammes , Meade 25 (2018 ) 525 3b M=19.74 i@iF TRA2E8>HE 1.16
Wammes , Meade %5 (2018 ) 5338 4 M=20.11 JiiE Hik.2E>HE 0.63
Wammes , Roberts 4 (2018) M=20.9 JEiE HINZE>EF 0.68
Wilson # Bradbury(2016) INE—EF XA LR 4E =FE 0.16
Zhang 0 Linn(2013) 555 1 A R IR 4R = BAlER -0.14
Zhang 0 Linn(2013) 5255 2 A R IR 4R = B -0.11

ST RELERNICIZERREER TSR <UERLBMICERRBERTIERE; " = "URLEMNICIZE

HRSERELER,

3 AMAERLEREIRIZ?

HET 8 BATA)TR A B 2 SCAS BOUE TR , BF 3 40 3
IR RO A B OV . IR i T B
R SC TR A s B M S AT, SO L i B i
RER S A s I R B 2R AR AT IA A
3.1 HEMREESRSEA

Fernandes % (2018 ) 221X 14 4 4z 1 T o5
HIRLY, 2 H 2 B SO0 B 6 ) 162 8 (lintegrated —
components model of the drawing effect, ICMDE, [&]
1) o RN MATE RS P AT BB TE ML Z
oy, BRARIIN TR EE A 85 2R
SRt B TE4Z ; A B4 B Z B DAAR 2 ) i i
12 3 R IR [ R & =0 ) T 4 A A
g KEA B BRI AT

X5 21 il 53 ( elaborative component ) F5-/MAAR 45 7]
TELE FITE SCRFE 61T AR R 2 1 A= BRI fin T

R o B B A T 28 8L T A= B AR B ( generation
effect,Slamecka & Graf,1978) ., Z2E B MAF R IE
T LSS AT SRRIE AR B R OB R S I AT IR
L. B33 ( motoric component ) F§ ™A K A &P
BR BN 2 ] T4 A F3h 59 0 H ff
SEIB RS, Z R AE AL T B BRI
(enactment effect, Cohen, 1981) . %2 & B MEF &
B E 2 R H NI R T 3h 2l ok, ¥ Mgk
WIB RS S S, EMGES)(pictorial component )
AR N R R BN E B R K A L,
B4 I FRIRAE FRZE 81T JE AU ( picture — superior-
ity effect, Paivio & Csapo,1973) , BB LB 5
AMA AR g5 (T3R5 — b ) Jy =X R 52 46 36 1
INTEBAZ . ICMDE A2y, —Se3emg Jy “ B A7)
SRME , RS =F a0 A i —Fh , LA SR 25K
AMAVE AR B J, ToFe A= RIS R4 AT , ik
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HEERBr ; — LE 50 O “ BUS A" Hwg, B[R]
A5 =R T PR, G048 4 SRS B SR (A AE i
oA S R R R AR R R T AT AN L, T
TEMEBRAE, &0 4 R0 BB A5 55 — S SR T oy
“ERGT RS, A s ERHARR RS (2 —) .
A A i SR8 A0 13 S AT E R ST, A s B RS RE B
TR 32 B R A AR B ( Wammes et al. ,2019)

v

B1 ZLEHNESHSHES (Fernandes et al. ,2018)
F BB E RS UEERR. RAONMEXXES
AR, X REFACACR MG F o & RS, R
SHMREE RIS L — 0. ARRMEET & B H o
HRENEmREEN, ‘v RRNERN T IEILZ (verbal
memory) , B FH AR LK IAE H 532 B0 41 43 1R
W, F KB B R X7y SRR
3.2 ZEFEMINEEE
Van Meter Fil Firetto (2013) & i & E 24\ A
FE AU ( cognitive model of drawing construction, CMDC)
FATRRRAE % VB X AR AE 58 A SUA 2 5] P I A
Fl. CMDC 5| o i A 18 | | R 1% 2 A
RISV A o, 35 AL 4 B P T R o
FEBRAER
Schnotz FI Bannert (2003 ) f) [E SC B R 2L S 1 A
X4 T #i iR P FAE ( descriptive representation ) F1 B
W FAE ( depictive representation) , fiREFRIL A
& (HMER) 3CAS L (AFR) SCARRZ RAE LA B (NFTR)
ATRERAL ; EDWPERAE A HG (SPER) B E . ( A#R)
WG LA (#B) LB RS, CMDC DAk A s
B AL S X A R4 ( Van Meter & Firetto, 2013,
K2) . MERIEE AR R T IR, EHE—X
HOTRM LI RRERAE ., WG EE SO LA
LUREICR , TE MO R 540 F0 ¢ 2 W] 4 1K A LR AE
WZ%, HF AT Z AR RAL M & IR AR AL OE - =5

B RAE, JE RO HARR, O HBRE S T8 UM
W - &S [HE B I AR R EEE A RIE T oo R 1 125
PRSI R, XS Y BIE SR 17, B0 R
A R B R A I R 2R R . MR 5E
AIRIR AR X Fh e SRt TR, MRS
OERARAE M AR, B R—FRE N B
FIE . BB EGIN B, 2 AR E

CMDC 4% T BRI 2 WA, AR ITIA
Mgt kEEEEH (Van Meter & Tiretto,
2013) , HMEAEZE S S FEEIREEH O RAE
TRIF bR SCAS (58 23 X0F T 244 (1) RAE HEAT B IE
e LR S 2 EMER . ANTEIR A 5 BR A, A
KA RBAR [0 22 B RAE (A0 2 RAL ) TR A,
ZREFFIRCATR . I R E R R
SRR, TR AATTIAA I TR F N SRR
AEZ B R A
3.3 BpEs

ICMDE @ B0 12 B A 2 B 800L 3R 4k — e
B : A L B AR = AR AL RITE THS 4 s
BB AHE NG BRG], 388 52 MY
A TE B m, H v R R IRBUR M E R
THRLR ., (HIZEBR ERFRA R EEIEREE
OHEIM TR, ENEEE -TNTIE A F
1 N\ B P I A A R, IR B IR
TR, KRTX—x,ICMDE K& Hiii

CMDC B2 i A 4 BN Bt —Fh
FEWL : A 4 [ 2 Bt LM HESCAR 242, 45 25 TR
XAFRMEFRSHR B E LW EE ST
TR AMART B SCfF B # AT A R A ESoTiA A
. TNRE], BirZEE W EEIEE AT,
HUMEL LAGE RAE br (I XA EAZ R 5 BT 18] #2
A G R IVE R . BT R IR
TGRS WA 013 #2 (Hellenbrand et al. ,2019) , %
FAH 3 U8 45 98 b5 &2 B JG A F i 72 ( Van Meter,
2001) B R EA Wit BAEAR 5 25 R A8 45 6] 19
KER,AFTH CMDC 2Bt B MIEHE. REA
ARG I AR AR HR W &, 38 R 2B H 5 S5 R A hr 1Y
KEo

ICMDE 3= 244 i ofe i B A J 2 B A2 1R R 2 A2
FMECR 1 CMDC I £ 4% F T B A il B {2 f
XACIZEHLH . B SR ICMDE 5 CMDC i} & AN
F,H=EHATE, E2EHERRN, %,
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2023 4E

BRI B G, AR RN s B A B T 30m 1.
HR, o 5 B OURA A S A A RIALA
Tt v R AFE I T84, % T ICMDE
1 CMDC #5458 2l — 2 X H¢ , 4 il B it B s 43
AIREAZIE LB AR X S o6 R . i 4E CMDC, L3
BT AT R B A B R B AT . 7RO
MUY B2 B, IMA TS ZEXHANE B SO F J B
BIHTTITR MR A A RS, XL IR A B
FAMERRTF R L B9 A UK 40 in T ( Mayer,2009) ,
Kz #8 R E W I ICMDE Fiy 32 ) i8S 4 B 47 o
OHEERTY BUS N AGE 2 X0 B R b B R
SR IR AR R B, ot 7 R B K ICMDE
PR R EMR ao 25 MARE 3 TGN 450 2
SRR G BT F ok 2 G o B A& MBS
Lz RN EE P I ICMDE frdg i (32 s a4 o
ALUL, AR Rz B R L TT BB — T A s B T 72
F(E2),

 CRRTAIRE

RS
ARFAE TRES BT
M
* !!!!!!!!!
Ry A oo &y I A
23 | g fx | i
TN S wg |
ER 1w oo, HiR oy
WERIE D S RRER
R Fmy | A
2 5 22
~ ¥ DR =
PR N
i EEME SR EmE H
| ) SR !

2 ERZBEERESES[HEE Van Meter #1
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Memorize by Drawing : The Generative Drawing Effect in Memory

Xie Heping' , Wang Yanging’ , Deng Sue’ , Zhou Zongkui’
(1. School of Studies in Fundamental Education,South China Normal University , Shanwei 516625 ;
2. School of Psychology, Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079 ;
3. Houhai Primary School attached to Shenzhen University Education Group,Shenzhen 518067 )

Abstract ; The effects of generative drawing on memory are investigated in simple word memory tasks and complex text memory tasks. In
terms of word memory tasks, generative drawing can promote free recall, recognition, and source memory. With respect to text memory
tasks , generative drawing does not robustly enhance memory retention. The median effect size of generative drawing effect is d,. woa =

1. 06 for word — based item memory,and d =0. 57 for text — based item memory. The integrated — components model of the draw-

complex text
ing effect puts forward a view of components. The mechanism driving the generated drawing effect is one that encouraging a seamless in-
tegration of elaborative ,motoric,and pictorial components, thus facilitating encoding and later retrieval of studied words. The cognitive
model of drawing construction puts forward a view of processes. Generative drawing effect originates from individuals’ selection , organi-
zation of key text elements,and the compulsive integration of textual and pictorial representations(i. e. ,cognitive processes ) as well as
individuals’ check ,adjustment and/or correction of textual and pictorial representations ( i. e. , meta — cognitive processes ). The rela-
tionship between processes and components of generative drawing is probably harmonious. Researchers are suggested to focus on deeply
examining the mechanism of generative drawing effect,broadly expanding the scope of participants,and balancing concentration on the

benefit and cost in future studies.

Key words: generative drawing; word ; text ; memory



