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The original version of this article unfortunately contained a mistake. A reviewer had 
asked me to reorder the studies in Fig. 3 as alphabetically. However, I think I accidentally 
only reordered the study name but not the effect sizes. Thus, Fig. 3 is misleading now. The 
corrected figure is given below.
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RE Model for all studies

−2 −1 0 1 2 3

Effect size for JOL (large vs. small font size)

Zhao et al.−2020−3−deep
Zhao et al.−2020−3−control
Zhao et al.−2020−2−8s
Zhao et al.−2020−2−4s
Zhao et al.−2020−2−2s
Zhao et al.−2020−1
Yang et al.−2018−3
Yang et al.−2018−1
Wang, Yang et al.−2020−4
Wang, Yang et al.−2020−3−irrelevant framing
Wang, Yang et al.−2020−2−incongruent framing
Wang, Yang et al.−2020−2−congruent framing
Wang, Yang et al.−2020−1
Wang, Qu et al.−2020−1
Undorf, Söllner et al.−2018−4
Undorf, Söllner et al.−2018−3
Undorf, Söllner et al.−2018−1
Undorf & Zimdahl−2019−4
Undorf & Zimdahl−2019−3−belief before study 
Undorf & Zimdahl−2019−3−belief after test
Undorf & Zimdahl−2019−3−belief after study 
Undorf & Zimdahl−2019−2−with chin rest
Undorf & Zimdahl−2019−2−no chin rest
Undorf & Zimdahl−2019−1
Tatz et al.−2020−1
Tatz & Peynircioglu−2020−5
Tatz & Peynircioglu−2020−4−no frame
Tatz & Peynircioglu−2020−3a
Tatz & Peynircioglu−2020−1
Susser et al.−2013−1−pure
Susser et al.−2013−1−mixed
Su et al.−2018−2b
Su et al.−2018−2a
Su et al.−2018−1
Soderstrom−2012−3
Smith−2019−2
Rhodes & Castel−2008−6−standard format
Rhodes & Castel−2008−5
Rhodes & Castel−2008−4
Rhodes & Castel−2008−3
Rhodes & Castel−2008−2
Rhodes & Castel−2008−1
Price et al.−2016−1
Price & Harrison−2017−3
Price & Harrison−2017−2
Peynircioglu &Tatz−2019−5−quiet
Peynircioglu &Tatz−2019−5−loud
Peynircioglu &Tatz−2019−4
Peynircioglu &Tatz−2019−2−visual
Peynircioglu &Tatz−2019−1−visual
Park−2015
Mueller et al.−2014−4−immediate JOL
Mueller et al.−2014−2−self paced
Mueller et al.−2014−2−fixed
Mueller et al.−2014−1−JOL
Miele et al.−2011−2
Mcdonough & Gallo−2012−3−CR
Mcdonough & Gallo−2012−3−2AFC
Mcdonough & Gallo−2012−2−size
Mcdonough & Gallo−2012−2−color
Mcdonough & Gallo−2012−1
Magoulas−2018
Luna,Nogueira et al.−2019−2
Luna,Nogueira et al.−2019−1
Luna, Martín−Luengo et al.−2018−9
Luna, Martín−Luengo et al.−2018−8
Luna, Martín−Luengo et al.−2018−7
Luna, Martín−Luengo et al.−2018−6
Luna, Martín−Luengo et al.−2018−5
Luna, Martín−Luengo et al.−2018−4
Luna, Martín−Luengo et al.−2018−3
Luna, Martín−Luengo et al.−2018−2
Luna, Martín−Luengo et al.−2018−1
Luna, Albuquerque et al.−2019−4−low load
Luna, Albuquerque et al.−2019−4−high load
Luna, Albuquerque et al.−2019−3−short setence
Luna, Albuquerque et al.−2019−2−unrelated
Luna, Albuquerque et al.−2019−2−related
Luna, Albuquerque et al.−2019−1−unrelated
Luna, Albuquerque et al.−2019−1−related
Kornell et al.−2011−2
Kornell et al.−2011−1
Kelly−2019−2
Kelly−2019−1
Hu et al.−2016−3−immediate
Hu et al.−2016−2−delayed
Hu et al.−2016−1−delayed
Hu et al.−2015−2
Hu et al.−2015−1−learner
Halamish−2018−4
Halamish−2018−3
Halamish−2018−2
Halamish−2018−11A
Halamish−2018−1
Halamish et al.−2018
Double−2019−3−JOL
Double−2019−2−JOL
Double−2019−1−JOL
Dalot−2018
Chen et al.−2019−2−incongruent framing
Chen et al.−2019−2−control
Chen et al.−2019−2−congruent framing
Chen et al.−2019−1−incongruent framing
Chen et al.−2019−1−control
Chen et al.−2019−1−congruent framing
Bröder & Undorf−2019−5−dichotomous fonts
Bröder & Undorf−2019−5−continuous fonts
Blake−2018−2−incongruent framing
Blake−2018−2−control
Blake−2018−2−congruent framing
Blake & Castel−2018−2−incongruent framing
Blake & Castel−2018−2−congruent framing
Blake & Castel−2018−1B
Blake & Castel−2018−1A
Ball et al.−2014−2

 0.20 [−0.36, 0.75]
 0.92 [ 0.34, 1.50]

 0.19 [−0.36, 0.75]
 0.79 [ 0.22, 1.37]
 1.07 [ 0.48, 1.66]
 0.98 [ 0.41, 1.56]

 0.38 [−0.14, 0.90]
 0.27 [ 0.13, 0.40]

 0.24 [−0.12, 0.60]
 0.24 [−0.21, 0.70]

−0.04 [−0.59, 0.52]
 0.56 [−0.00, 1.13]
 0.90 [ 0.35, 1.45]
 0.56 [ 0.05, 1.06]
 0.28 [ 0.12, 0.44]
 0.27 [ 0.14, 0.39]
 0.40 [ 0.26, 0.53]
 0.44 [ 0.18, 0.70]
 0.89 [ 0.56, 1.23]
 0.70 [ 0.38, 1.02]
 1.08 [ 0.63, 1.53]
 1.34 [ 0.80, 1.87]
 0.88 [ 0.47, 1.28]
 0.88 [ 0.53, 1.24]
 0.24 [ 0.05, 0.42]
 0.42 [ 0.14, 0.70]
 0.60 [ 0.29, 0.91]
 0.80 [ 0.45, 1.14]
 0.80 [ 0.24, 1.35]

−0.38 [−1.03, 0.26]
 0.44 [ 0.21, 0.67]
 0.71 [ 0.32, 1.10]
 0.57 [ 0.24, 0.91]
 0.38 [ 0.15, 0.60]
 1.63 [ 1.11, 2.15]

 0.08 [−0.19, 0.35]
 0.63 [ 0.37, 0.89]
 0.86 [ 0.20, 1.52]
 0.20 [ 0.06, 0.34]
 0.24 [ 0.03, 0.45]
 0.38 [ 0.23, 0.53]
 0.79 [ 0.31, 1.27]

 0.13 [−0.17, 0.42]
 0.13 [−0.20, 0.45]
 0.16 [−0.06, 0.38]

−0.32 [−0.94, 0.30]
 0.10 [−0.52, 0.72]
 1.06 [ 0.64, 1.48]

 0.45 [−0.18, 1.07]
 0.68 [ 0.12, 1.25]
 0.53 [ 0.18, 0.88]
 0.39 [ 0.15, 0.63]
 0.40 [ 0.18, 0.62]
 0.55 [ 0.34, 0.76]
 0.31 [ 0.16, 0.46]

 0.14 [−0.01, 0.29]
 0.52 [ 0.02, 1.02]
 0.74 [ 0.23, 1.24]

 0.44 [−0.01, 0.88]
 1.02 [ 0.55, 1.49]

 0.35 [−0.12, 0.81]
 0.54 [ 0.35, 0.74]

 0.43 [−0.01, 0.88]
 0.47 [ 0.03, 0.90]
 0.19 [ 0.07, 0.31]
 0.28 [ 0.09, 0.47]
 0.26 [ 0.05, 0.47]
 0.37 [ 0.07, 0.67]
 0.32 [ 0.11, 0.53]
 0.28 [ 0.10, 0.46]
 0.86 [ 0.40, 1.32]

 0.30 [−0.01, 0.61]
 0.35 [ 0.17, 0.53]

 0.17 [−0.26, 0.60]
 0.02 [−0.40, 0.45]
 0.17 [−0.17, 0.50]
 0.08 [−0.43, 0.58]
 0.21 [−0.30, 0.71]
 0.45 [−0.12, 1.02]
 0.26 [−0.29, 0.80]
 0.47 [ 0.31, 0.63]
 0.44 [ 0.30, 0.58]

 0.21 [−0.32, 0.73]
 0.23 [−0.27, 0.74]
 0.08 [−0.06, 0.23]

−0.01 [−0.19, 0.17]
−0.01 [−0.27, 0.26]

 0.60 [ 0.37, 0.84]
 0.29 [ 0.06, 0.52]
 0.82 [ 0.42, 1.23]
 0.84 [ 0.35, 1.33]
 0.64 [ 0.28, 1.00]
 0.71 [ 0.41, 1.01]
 0.71 [ 0.33, 1.08]
 0.37 [ 0.19, 0.55]
 0.10 [ 0.02, 0.19]

 0.04 [−0.07, 0.15]
−0.01 [−0.10, 0.07]
 0.26 [−0.10, 0.62]
 0.01 [−0.52, 0.55]
 0.22 [−0.36, 0.80]
 0.58 [ 0.03, 1.12]

−0.01 [−0.60, 0.58]
 0.13 [−0.42, 0.69]
 0.29 [−0.30, 0.89]
 0.24 [ 0.07, 0.41]
 0.36 [ 0.09, 0.64]

−0.27 [−0.80, 0.26]
 0.30 [−0.22, 0.83]
 0.54 [ 0.00, 1.07]

 0.14 [−0.36, 0.64]
 0.34 [−0.16, 0.84]
 0.12 [−0.20, 0.43]
 0.66 [ 0.36, 0.97]

−0.36 [−0.88, 0.16]

 0.39 [ 0.34, 0.44]

Study Hedges's g [95% CI]

0.38 [0.33, 0.43]RE Model (Outliers removed)

Fig. 3   Forest plot with effect 
sizes and 95% confidence 
intervals for the comparison 
between larger and smaller 
fonts in JOLs. Positive effect 
sizes indicate that items pre-
sented in larger fonts were 
rated with higher JOLs than 
items presented in smaller 
fonts. The sizes of the squares 
in the forest plot are propor-
tional to the weights of the 
experiments, which are calcu-
lated as the inverse sampling 
variances. RE Model = ran-
dom-effects model
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