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The Generative Mechanism of the Isolation Effect of JOL (continued)

Yang Lianqingl’z, Mo Lei'
(! Center of Applied Psychology, South China Normal University, Guangzhou. 510631)
(> Zhuhai City Potechnic , Zhuhai 519000)

Abstract This paper discusses the mechanism and the functioning manners in the isolation effect of JOL. Experiment 1 explored how
the learner’ s metacognition level influenced the isolation effect of JOL. Experiment 2 explored the functioning manners of metacogni-
tion supervision that affected the isolation of JOL. The result suggests that the supervision of metamemory is the mechanism of the iso-
lation effect of JOL, and its influence can be divided into two. The first is that metacognition supervision can make the learner pay
more attention to the isolation items; the second is that according to the first, the learner can produce the virtual impression which can
raise the isolation effect higher in JOL during the encoding phase.

Key Words: judgment of learning, isolation effect, generating mechanism, functioning way
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A Comparative Study on the Attention Processing Level
of Primary School Students with Different Study Achievements

Tang Hong
(The Department of Psychology, Gannan Medical University, Ganzhou, 341000)

Abstract  This study probes into the relationship between the attention processing level and the study achievements of primary school
students, with the PASS theory attention scale and eye movement experiment. The results of the two methods show: (1) The top-
down process level of the superior students is remarkably higher than that of the inferior students; (2) The attention resource capacity
of the superior students is much greater than that of the the inferior students. The former can use the attention resources more effec-
tively; (3) The ability of the superior students to control distractors is much stronger than that of the inferior students.

Key words: attention processing, study achievement, PASS theory, eye movement



