94 s A F 20034 F20h H1H

AFETE BLE T

(! s ,100101; 2 s , 300073)
, ? —
(EOL) (JoL), )
19 ,
0.05 141
(state— based) Nelson , 30 70
(trait— based) ? 110 , FOK( )
, 0.18—0.02
’ ’ ’ 0 4
; Nelson ,
, 20000 ,
[5]
, , Schraw  Potenza ,
Lol
M aki, Jonas  Kallod R >
(2 4,7]
, 0. 90 7 ,
" (TCM),
Leonesio  Nelson , ( Maki  Swett
), (EOL) , ( Pearson r= 0. 04)!®
(JOL) (FOK) , William Peter Charles
0.05 -
4

Thompson  Mason :

2 )

* « (95— - 09) ;
" ( 39730180) « o (CESO16) (PEOS1)

**  E~ mail; liuxp@ psych. ac. cn



%14 ) A B4 0T B MR A B TR A R TR 4 95
, 234 ; ,
[9] 5
, 2.3.5 .
1
, 2.3.6 d
, :d= | P- Al
+A, p \ EOL
JOL A \
2 d o,
d ,
[10]
5 2.4
2.1 ,
3
9 54
8.1 14.4 207 3.1
2.2
2.2.1 , ( Pearson) 0.773" "
20
3 .
.15 0.01
, , 0. 01
0. 684, 0. 623, 0.
, 789 (0.
; 773 7) :
2.2.2 )
223 1 3.2
2.3 .
2.3.1 ,
, 1 2 ,
0.755" ", 1 3
0.477 ", 2 3
0.620" " 0. 01
2.3.2 2 , ,
1 2,
3) 3.3
2.3.3 ’
s Pear
) son , 1



96 s A F % 26 %
1
1 1 1 2 2 2
1 2 3 1 2 3
1 1 1. 000 0.637 ° 0.513" " 0.607" " 0.569" * 0.383" "
1 2 1. 000 0.734" " 0.378" " 0.634" " 0.491" "
1 3 1.000 0.297" 0.536" " 0.786" "
2 1 1.000 0.786"* 0.319"
2 2 1.000 0. 406" *
2 3 1. 000
1 s 15
4
. 13 0.01 ;
2 0.05 ,
3.4 , Leonesio ,
. (EOL)
(JOL) (FOK) \
(2]
:0.662° 7 ,0.667 7, 0.846 ", ( Nelson )
’ ’ : s NelSOn
0.01 s
, , Schraw Potenza
0. 452, 0. 453, 0. >
727 " , ’
3.5 ,
i [11- 13] M aki
Swett
0. 866 0.841" " ,
’ . , Thompson  Mason
) 0.774
0.825 ’ ’
0.01 , ’
3.6
5
(1) ,
? : O
912" ,0.649" 7, 0.737 ", .(2)
0.779" " ,0.772° © ,0.833" "
’ 6

1. Maki, R. H., Jonas, D. ,& Kallod, M. The relationship be-



%14

X AP R BN RA BT RENERA M THAN 97

tween comprehension and metacomprehension ability. Psy

ucational Psychology. 1993, 18:455- 463

chonomic Bulletin & Review. 1994,1:126- 129 7  Glenberg, A. M., & Epstein, W. Inexpert calibration of
Leonesio, R. J., & Nelson,T. 0. Do diffierent metamemory comprehension. Memory & Cogntion,. 1987,15: 84— 93
judgments tap the same underlying aspects of memory? 8 Maki,R.H., & Swett, S. Metamemory for narrative text.
Journal of Experimental Psychology. Learning, Memory, & Memory & Cognition. 1987, 15: 72— 83

Cognition, 1990, 16: 464- 470 9 Wiliam L. Kelemen, Peter J. Frost, & Charles A. Weaver
Thompson, W. B., & Mason, S. E. Instability of individual [11. Individual differences in metacognition: Evidence against
differences in the association between confidence judgments a general metacognitive ability. Memory & Cognition. 2000,
and memory performance. Memory & Cognitin. 1996, 24: 28:92- 107

226- 234 10 Han Kai, Tong Yunxia. Metamemory M onitor, Control and
Nelson, T. O. Predictive accuracy of the feeling of knowing Memory Pefformance. T he 2nd Conference of the Asian As
across different criterion tasks and across different subject sociation of Social Psychology, 1997, August, KYOTO
populations and individuals. In M. M. Gruenberg, P. E. JAPAN

Morvis, & R. N. Sykcs(Eds), Practical aspects of memory: 11

Current research and issues. 1988, 1: 190- 196 .2001, 2: 137- 141

Nelson, T. O., & Narens, L. Metamemory: A theoretical 12

framework and new findings. In G. H. Bower ( Ed.). The . 1998,4:17- 21

psy chology of learning and motivation. 1990, 26: 125- 173 13

Schraw, G., Potenza, M., & Nebelsick Gullet, L. Comr

straints on the calibration of performance. Contemporary Ed

.2002,34: 56— 60

IS MEMORY MONITORING STATE- BASED OR TRAIT- BASED ?

Tang Weihai® Fang Ge'
('Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, 100101)

Liu Xiping"?

(’Tianjin Normal University, The College of Educational Science, T ianjin 300073)

Abstract Is memory monitoring state— based or trait— based? Ths is one of the key problems that metacognition researchers care
about in recent years. T he current experiment used two typical tasks of prospective memory monitory: ease of learning judgment
(EOJ) and judgment of learning( JOL) , selected three different lists of paired words, and examined the consistency of memory monr
tory across the tasks and situations. The results: there was a significant consistency betw een ease of learning judgment and judgment
of learning. There was a significant consistency among the three different material situations. The results of the experiment imply
that the trait— based view about memory monitoring is right.

Key words: memory monitoring , across tasks, across situations, consistency.



