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Abstract

According to the time of memory occurrence, memory can be divided into retrospective memory
and retrospective memory. Prospective memory especially emphasizes that an individual will do a
specific thing at a certain time in the future or when a certain cue event appears. Most studies on
prospective memory focus on the cognitive level, but relatively few studies on metamemory. In
recent years, some researchers began to focus on the study of metamemory in prospective memo-
ry, and found that there are some similarities between metamemory in prospective memory and
metamemory in retrospective memory. Prospective memory is very common and important. The
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research on prospective metamemory has opened a new field of prospective memory. Futurolo-
gists can further study the brain mechanism of prospective memory metamemory, the develop-
ment trend of prospective memory metamemory of individuals of different ages, and the interven-
tion promotion of prospective memory impairment.
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1. BUBEICIZHER

i & iCAZ (prospective memory, PM)s&fia MAXS TSN EEAT HifS . A7 SEBHEBUFIPAT 1)L 75
(Shum, Levin, & Chan, 2011). W DA FHE 1242 43 D9 J5 T 3 4 16 5 S i 12 A0 5 T B 18] 1) 617 B 1212
(Kvavilashvili & Ellis, 1996). & T[] (1 5 BE 10122 SRAN A AE 45 1 B A) B 58 ) 8] 2 S5 AT — A3, T
BT AR R IEICAZ B SR AMARTE R 8 S AR BAT — DB E . F e AR AN =] LT AR B 10 19 45 A
S JE T T HAMATIE LIz, Tic e B R RS 3T Has 8 T8 T [ i ATIE A2 . —Ralh,
XA B AT RE I AZ AT AN B ) M SR, L7 AN [F] K 1A &N e ) (Einstein & McDaniel, 1990).
RS ICIZAE ARG 140 W S5 R e 70 R B ATHE 1D 2 L 12 A B2 22 15% (Gardner &
Ascoli, 2015). FEMTZS AR AR, — B RTIEICIZERE, W2 FET ARG R (Dismukes, 2012).

Einstein 11 McDaniel (1996)%4 Hi & 112 73 A T s o3 A a1 BB 53 o TR R A3 = 4R M 2l s A A4 5
B I, BB 2 R TE 0 B S (0 A 2. MCRTBETCAZ 1 7 B B UM B4R RO AT 75 L HE R
HIX AR BA DI SE R, FE AT I 75 22 b W — AN N IEZEREAT 1035 3h LS AT HE = B (Ellis & Kvavilash-
vili, 2000). Einstein Al McDaniel (1990)#&H | HIHEICIZ S5 % 6 ——XUE S Ta . BI LLEAESET I
BN FARSs, BOSAEPAT RTIE AR 55 I 7 E 4T Wr IEAEHEAT TP AR S5, BT RTIEAE 5.

2. BIREICTZ IR iC R
2.1. MEEEMIIES

Smith (2003)#EH 1 Fil 493 2 in 1 ¥ & (preparatory attentional processes and memory processes theory)
B PAM Hig . ZHEINN, UAMKRLEPAT RTBEAT 55 I 4 44 2 75 B AR A SN R VR o [RIIHZEE I N AT IE
A2 R 1B1 Bt 4 A Rl 1042 AT AR SR R AR ABA I o 24 75 B S AT B T2 AT 55 110 2L Ak P 255 Bk (LD [ it g
57), AR TR EHE B AT I AR, TIX — I R A R RN A BIR Y o BT TC 2 B TR 4y
D] AT HITHEAT 55 B TR 32 AR SR A AE G, X — 1 A2 T 2 A R R R

ZHRAE AR T AMA ATIEICAZ R A SN TR E A, JF R AR T AT IS, M
DL TR B0 0 2O IEAE AT A AT 45 AT I T . X —Hig 4y B iA A (Smith, 2016).

22. ZEMIER

Einstein A1 McDaniel 4 A\ 7E 2000 “E$&H T 2 5 in T 2L (multiprocesses theory). ZIERIANRTHE L
AT 55 B OR R AN SRR A2 75 BV RN TR IR 0 (R WERAEE W ATIEILIZ R R B E . AR R
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i

PR

TS T, ATIEICIZ R PAT A —E 23T HE S IE T . 2 BidiZm TER & R I 1
RE T AR 5 B A A R R I IR S m TEL %, R B mT Dowt B sh4k in T 30 Gk 47 fif B (Einstein et al.,
2005).

[ERE, ok e I B T HE 112 B0 75 SRR AT SR me A BT RE 112 BN A [ R B E ) A4 e
2B SR MR T ICIZ AR WL 275 4k . Einstein 58 N\ y——Mao) 75 ZE IR B LA R GG F =
. Hicks, Marsh, & Cook (2005)Xf AT [ A ZE FERTHEICIZ 2 A on il a5l 3. Al TA I AAT
FER IR RN BOE | —/NER I E R, X2 —A R T U Ea BAMES SR TSR , 52
R, BE “CAINERSIE Y = N LR EINA S BRER N7 MH—8. RAEAMAATRR oA
ISR Z B ER R, H— PR —U9RE RS R, X —RRFTLAER, X ERE EATHE
TCAZ 0 BB BB TN R 5 R i ] e 2 R AR

3. AIREICIZHETTiEiZinT

JEICAZFE AR B SCiZ AT I DL ARVE RIS & . B A R B R T A e e ) v S
(Livingston, 2003). Jo\ A1 3= B B o0 46 B3RS R . BRI A 3 U $ (Al Banna, Redha, Abdulla,
Nair, & Donnellan, 2015). £ H % A& A ROAAZ e OB T 70 AR R, AR RrEE IR #1012 R I e
731, WA Lac A 205 B RRE ST, AN TE AT AR5 Bh T B (1 B8 77 (Knight, Harnett, & Titov,
2005). X 7CICIZ I R AP B RE S I CRAMAEAT B 2005 2 o JeiddZxt BICIZ R I e i E a5 31 1
] Z I 7T (Dunlosky & Tauber, 2016). IR, BEFTENIIFAEE R T4 AT ICAZ A9 TCic iz AT 3R 7T
Sob - (R0 C 12 PR 2 300 1 0000 368 35 {36 FH 2 > R 82 )17 (judgements of learning, JOLs) K47 . XF-TF RTBEICIZ %
AT, 75 B X P b s 2 3R AT X 43— i 20 A R 2 - TIOR3 A2 4R e b AT 4, BBt
By SR f e AR B ) BRI B A4 o BRI AR R RG22k —E E-mail, BN
2 HI2E E-mail I 18] 78 B % 5. _E . Penningroth £ Scott (2013) A 5t 1A — N ASRHE B i) 7585 — K
S AT NFH AT X — e @, JF E AR RN T B DR AR 9T HOE, AR B R
WZ IR ? R 6.2% M N B Al 12 7E.O BT B RIS AEAAE B S RTIEICIZEE ). HAR I A2
AN AT T R A A AR B —— P an R ABAT TR 2 3 Bl PN 5 L P s — /MR AR B e 7E |
AT, R 6.2%1 KA | S RTIEICIZ B WA BE, UCHTEA I B AR T E 3 Bh A1 i
AT DR A M AT AT BRI — AT R W R AT B R R S 4 NS TAT R T, IR
B A AT T REICAZ IS I RE 0. Iz, SRR BEAIAST fiil, WER AT Rl T B S RTIE LAz )
REJT. HUMEICIZEIRA T ARG th R AAE, WERAMARERT B S K RTHEICIZ A8 /R thyERf 1 i, K2
KT AP RTHEICAZ RS DA S TAE R

CAZ IS AN IEAZAZ X N AR R AR T A CE A EE R, 102 B DU mT DAFR Sd Az 4w, T
TCAZ 4% ST LS Sk 4k L5200 47 Wa Ml (Koriat, Ma’ayan, & Nussinson, 2006). b, fRAIfE<zikiE s —
AMEZERAEEE H O K B REMIEE, FEVRVCNIRAREIR I Hoic A 0 K B R M 4, I BARHM
E 25 ] LAAT RcHh B b AR 38 (O J T M ) 2142 1) (R 3k ) o (HUR A SRAR S 1 (25 J5 04 A& Y e i T Hb B AT
RTME R, R T BE 2 S AR 25 PR R BB VE (G S T A F2 1 21 e 0 AR AR

TERTHEICIZ IR Z H 7, RAEREE HF7E L\ A1 )Z TH (Devolder, Brigham, &Pressley, 1990; Knight, Har-
nett, & Titov, 2005; Meeks, Hicks, & Marsh, 2007). iXJEHA NEF, RN N R Th B AT BE1C 2 0T BE 1 A
FIWT e AT R A A 7T A R AT RS O R R S (0 R

£ Devolder et al. (1990) W7t H, Bk MIAT 5572 F B0 A 7E e 1) HIRFT Hg . B3 RIPA s R
BRI [ CRER IO AT 2 /DA AR R SRl . Devolder 28 A\ TH5L 7 40t BT IEICAZ IE B AT B0 T4
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AISEPRBIZ B ZE o AATRIL, B RAE TN B 3 BT T A 2 K R, i L AE T w2 i %
WIS B B AE . Meeks 5 A (2007) 78 5250 2 A 78 1 ATHE R I T0IN AR o Kl e AR 551 IEAE#EAT
MRS, BIMELRR (LRI B4 R RN R, B RS tor M sl ZoR A THb AT 14
BERBE R B SERU, BT L bRaTIE e IR T BARA(E, (HE BME 5 bR
FRERIOE 2 IEA 2. Knight %5 A (2005)8F 78 1 — 20495 1 i 453 0 26 2 (TB ) 00 R S s i A AZ i) 22
S, IR — 2= S 0 R ZE P AN 2 R E AT . AR EOE T — B, R R
T AMNANTFESCPAT L — BT A . AT TS, 2 20 DNARIZRZR i) — A B (B, 1
53), BORBEACE AR T TS W, SKEA). T 20 MEEPRE -ANERER, BolER 4
FRVEAS AT B CRgicfE & BAES TRt A—MNRENZEAEHERH, TBI B& &G 7 A1m
RTREICAZ I, T I8 ZHARAY 1 AT T 2 0 . Goodman-Kruskal #H 2% 3¢ BH—— g ZH 48 ) AT s 1042 S A
R AR R EM, REHAN H DS — e R,

IAER, AHREY], ATBEICIZ AR AZ A AU (Marsh et al. 2006, Underwood et al., 2015).
Marsh, Cook, & Hicks (2006) 17 7t A [B1 B 1 Hi A& 1012 A0 B0 AZ B A FRABL I (19— LEHfF 72 . Marsh, Hicks,
& Cook (2008) [ it 1 1 55 X i BE1C A2 10 52 1 2 ALl 5% (B 3242 i 52 i R A 98« Underwood, Guynn Al
Cohen (2015) I 72.4% BH 5T BE1CAZ AN B30 12 R 5 BB = HT /2 B[R] — 4o 48 DX 3 —— A 42 2 23+ X 3UA
TR

Smith (2016)4& H BTHETCAZ I [RB R 7) 5 e A2 fE Dh e F &ALl . Schnitzspahn, Zeintl, Jager 1
Kliegel (2011) 5 78 -G b5 57 W& AZ 00 FRUH A8 23 R0 [0 B3 B 23 PR G A e M R A T 0 2, 484 5 [ 3
CAZ A ER JOL RN AT UWP RUSLAEHTHE 1CAZ PR AN Lo 40 AEEAT Il . 458K ATiE iz m)
TR 8 o0 R0 B 43 I A7 AE ZE 3R JOL RERE, 1115 UWP R U IR A7 7 T B A CAZ R 181 Bk 40 2 v o

4. HIREICIZAITICIZHE REVFHSR

TEAMAE B B IR, AN CE AT RTIE I A TR T /. AR 5 5 ) LEXT R
B TEAZ PR S A T 22 B S5 BT 12 i B 1 A5 B HERf b 22 (Cottini, Basso, & Palladino, 2018). Af#&iEAZ
A — e INEn I #5 5 HAT DI Re I3 = K A %, HR PR 1A DG 14 9 3% A 1R =1 (Spiess, Meier, &
Roebers, 2016). 4 7 FARATH #3885 I 7oA FI#E i H RERH B RTREICIZ £ 1/ Eik— 0 22 SRR
B4 Je N A 40iR (Geurten, Lejeune, & Meulemans, 2016).

filtn, 1F Geurten %5 NI 7T R BH—— R A AL AR UF M 1 @ ATHE 1CAZ SR8 R IF B2 3 B4R
UF A IEAEREAT AT 55 6T T 4R 010 4~9 5 )LEE, A Refg G R aiiE iz R 5 AT i ds . ik, BE&
PATTHREFA TN EN RN R R, ) LEAERTIE LIS FAR AT RS .

2R, ZHENEE ARG UAENR, (H2, HTEBREKESBNPATIRMN TS
PELAS FE R D) B TN AR . 78 HARIRES N, 2 NATHE 1L IZAE 55 1 70 D\ 0 e AT R ) bl 47 5 N B0
(Devolder et al., 1990). {H27ESLIRAT 25 5641~ , 2 4E NI R I H B 471K 70 A A0 s 42 (Schnitzspahn, Thle
et al., 2011). Rk, SRR AT T 126 50 0 DA 60 Hs 0 A 92 o] (R R B A2 75 A BT 2 4 AN AE SR B = ATHE 22
RS HIIE Lo B NFTHECAZ A — AN 5 I SR A2 5 L E R R, IX7E B AR s T s 5 0t
] — 245 8 52 JIRTI 9 Yk —FE ™ B . McDaniel et al. (2009) BT T2 B, 2 SR = o Wa il (0%t ) > S 3
HENFERTHECAZ AR 55 b U B EE 4% % (McDaniel, Bugg, Ramuschkat, Kliegel, & Einstein, 2009).

5. RE
B, EHEREE KT RTIEICIZH ITIC IR FORARR B, SR Z AR BN, X RTHEICIZ AT
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R

i

FRHEBEE AL NFZH o JTAERXS RTBEICAZ A B 7T ie 12 5 112 BAT AU B 358 43 B 8 9 BT HE C 12 1
WEFETTRE 7B HIIE RS . LEAL S8 RIS IZ U TTICAZ i B Sl 5 o w] DAY R BV RTIS idi2 2 h & —ME
R TTH i L

Hok, ESCBJRM, % T TG ICIZAE HH A0S vh A PR AT B, 0 AN R AR BN AT R 12 0
KRBT FCIEAT 5t — RN o WA, ey P SE AT 238D TGS 12 SRS LA B (o ke iR HC A2 32 B2 MR 1)
TR+ S A

e, FERTIEICIZ TSI e, AR AT CLEBIIR S ITZAh . BESEBORIR TURTIEICAZ 1Y
WEIN AL L BTS2 b oo iz il s AL .
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