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Background Methods
Interleaving is effective, but underappreciated Participants: 173 participants recruited from undergraduate subject pool. Randomly assigned to or “effort-as-voluntary” (n = 87)
(Kornell & Bjork, 2008; Yan et al., 2016) conditions for the main study/questionnaires.
Materials: Two sets of artist paintings (realistic, stylistic). Each set consisted of 4 artists x 12 paintings (8 for study phase, 4 for final test).
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...in part, due to misinterpreted effort. \: \Fr:::‘n‘ue::::::mnaa:ec:z:ist:‘:::::as‘:\‘:;s;::::‘T:{\y:m:;;t;s:ra::;;i:::r:‘:i::;ﬂ(D/:rv:ngat:.estgn!s:v::‘e:\"e:l:af;eé:?:«zreu;:v‘u(\:a[:’::"t‘n:;Zll:: comparison questionnaire; we report comparison results only here but are happy to discuss the interim results upon request. /
(Kirk-Johnson et al., 2019)
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J Moderated mediation analysis did show predicted pattern: Requirement | Voluntary Interleaving Benefit
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was perceived to be — the less effective interleaving was . " Under effort-as-required framing, effort judgments are not sensitive to actual
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References perceived to be — less likely to choose interleaving pgrgeiﬂgg Zf%:)ﬂ:?n{:r?gggi:g ‘a,ﬁ;segivei ﬁéﬂ%ﬁ gffon interleaving benefit. Under effort-as-voluntary framing, the larger the
« Effort-as-voluntary condition: the more effortful interleaving ratings in the condition compared the the interleaving benefit, the more participants judged interleaving to be effortful.
) fva was perceived to be — the more effective interleaving was “voluntary” condition, d = 1.29. 5 .
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poor | g: Pl rthypo ) o ) Peaple thought blocking was both more effective and ...But the same pattern was not found for perceived learning. Size of
of how experienced effort and perceived learning relate to « Indirect effects (ACME) were significantly different from each chose it more often compared to interleaving interleaving benefit was unrelated to perceived leamning from interleaving
study strategy choice. Cognitive Psychology, 115, 101237. \_ other, p <.001. ' and did not interact with framing. )
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