MHEGEBBE RSB 28 MESHRBET L
HAROHRLRAL VT VETY) VT

LA LS
KRS RS~ 5 —

1. EUBHIC
1.1 HIERTENCFIBET 2= RDT—%

MEFEICHET 2 HHONMATEI 2B L, Thzegefbd s 2 &L, MWEREHREMRICBT
5, ot HMMAO— RN AFETHEDOVEDTH S s AMB X CEWATT 2 5 HIWifT
ORI, ECSFSETHY, ZOMBELLMITH505, K, RS L OTHERRIC
LB BHEMHBMORNORZZOMAFEIMHEHZRE L TW5b, 728 21X, CEMHIR, Fhsetk
Wr, FRRAE, 23BN EKRFRONLETH b,

HHEREZCEWIZEIC BT, SHERRICE S 2 B F OHWTENIE, FEE DS DRk Hog 2
ET D20, HBHWVIE, BALLORANEELZFREHT L0 ENS, BiFO%RAIZBW
T, HWATENCHERT 27— 413, BGERE, SOEAGR FBsriis & vo B A Ko %
T HEBMERKE LT, FREeNOHmNEICBIT 28Rk LTAREN TS,
BEOGEIIBWT, WIEEE, FIHNE, #EEORNME, 2L CERTFRE 2 E0BIEN, H
BTN RIE T RBIC OV THGES b0 SAUXHITE 2 —MORAMMNEEE A% L, TORH
BRI LEZHFEL 06 TH %,

HWATENCHK T 27— 71k, FELTUTOZMEIIHIT 51 5S (Pleskac & Busemeyer,
2010), —FEFH X, HIBi#EFE (response) F 7213 iR (task performance) Tdh b, 1TE AL
DYpty, TOTFT =%, IEEMHE, WHE IR S NLIEES, HESR, H5WIEHIEE S
NAHHEH@EEEFZIZHEHAREEE 2 W) X912, Wil T 2 PEGHOBEHEICL > TERILES
b0 THTHRIFNE, HHRSHGRIZETA2KETN, Thbb, Iy ya®7N, ZHHET
V, SREBETFTVREET—FICT74 v bEEDEIE LD D, T20E, BRTIETHRIBET LV
(signal detection theory; theory of signal detection; e.g.,; Green & Swets, 1966; Macmillan & Creelman,
2005; Stanislaw & Todorv, 1999; [EIN DAV EFEH BB 3 % IR TIE, Kusanagi, 2014; FHE -
%I, 2016) 12 X 5 T, F37 (sensitivity; e.g., d’) & U234 7 A (response bias; e.g., ¢, B) &\ o
TR ETRT 2 S — BRI TH 5.

THEHBOTF— %1%, ISERR (reaction/response/decision time) T&H 5o e EERTIE, 2000
FEMALRE, S STEEAERC O SEE E o B OB & 21 ¢, AEREEE
BOTELAIEASIND L) kot NEFEOFRZ L, TO¥FFELHTHESEICOV
THEKT AL, HIMITEIOM TICE T 2RMICKELEB DL AL LB ENSG, 20
£ R BUCKEIC B 2 R OZEL, FBFEB X OSEREOB R, N5 ORI B
LAEFBICHET DD LMMEING, S5, T HEICHEZR S &, FEBRETHEE X R
J R EIC X > C, BEMICBI 2 FEHMEDOED AL LT, BRGSO OV TR
L7209, $8EOEH GRS, MEOER A, 3T 2 5Mi% &L v o 7@ BRI 0 7 4 v
b (eg, KA, 2017) 12X oT, TORMOBLIZOWTREI S NDZ LB H b HHOHHER
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RS TNV = TEED, WREEBTH S L ZHORSKRERICHR U CREFTZ B %2 7R
TIEVHD, L) TEHREIMET L. FMICBT 2 H MO SEANGM, HFEFHED
FODHERICIE 22 2 2T HS, FHBEOZNEREL RITE R, v BN EEIE, §F
B EREZ R T 2 EFEHABE M RB R B SEEAIEE I L 5 C, W LOEEL D))
Nk,

SHEPoTF— 5, FHNFEELRENLIEODL O TH L, ZOFEHICIE, HEFFE, S,
TEAESR, L CEBIMHE 2w L EBINZE (subjective measure; e.g., Dienes, 2008; Scott &
Dienes, 2008; Ziori & Dienes, 2006) &\ o727 = B35 EN 5, 7L 21X, HILNEEN, H5
FRAANDOHWTHERIZOWT, ZOHEPEETH S L) AREVEH 55, F2dZNsevd,
EwvioZeZ xRV, IhEERLL7Z2bDOBCOMICH LT LT -y OMMTHL, DX
I T —FIE, RUSREHE & RIS, HAORBHMNBRELHHT L2000 L O>OHETH L L
WfEsh b, fFEOEFIHEREMIETIE, BEFE, HEE, L CEHMNELR X, BRY
kB & ORRIANGE, T2 ERRIAR 2w LERGRIVAR 2 e v o a2 e R & 5
HIFSEERRICB W T ETw b (e.g., Rebuschat, 2013; Rebuschat & Williams, 2012; Rebuschat,
Harmick, Riestenberg, Sachs, & Ziegler, 2015; Tamura, Harada, Kato, Hara, & Kusanagi, 2016) . [
WCRT, 2ok ifeEEkiE, NLTEFEIZED 785 (Dienes, 2008; Scott & Dienes, 2008;
Ziori & Dienes, 2006) (2> 7:H D TH 5,

1.2 ¥IERTENCERT 57— X DRE

EC, HWBATENCHRT 2 IS MO T— 72, 3L ALORE, WENE X OHERN
FRIZBWT, EWIZHMVTEVwE W) L, FEHICEELBETH S (eg, Pleskac &
Busemeyer, 2010; #FEFEHFMZEO TR TIE, FHE - JI[IT, 2015; Tamura et al., 2016 72 &), 72 &
ZAE, AN BT, IEEMER & OSRHICAOIERRISH 5 2 L3, HS LIRS o
W (speed accuracy tradeoff; e.g, Heitz, 2014; Wickelgren, 1977) LIHEN 5, FEFEIZH Y S8
RThbo —IKMIZ, EFMHRT, HS2ELETSEE) RAREREICE > THEL KT 5,

F7-, ARFEL EEHRIL, FOREMRIDLZ L, T4abb, [AEND S L& 7-NE
i, EETHHMHREIEC] Lo BRD, IN BRSNS 3D TH S (eg., Pleskac &
Busemeyer, 2010; Vickers, 1979), N 7217 T4 <, BEFE L ISRHEOMIZS, A L0k
EHBRVPEONLZ EHH S (eg, Kiani, Corthell, & Shadlen, 2014; Pleskac & Busemeyer, 2010;
Vickers & Packer, 1982; Volkman, 1934), L2 L7%&A5, BEEHIEWE W LAETIZBWT,
HEXRZWENETLHENLAT LI LELHIUL, HICHEATFIIBWT, BE DS & HE
THRMRPLEATEIEDDH L, TOEEF, —RICHRESFMOBREIGERT 2L 35, L
FoEE, CTHZFICRG T, FRROSFIELREEMICMHMNT A2 LD b, 72 21T,
ML, FEMSEZEBIETA2L9%, AV, L OWEELRESATICBWT, A
B 5PN % BOSKR2S, EZFCBT 2PN LROBRM I D b, KRELHEEZRILELHIN
W, WS, IEMES AL, HEEREETLLI R, HHVIE, HRNWAS RIESETICE
W, BREICBI LN A KOS AS, IEAICBUT AN R UM L ) b, NS R EER
AL H S (Rateliff & Rouder, 1998; Pleskac & Busemeyer, 2010), X 512, FERNZEE & 5k
I LwbHZ LEHNKRD, EFEMESLHIGHRT— I8z RIZTIEIMONATVS
(Petrusic & Baranski, 2003), 72& 21X, EBIMNFFEZRIT 5 L&, ISR & BRERNWEINT 5 2
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Lbdh b,

ST, TITEADFDOREMLIE, 0L RIS ZMBOERMZENETNOBH k5 5
W, M OMEE, KRMICHTT27200FNT, $4bbH, WHIIWw-oT, HIHET IV
IZOWTTHhb, BETHRRZL I, HBATEICHRT 27 —%, 2F 0, HEHE BOGKH
H, Z L CEBETEE BUEONERREMRIIBNT, %) —HKNRb DL Lo TV,
L Ladss, YEFEHEBEICHE T2 INLZMOT— 75, BllicBwT, BARmicEn L Hic
WEHEHID, TLTEDL) LHEZ D ONIIOVTORMME, L TEWEIRWZ 2\,

—77, FOLOHERLFRMLE AL, HIWATENCE D 77— 2 DIRB BN ZFHT 5720 DT T
ELT, TNETIIEIELBHMETNVERRELCEL, L2 E, Bomiiervid, Hils
DORINCHET 2EFICENLHIRETVOVEDTH D, LLEDS, BERIEETF VI K
BRI R HERFEICOVWTOEEE o7 7%, KRIZ, Rateliff |2 X 2 It €7 v
(diffusion model; e.g., Ratcliff, 1978, 2002) R ZIIIHHT L EMEDOT V¥ A+ — 7 ETNIE, H
Wik R & 2O SR IIZEN B E 5 2, M L IESOZHEREZHATLETVTH S,
LL, BRENZHEFELOBEL b—MWIZHNT2ET NV TIE RV,

5T, HIBORE R & FENEE QMR BE 2 MGEE T % 720121, R/, BfE il
E 7 )V (type 1l signal detection model; e.g., Evans & Azzopardi, 2007; Galvin, Podd, Drga, & Whitemore,
2003; Kunimoto, Miller, & Pashler, 2001) X % ® 5§ E 7 )V (e.g., Barrett, Dienes, & Seth, 2013;
Maniscalco & Lau, 2012), = L CZN 5 D JEBI T (e.g., Clarke, Birdsall, & Tanner, 1959; Nelson,
1984) 23— MERSAE I S T & 720 HIBTATENIC I50) 2 HIBOR R & HBINEEC ORI, S F
SF RAMEBIC B VT, — IS A F BRI B (metacognitive sensitivity; e.g., Fleming & Lau,
2014; Maniscalco & Lau, 2012; Rausch, Miiller & Zehetleitner, 2015), * ¥ FRHIMYIEME X (metacognitive
accuracy), %5 _FHiFRR)J) (type II sensitivity), H/{E—1E&% A (confidence-accuracy correlation)
RELWEN D K, HWATENCHME ) SHEO T -5 O TH, 2 ORI & EBIIEE
FEDTERRBE, 7213 X & BHBFHECONTHE) bOTH 5.

1.3 X ZBHEFRIYE SN EBFREMAR

A 5 BT BT 2 WFZE R <, i IR B (psychophysics) 122 D2
ARIMT L TELLENTHEY (Fleming & Lau, 2014), ZOHFEE, BUE, HWIATEIC B
AW R & HEFFEORFNEEL, KDMEMRL NV TERT 0L LTHEIHEHS L
TWwbo AaTld, MEEE LToX 7NN Z, SORROAIREL THEHNL TW»b,
EMHI R ENEN DN D DB L o T, HBATENC B 2 HBrkE 8 & AEF 2 OMER
BOML, BRI T 2IRNME R EEEVWIRZ ONLZ LB L, 2 21X, HAHEANR
FEICEHT 2L LT, BEFH L L LAEITIE, BEFRVEFELZRITLINS, LD
EETHHMERFE, & oK, T3 RohsEE, ZOFAERA YR
AT RMEZ o, FTEMRWAHRZ W LRI Z o, LAk d, #MIZ, Z OMRMIK
fEEBR bR nE & BFEOMANE, A FBANTINEL 72 ThDE ED, TLIFI DM
YT AHE B AR R B R AR ORI TH 5, L AL T FRICALEREFEETIE,
D XD TSR A A B 2R HE  (zero-correlation criterion) EFERZ E DB H Y, ThiF A ¥
kM (meta-knowledge criterion) D& D TdHh 5 (e.g., Dienes, 2008; Scott & Dienes, 2008) .

N LEFEEBNEIC BT 2RI R HERE, kOB _SHEBRMEICB T A
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OHELELVLDTHLELT LA LZRE TR AW, H4E, ALSEEEHE L
TR EAEAMIROREIC L 5T, A Y RMWFRIEICE T 2L, BRSO E ZSEE G
k2% (e.g., Rebuschat, 2013; Rebuschat & Williams, 2012) D& 7% 5, S EFEHEWIZEY O MO
ZHDDERSTETVSD, LELEDS, A7 BN IINECE S 20T, FHICF o
BT TE, T+ TERPELZEDTVE EITVA RV, X TRMTIE, A58
HMBYFEPIEICET 5 b o & BRABTBEOO LD TH L, H HESTHRIBEFTVIZOVWTOHE
R RIFEHZT 2, EEEHEZBFITOWINA VT VBT Y FOEBEIZL o TEOHHHB &
AL, HEREHEMIESIICBIT 2 BEOMITEICHT 2 RZIZOVTRRSE I L LT 5,

2. BREESMRETTIVICET 2EARRIEAF
2.1 HE—7ERE (Type | Task) &£EZTERRE (Type ll Task)

B0, B HESHRIBETIVEBEHT 5720120, F—FEEE (type I task) & &5 " fEiHHE (type
Il task) OW S EHMZ HFEBRICEL BTy BLETH 5, HHEEL X, CEENRERE 7F
s, FERE, BB EL L v @ ORI O ETHY, G rioh
7oA DHFEIZ O WT, BEBRE ORI Z R L2 DTH S, HIMERIE, —MIZ, 5=
IR (two alternative forced choice, 2AFC) R IHEINDE 2 LI X o T, MEBER L LTl s 5,
DIBEO§iTld, 2AFC 12 X 2 SO HIBEREZ Pl $%, 2F ), 2 2 TOHE—HREOM L (type
Iresponse; R,) 1, [3CiEM] (grammatical) F 7213 [FECHERY] (ungrammatical) & o 724H % HL
%o

WORARE S, EHEREICBU S £BTICOoWT, MEoHERE (HEXH S vs. HIE
R, ) v — PREEC X 220 BER &, EBINHESR (0%-100%), &0 EBIHE (e.g.,
[HAL], TS, TR [UCiER]) REeB2rFmE e, — MM, H—MEEIC
BT, ZORITOBRRELR EIZOWTHEREICEFE, @R E s8¢, Zhzitst
T 5 UREOEHTI, ARMICTMICE 2 AEFFEZHNCT 5. T4bb, FHEOH R (type
1l response; R,) 1%, [ HfE43% % ] (high confidence) F721% [HAZA 7%\ ] (low confidence) & \»o
7 fEE S,

22 FE—RBORIT—TI

E—FEICBIT A KRTICOWT, RSN AHMOE (S) 1%, [3CEM] 213 TIEX
] THLEZHhOELLNTH Y, BB T THM S MR, 305N 7203 TIE0km ]
ThHEPDELLNTHA, 2T, THLTODRTGIZEIVTHERTEVHETLE, £10
L9 %2x20 7 u A EFHEMEONL, Z0EE, KWTRE-FMOKET — 7V (type ]
response table) & TN, R 1128 1F % type L hit, type I miss, type I false alarm, % L T type |
correct rejection %, FML CTHE—FEORINA 7 T — (type I response categories) &3 5,

®1 HF—RBORKET—TN

§ = “Grammatical” § = “Ungrammatical”
R, = “Grammatical” Type I Hit Type I False Alarm
R, = “Ungrammatical” Type I Miss Type I Correct Rejection
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T, HHORIS AT T =B DFERICONTE X b CEMRRIBIIH LT, CEW
LHIWES 5HEE, HR, (typelhitratio) 1%, 4efh> XHE=Y %> C,

HR; = P(R, = "grammatical"|S = "grammatical™) (1)

Thbo FLHEMLRBIG LT, LHEMTH L EHMT LR, $4bbH, FAR, (type I false

alarm ratio) 1Z,
FAR; = P(R, = "grammatical"|S = "ungrammatical) 2)

LB,

type I hit % type I false alarm (%, W%, AWK OBIRICH H7-0, HR, OfEHE L, R
FAR, DAEAMEWIGE1L, IEL MM ZE TS 2060, T2bbAllaBamiiEmni nwi b,
C DM HIYICETIREE 52 A HMAD O L OB EEHREF L TH LY,

2.3 B—EESKREETIV

FHHREICBU 2 E7MET VO TY, oL b —RIRESHT Y 2 ETRINE TV
(the equal-variance Gaussian signal detection model) Tl, it HR, B XN FAR, DR L Y,
WIHRHE 4’ %5153 % (e.g., Macmillan & Creelman, 2005), ¥ 1%, 4587 7 A 5RiE T
VOMENA A=V %M 1ITRT,

Probability

Stimulug Strensth
K1 fEEELAEFBITVAGESREETIORENA XA -2

RIS A — e A DR OB S 2R L TB Y, FHRO AR 2SI 2 RO 504, FERRO 5 A

DIER BRI DO 5ATH 5o 52 SNTZHEH T 20, ¢ B2 2EAICIESGERE, B2 R0

HIEELENE B 5, Thbh, ERONMIZBNT, ¢ 1) I RERHEZIAHPAOHREA HR, £Hi

DOPINZBNT, c XD B RELMWEEZWLHEPHOWERIA AR £ 52 b0 HHHMDOWERZGZ 5N TWSE DD

EHGA OBEREACTHZEN d TH D, & I TRIFEMICETVOMBIZ RT 720, ZO05 MBI AHER

BREMMORZ E 2 BB c L LTWAEDS, el DR EIZRS 2w,

BB BN %, T2 TIRB ORI (type I sensitivity) & IFOY, d’) &
LY. 413,
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d, = z(HR,) — z(FAR;) (3)

LRt SN D, 22 TozIiE, BEIEBRGA N (0, 1) 2B 2 B EEOBEE (inverse
cumulative distribution function) Z7/R3 . ZAUF—MHMWICO (x) LRENLZEHHDH, T DIRIE
DML, 0%FE#EL LT, EOREWEZINLLE, LVEWRIINED L EMREIND,

72, HIBEHEZR W LROB N A 7 ADIKETH 5 ¢ (criterion) %, H—HZFEOE, £
DI FEHE ¢, LRLT o ¢ 13,

€ = —%[z(HRl) + z(FAR))] (4)

ERIFESN G, BNA T AL, EH000HIISHTAHIDIETH L, 72 2I1F, R
OB LT, ZHOBTION LT [3CE] LB R M E S OWBRFIL, SN, T A
Zboo HEmk, RSN A T A UTHMSL L7288 BETH 5720, Fpld, dimy s
A PBEROZEFIC L o THHSNAMALEERLID S, BILTEILWIEETH L. BN T
AL SNBHIEEITIE, MMIZD, R PLEND D HEERE L HIFITND ¢ 13,

== (5)
THY, ), LEIZH EOLIRETH S B I,
B =ecd (6)
Thbd, bHAII, TITDeld, FMETHTHLZ25, (6) i,
In(B) = cd’ )
b,
24 BERBORKT—TI
BB BIT ST — TV E, FMREICH LT TAIEETES, IS, &
THETMHEETIVOREARNEETH 5. s, H-MEEOME R) &, IEETH DD,
METHLPOMEIZEIT S, T4bbH, typelhit & type I correct rejection % 1-4F, type I miss
L type I false alarm #34% & §7 %0 —J, HMBEOME R) &, HEI? D2, HEI WV

EWVos xRS, Lo T, BEHREEOMB L _HPEOBROMAG bR, £20L9
CFroohb, e, S MORKGT —7 ) (type Il response table) & -5,

®2 H_BORKT—TIN

R, = “High Confidence” R,= “Low Confidence”
R,= “Correct” Type 11 Hit Type 11 Miss
R, = “Incorrect” Type II False Alarm Type II Correct Rejection
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FF2 type 11 hit, type II miss, type II false alarm, % L C type II correct rejection %, #5 FfldD
B A1 73 — (type Il response categories) & 3 %, type Il hit (X, 5—FHFREIZ BT 5 E& 1T
DHL, BEXH D EZZTZHITTHY, type I miss 1&, H—FEHFEICBT L IEEITO ) B,
EEN WL B Z7HMATTH B, F 72, type I false alarm 1%, 55— I BT 5 BEHITOH b,
HIEDH D L& 2 MifTTH Y, typell correct rejection 1, #—FEEIZ BT 2 EEHITOH b,
AEP RV EEZ 72T TH 5.

JlF &L MBS, TNOHOMRIZOVWTHEZ S, HR, (type Il hitratio) 1,

HR, = P(R, = "high confidence"|R, = "corrrect") (8)
Thh, Ziug,
HR, = P(R, = "high confidence'|R, = Type I Hit V Type I Correct Rejection) 9)
EbEIF S, —J7, FAR, (Typell false alarm ratio) (%,
FAR, = P(R, = "high confidence"|R, = "incorrrect”) (10)
F 7213,

FAR, = P(R, = "high confidence"|R, = Type I Miss V Type I False alarm) (11)

Elebo HR, DMHAE L, FAR, ML UE, IEBICH L THE D S 42, MAICHLTH
BR VB2 BENITRNEVWE b,

25 FEIBESREETIL
COETHORIET — 7 VI LT, 0Ty ZAE5MBEFVEEMA L2005, &I
EOMHETRHETVCH L, Thbh, EMMORI (type I sensitivity) d’, 1,
dy = z(HR,) — z(FAR) (12)
ThY), HEAOKIRIEE ¢, 13,
Q:—%pamg+zgn&n (13)
Thb, (12) RTHRZONDd,IE, bok bR BANFNEOIREL 25, T4
by, &, ETNE, A YEANRUEEH D E VI E AL ENS, 72, T TIZEW
T 5N, EFOKENA 7T ACETAIEE LT, ¢ RBEIHTHILEDTE S,
A L E S HERIICIE, BB EIL, FHOBUSNA 7 A LI L72d D TH 50,
INFEFTOMRICED, d) 13, HMICHEO S 248 TH L 2 L bho>Twb (eg, Evans &
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Azzopardi, 2007; Galvin et al., 2003), Z#UiE, JFICHE_MFEOT— 5 1IBWTC, FHHATT A
BERBETNEL OREZW 2SR EADBH L5 THL, LErLENS, HIRICBWT,
BOHEBMRIET VI, o b RF U= FRTETHY, Pualidd iz, MAOHE
KIS, $hbb, fT0rb, HMHREICBVWTHENH S L &2 8 fToE L DI,
A5 BT RNED 72D DBENARETH D L VW2 D,

3. EIREEERETETIORERRERAD

3.1 ROC 9#h

FRO X, d,0F, SHEAT T A THRBET AR S ONHRE 2 SR WIRIETH L LR
MENDL 720, LIZLIE, ROC i (receiver operating characteristic curve) (2 X 5/ ¥ 785 X M) v
7 MR TEE LTiFEN S (Fleming & Lau, 2014) . ROC it % FIH L 7204 %,
Z ZTIX ROC 4347 & /53, ROC g, Bl FAR %, Hitdhic HR %8\ 72221 (ROC 22[#) 12,
INA T AR PE LM EICREZ 7oy PL2b o605, Lo T, ROCHNTZT 5
7oL, EBREDHIM A 7, FIMOMBEEZLI ) T LICL o THBRE DX
JENA T A RBEL, HBOSMHE 2R T 2LERD L, T2, ZEEFECHE b Ti%
BHTAHIELHY, EH5NEVAIIE TH5DIE) ATROC HHTIZBWTHE LR TH:TH 5,
ZERREEE T, FOMREICBWT, HEZ EICOWTHEBR 1T 23 e % S¥ 5,
CITIEY v - PREOEHICE S TSERERITLET5 (eg, [Fo72 HEV RV, [%
REAGV V], [EbEbEbnihv], [RRARVHZ]), [FHICHE DS, 29 LTH
BN S BEREORISIZOWT, (a) ol ZEERL, HKS2UExHREH D, (b) Kb 3 K
xAGBRL, B3 EzAREHY, (o US4 KimxHEZL, US4 ExHED Y, (d) K
S5 AMEBARELZL, UGS ZARGBHY, L) XHICERTL L, EhEho HR & FAR %76
LT, ROCZEMICADDHAMET S I ENTE L, RHILIZW21E, ROC ZIZBWT,
INS 4D %5 FRAS ROC AR TH 5. X212, ROC OB % /73, ROC ZE[I2H
W, Z® ROC Hi# T O (the areaunder ROC curve) #H L5 L, 0005 | DfEZ LS 75,
DA 05 U ETHBHE, A &AM FRITEOFRE 720 9 5,

o

0.8

Hit Ratio

0.4
|

0.2

0.0

1 1 1 1 1
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

False Alarm Ratio

2 ROC gD fE]
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3.2 EFEOEERMETIV

LAL%&d2S, TOROCHMBMTFOMEED, H—HORRIIRIIENA T AP HKE LgHx
ZUFAH T ENHSNT WS (Galvin et al., 2003), JL4EIZ 7% - T, Maniscalco and Lau (2012) 1%,
meta-d’ &\ ) IRIEEZ B L7z BN R ANET 5728, OB, B—iREREIC L -
THBEINEHORNIITH S E vz, HEWIIZ B —MREER OB 2 273, T
HbEINTW5,

F72, d') & metad’ 1X, F—OHLLRL70, FNENEBENICHZKTLZLNTES
(Fleming & Lau, 2014) . BIfE, meta-d’ ZfiH] L 72WFEEEOBUID BV, 58, O X9 %¥r
LWTFEAR A IS RMEZ B T LRSI NS,

3.3 RAdEmMFE

BMORIST— 7V, 2 X207 0 ZEFER IR S Rwizo, L) —We s o 25
F= BT AHEENO SN TFERZIEHT A EICEoTYH, A ¥ BMPFIEEZET I EHNT
EL0b L, 2L 2L, F—HFEE S MEEOEEICBIT 5 ¥ TV v ORRAHBERE
X, ORBEIFIINIBETLDH S, OHRED, A BANAINEOREE LTS hsZ E
3% % (Fleming & Lau, 2014), @ 428, 23 04,

AD — BC
¢ = (14)
J@A+C)(B +D)(C +D)(A+ B)
L b
®3 JORKRRELTRZEBORIGT—TI

R, = “High Confidence” R,= “Low Confidence” Total
R,= “Correct” A C A+C
R, = “Incorrect” B D B+D
Total A+B C+D A+B+C+D

ZB, OREE, f REOHTHRZ ML,
o2 =X (15)
n

ELTEEHETAZIELTE D,

Goodman-Kruskall ® Gamma £2%% (G) dREIEEIZ, X ZBAMIREOIIE L SNEZ LD
% (Nelson, 1984), G i, 2 X 207 B AFFEENRICT HHE, Yue D 0 &—HT 2, 2D
BEo Gz, £3 2615 LE,

_AD - BC

=— 16
AD + BC (16)

Ll be WBRIZ, v XLk, XY A7, T2 T T3y 2 BRI EE G T S
CENTELNL LNV, LALEDES, INOHOFER SN A 7T ADEELZ KL ZIT5
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ZENWHETH %o

4. RXATOTFTUERT) > JICKBEERE

CIHholE, BN RBAES 22T, S OMTEMBIT A2 L L35, BENREMHMES
MIETVICE B8, ERROBYICEZIEIHRHTE LD, XA TT V2T ¥ 7 ORHMAIC
YoT, —MNBETHRIHETIVER) 2 A TE 5 LI (e.g, Lee & Wagenmakers, 2013; £,
2017), BB TRIBETVIZONWT Y, XA TT VETY ¥ 7T ORMAN > THNT 52
EDRTEETH 5o TIEDOMEFEHFEIETIX, XA ZHEF~ORELHPREIICEHFE D 2o20H 572
O, TITIE, "M ITUETY VIR LESHESRIEETVOSHHEZRT

7223 RADIIBEFORKST —TNVB BN LT 5, Tha, & 5HEBEED 100
BATOSCEEHIWEICKER L2db 0 EZ S, B, ToOT7—%iF, I —yaric
Lo THEESINIRBNLBITH 225, NEFEHEMRICBIT 5 BEOMEEBEL B L TV
(e.g., KL% - )1, 2015; Tamura et al., 2016)

x4 BEGICHEITZEZEORET—7I

R, = “High Confidence” R,=“Low Confidence”
R,= “Correct” 43 26
R; = “Incorrect” 8 23

KaoF—4r %, HEEXRTOHE FMESHMIBETVICE > THITT 5 L, d,=096, ¢,=0.17
EVS BRSNS, —F, NATVTUVET) VI RHHTAE, IS OREICEIT) 5%k
AN DO W TG 5 2 L 25T & 5, Lee and Wagenmakers (2013) #&% - L, EFI
EHEL, ZOT— DA, BEIY o, DRBEFHIIOVTRET 5. ZOETVIE, BRI,
PTIORENZMY TH D, 22 TODO"IEHR, 01 FAR, h ZBINEKTH S E A D type 1l
hit, i type Il false alarm Tdh %, CB XU 11E, ZNENBIN LOIEERIT]R, AT %
R o d BEXWe, 121%, FNF1 Lee and Wagenmakers (2013, p. 158) OHRF[ 54 = 5- 2 TW b,

dy;~ Gaussian(0, %) (17.a)
¢2;~ Gaussian(0,2) (17.b)
W~¢éww—gg (17.¢)
9[~¢(—%dgﬂ—cn) (17.d)
hi~ Binomial(6}, C;) (17.¢)
fi~Binomial(6],1;) (17.1)

COEFNIZONT, FTAY VT v ZICE A3V 7HBEE Y F AV (MCMC)Y %
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LT, SBEOFEBINILELT I I VEHL, 22T, Fo4 U#% 1, EREK
% 10,000, FEFIIX[H (burn-in interval) % 500 & L, F"ﬂ%l%l:laﬁ,l (thinning interval) 1ZF%\T %2205
720 51, & BIV TS MCMCH v 7VOMETH 5. B, FHSMABLION L —
ARDKFIF, 3 DEBY TH Y, Geweke D LI L o> TMCMC IZPOR L 72H 0 LHIE L 726

BB REIX [ (highest density interval; Kruschke, 2011) 12X 5T, o = .05 OFEEX MY %R
L7zeZh, dLi2o0WTiE, ZOTERA039, ERAT149 THolzo 72, e, 00T, £
DO TRA-0.12, ERH 044 THoloo d, DFEHEHACBT L FRFE I 5L, HEM
FFfiE (expected a posteriori) A30.93 TH A Z &A 5, ZOEMBIIBITLHEHRELX, ZO5Ho
BT, A YA E R LIZERRT 52 &R TE S,

x5 EAT—XRICHITSH MCMC Y7L OEH

FoeifeE RS 25% 25% X i 75% I, 97.5% X
d’, 0.93 0.28 0.38 0.73 0.93 L12 1.49
c 0.16 0.14 -0.12 0.06 0.16 0.25 0.44

F:ZORTEIN=E I ANVEZRMNL T LA, KLOED, FREXHEOMEI TR HEZXH Z MM LT
Wb,

(a) (b)

]
0.4

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0
0.0

-0.4

T T T T T T T T T
2000 4000 6000 8000 0 2000 4000 6000 8000

=

Iteration Iteration

(c) (d)

2.0

Density
Density
T T R N B

0.0 0.4 08 1.2

T T T T T < T T T T T T T
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 -0.4 0.2 00 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
N = 9500 Bandwidth = 0.04069 N = 9500 Bandwidth = 0.02033

K3 EATF—RICHTE L—ARERRIHIGELT B Y 2 TN ERT H— IV BEIR

ST, EROEFEHREWRTIE, FFEOMANRD DX B AREL VY I ik, 243
AR TR BT 58 A 5 %&%%lﬁl%@ﬁﬁﬁ%%@ﬁalba %5, BENEZHINET IV (eg,
Lee & Wagenmakers, 2013; 2, 2017) # & fESRIEBETFTVICEHETAZ LI2X 5T, ZP)Z)
BHNCBIT S d, R e, DFEPY (W) B X OBHEERE (o) OFESM MG 5 2 & 25 hE
%5

Lee and Wagenmakers (2013, p. 162) A%7R L 7z RIS 5 M € 70 & 85 “REREICIS 35 &,
DT X5 1AL TE %,
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1
Hay e, ~Gassian(0,~——) (18.a)

1000

Ad;,ACZ~Gamma(m,T100) (18.b)
dy;~ Gaussian(ugy, [Aqy) (18.c)
oy~ Gaussian(ch,\/ACZ) (18.d)
9?~¢(%dgﬂ—cn) (18.¢)
9{~¢(—%dgﬂ—qg (18.9)
hi~Binomial(8%, C;) (18.g)
fi~Binomial(6],1;) (18.h)

Thbb, BIRLAMAZNRICLAZET VM T, ERSHICH) EROBEE L, 7y
ROANIHE D PR E S D IEBGAIS, TNENEAD A, R e, BHED) &) 2L TH D,
TR, ES5ORERNENGLE LT, EROEFVIOWTIHNS 5, ¥TAY VT v 7%
L, MCMC 2 & o THEEGARICEMT 29 Y TVl 2sb (Fo A %1, REN
¥% 10,000, BEHIX%E 1,000, BEIEXMARL), SOF—=FICBITLd, BIXWce, DRFEL
FHEE R 21X, ROBLUMADL ) Ilho7z IEBEERXMICE T, 95% MAS X 1 % i 5
ThHE, &, ORPEHICBIT A THRIZ032, 20 ERIZ095THY, d) OREERFEICHBITLT
BRI 0.02, Z® EBRIE 040 THhotzo 72, ¢ DR FEHITHBIT S TRRIZ-0.12, 20 FRRIZ0.22
THY, ¢, OFEEHERAZIZBIT 5 TRIX0.03, €0 ERIZ032 THh-7,

&5 KHZHMRICLEBZBORST —7IVICHITEHHIES (N=10, K=48)

Type II Hit Type II False Alarm Type II Miss Type II Correct Rejection
Bl 1 18 3 17 10
BB 2 22 4 9 13
BB 3 21 6 11 10
bR 4 29 8 6 5
Wb 5 21 4 3 20
bR 6 17 8 11 12
BB 7 23 3 3 19
B 8 21 4 4 19
bR 9 17 4 16 11
BB 10 22 3 8 15
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%6 EMAF—&IZHITD MCMC YU 7ILOERH
HEBMEE RS 25% 8 25% 5 UMiE 75% 0 97.5% M

d’, DT 0.63 0.15 0.34 0.53 0.63 0.73 0.92
¢, DT 0.05 0.09 -0.12 -0.01 0.05 0.1 0.22
d’y D TREHER 2 0.16 0.12 0.03 0.07 0.12 0.21 0.48
¢, DTIFEAE(R 7 0.15 0.09 0.03 0.08 0.13 0.2 0.36

ENEFNOREOFEHMFMEN S, ZOEMIET L2HEED d°, 1%, 7315 0.63, ELHERFE0.16
DOIEMIATHED EHEWT B ENTE D, Thid, ZOEFEEROMIE LTo R ¥ BAFHF
AR BDLAMDVEDERDIEL) . ZOBIMNRLIZLIC, XA VT VETFT) V7 OEGHE
ko, EHMESRIBEFLVEZIHTLZELWRETH Y, L) FWHRAMIINTEL LV
FIZBWTHATH %,

(a) (b)

i o
o
> o > T
Z 0 2 -
2 o 2
5 © s o
[=) — (=}
s -
o T T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
N = 9000 Bandwidth = 0.02137 N = 9000 Bandwidth = 0.01573
(¢) (d)
o -
< <
7 w4 7w
2 - § ~
2 3
o A o 4
T T T T T T T T T T T T
-0.4 -0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
N = 9000 Bandwidth = 0.01177 N = 9000 Bandwidth = 0.01258
K4 KET7T—RICBIFHEEPRISELT B TIVERT H—RIVEE R
5. % &

e TlE, HWATENCHRT 57— % OBEN, 2o Td, X ¥FBAMNTHIMEE SIFIEN 5,
WG & RBIRERE & OMERIRAA RN Z 4T, Z OMERKGENEE 5003 2 FEo oL
DTHLE_FEFRBETVOERRIIOWTHMBIL 2. Z0O%, XA VT VETFT) ¥ 7 OEH
WX o THEDEFNVZIGH LB 2R L2 S OB L T BIAS, SH oM EESE
WFFEIZ BT AR, B, € L RO R S 2 & 2%,

W@ OBAED & 2 A, HIWRIR L FBINEE & ORERMABRAEE, 7213 X & 3BEm 7 ik
REFNIET 2SI oW T, MEREREMRIIEE 2MREREZ IO LTI E WV, 2L
X, RIS L EBIREE & ORI LT, DX ) RENIEEEZ KITT O,
BMLTANLZTEITH L, HEZRITTEAGHMICHENTX LZERICR-TH, (a) FIF oM,
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(b) AESGME, (o) MALCOVWTOERRNL ELMIZEL, T2, KmdWY L hdhrolz7—%
DVEDTH S, FIBKERE % N2 72 2O 7 — 7 2B 5 24K 742 B I oW T b 5% O
TEORMADH 5 (cf. Pleskac & Busemeyer, 2010), S 512, HAMAB X CHEFNI BT 5 Wik
& EEFEE & OMERIRLNEDS, BRHIEED X HITBALT 5, FT7213H B ALBRBRED
EDXH)BEAE 6T, o BlEd, NEREEEMEEOMLOMIHHEDT
v, TNOHDMNICHT 55 H%DOFIMENLETH S I,

bt

1) IS X MR T A MDIFE AL, HHEFEICHET 2B Z OB TEI 2 il L72b o
ThbLdbwzb,

2) SOETIVIE, —BNIETHRLEGE BIFEN 25, AWTlE, ZhzBEETLVO0E
DEALL, BEMIBETNVE-HLTIHFATWYS,

3) ALBLWIHLNH DL LT, FRAWPRI DMERE PA), FL BRI DHERE PB)
LY. BAMEZ o722 &2, FARHELB W) LMFICBVT, FRADPRI RIS
o &M, PAB) Thb, FH LT, BRI I D TXTOTEIT L THLEARZEM O 4
HETHDH, TTTOERZHEIZ, (A B, ¢ THY, 90ld, BHLTH S,

4) K, BrmiiETvE, ABORBTICET 52BN EELZHHAT2ETVTH L L
HTwabiFTldZ v, RAMERETIEZ% <, HWTENI kRS 28 2 305 % 720 0 5
ETNVOUOEDTHLLEEZTL720, FREOFEIIET 2~ 2.0 ER & wvwo 7z
b OOYIMFELE 2 BT 2 DI TlE e\,

5) ZZTi%, R (R CoreTeam, 2016) & WinBUGS (Lunn, Thomas, Best, & Spiegelhalter, 2000) %
BHLTWS, 23— FRLEF L OFMIE, Lee and Wagenmakers (2013) %M S /2wy,

6) Bayesian credible interval D Z & TH b, N4 AEARXM R EERENL B D, XA X
METOFMATIE, HEFREIGELRY, BITRLEI T A2 R TEOLEEZ L0,
95% DR T, D LIMEXRBOAL, Lo fREZRBNIZEGZ5ZENTE S,
EHEXERS— ¥ A Vi, MEXMEMET 27007 TH 5.
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ABSTRACT

The Type II Signal Detection Model in Foreign Language Teaching Research:
Some Basics and Bayesian Modeling

Kunihiro KUSANAGI
Institute for Foreign Language Research and Education

Hiroshima University

This paper introduces the type II signal detection model as a means of modeling metacognitive
sensitivity of foreign language learners. Foreign language teaching researchers have paid much attention
to the conceptual aspects of metacognitive sensitivity, but not to its mathematical formulation and
measurement models, while cognitive and mathematical psychologies have voluminous literature on how
to model judgment behaviors mathematically. Among mathematical models of judgment behaviors, this
paper particularly focuses on the type II signal detection model, one of the most dominant practices of
modeling metacognitive sensitivity. The model is nothing but an application of the equal-variance
Gaussian signal detection model to type Il tasks such as trial-by-trial binary confidence rating during a
stimulus discrimination task, which usually corresponds to type I tasks. The model basically calculates
two indices, (a) type II d’ or metacognitive sensitivity and (b) type Il biases or metacognitive biases, based
on type II response categories below: (a) type II hit, (b) type II false alarm, (c) type II miss, and (d) type II
correct rejection. By reviewing such mathematical basics and showing a computation of the model in a
Bayesian manner with some numerical examples, this paper claims that the type II signal detection model

can be a potentially beneficial tool for foreign language teaching researchers.
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