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Abstract

Memory monitoring is an important aspect of meta-memory monitoring, which refers to the eval-
uation and estimation of an individual’s own memory ability. According to the time when memory
monitoring occurs, memory monitoring can be divided into predictive monitoring and retrospec-
tive monitoring. Predictive monitoring includes task difficulty judgment and learning degree judg-
ment, and retrospective monitoring includes awareness and self-confidence judgment. For indi-
vidual memory monitoring, researchers at home and abroad have done a lot of research from dif-
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ferent angles, but there are few studies on memory monitoring in collective memory. In recent
years, some researchers have begun to focus on the study of learning degree judgment in collec-
tive memory, and found that the characteristics of learning degree judgment in collective memory
are different from individual memory. Therefore, it is very important to explore the characteris-
tics and patterns of memory monitoring in collective memory. Future scholars can further study
the development characteristics, influencing factors, mechanism of action and intervention me-
thods to improve the level of memory monitoring in collective memory.
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1. |IFEIZHR

AL Z (Collective Memory) & 20 t £ 2Bl 2240k ) — AN B M IO 5T 8. 1925 4F, vAE &%
FSAT FUARE COAZIAE R g5 M) — e d t, IR I SO “— MR E AL S B AR B L AT
HHEREMNEE R, DRUEEARICIZAL K 1) S A 2 Ak 2 A MR IR T Bz iZ e 8ave” - Bl
DK, SERIAZEANRIECEPRE 2N ERRZ 2 EMEH, sk, 85, ey NSRS Buh
AL F, X ARIEEARZARE 5N DR 7 B FRER A FILR . X Ak
WCAZAE AR E X, AHIX—ARIERZ 0 & SRR AR ILZ11A12, 1 HIXEEid I AR I S A R 2856
B E(Hirst & Manier, 2008).

LB R, RARICIZA — PR, A B AN N R 5L 3 [FDR A2 N A AT i
AR A —Frd 2 m L e, X —id A2 2 W Eid 12 (collaborative memory). BMEICIZE R AITH
W51, BIEMED4 (collaborative inhibition) A1 {2 i3 (collaborative facilitation). PMEFIHIZETE, 7
PRPUT S, NHIERE B g SRR E B S EE D BRI IR L aT M ETR I & 5
X} i SR AN NS BUR A BRI

11 tMEMSIREE R R

1.1.1. RENERE AR %

PERURBS AR, UMEAMIRBURS 2, &R P 2 R 5% R H E Gk x4y HoAth e A 1A
BG4 T TN . Al AE 5 S B BURE B S AR s A BT T AN Y, TAERE
Ja MM ESRBGE FE AR EER SRS SR 25Nl oAl sk R S RS B SRS P2 AR T, 1S
PMEARIIREUR SR T4 X 4L, P Edmsl et 2 H Bl (Basden et al., 1997). Bh4b, ZAUIN A, HMESNHIEL
RFFE ALK, ORISR, ASmiEsMRIciZ. Sebr ERSch SCIRE R, R KR
J5 (3 4y, TEVMESEEUN A PRI SR BT H 2ERE 5 AN N CAZ B E T, X ISR TR
F1HI3Z ¥ (Finlay et al., 2000).

1.1.2. $RELHDEIRY
M ] 4D 2 ECH ) B 5 3= 0 ik 4 2 43 A (1) $2 B 38 5 (socially-shared  retrieval-induced for-
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getting, SS-RIF)WLAZEAT MR « i MLHIA il N R 5 3 B BRI R SIS IS IZ IR R % A, 2 2L
HeWr & XM AR IR IS s . BRI S, R UMESRBUL RS, NP o R s T H K4R E, &
A H At RS 2T SR I H (Y RAE A8 FE KT B, AT S ECH A AR 3T T R SR IBOITH A S PR X
BN M ESRIRE T, P E M EAIHIEILR o 5 SRR BN EGRAE, SS-RIF A AR 745 R B B
VESR UL AR BN AR 2 RREE FRAR A RO FR UK S (Cuc et al., 2007).

Barber 4(2015) & X3 HH AT LA 22 LI RARRE I EACAZ , O BRI i o SN B SR A S A 1l AL 1)
HFE B JER AT BRGS0 7 ANt B, Dy Bl ] i 2 AL R SR RS

1.2. PME(RZERIR IR R

1.2.1. B AFHH

Weldon £l Bellinger (1997)RF 702 81, B {2 3k 7 A= 10 3 B2 I (R 2 A N T IO o At N TR 4
FEUME [EHZ 3 R B T 2R Sl HZ R R B EZ T H , ARt T S e,
FrUA s TR 2 AR R gt BRI, — AR A 58 ik M2 A s TR e, i X AN
(50 E 2 /N HAh R R TE 2 AT B R R i 1, X a2 A N PR

122, BNER

A8 MR ZRARYME L AP A B 0L R T 313 2 R AR s 1 4 SR SR B 1 B CLSR AR E AS BE R
Yt Sk #3870 H (Weldon & Bellinger, 1997).

Basden % A\ (2000)7E HiF 7t iF 15 8 1728 XL R IR . @i L E E PhERMZ(CCHMEZ AN A EHZ
(M)A, IEE—IRIBMZ B3 — R EHZ e Az g ak (B WX EMZ 2 ) [HMZ 5 ), KB CCI e T2
BT 1, 0 CCL S N 4L iZ G &M E R, BAAR B THRIGKECFEN, FoW4r
BCEETR: BARRIAE T AL, oA M IR AN M EA R EZ 2. 8 R R R TE
VRIS, /INELRSC O3 PR 5 25 FLAt e A SRt T 2R, A H SO RMZ s Al AR SG I I H .

1.2.3. $HIR4IE
iR 2 TE A2 48 /N R 3 E B $ B Wi 81 E A ol DR A 5 1 48 SR T 24 1 B O B0 (e A2 ) T e [ i 1)

WA, MBS A B R R S

Ross 45 A\ (2004) B FAR DT T 2 4FE NIERB T e A FHA L ERbRil, 45R RS B &
PERIMELLI i b 2R T4 U %S, LT UMERDH, EPMELAL L SCH A DRSS (5
SR R BN, PMELL R 2 S AR FATIUE , BT DAERATT A FE 1R 2 R
2. B M AR

TCICIZ AR TCNEN I — R E I, 2 METAROHE AT TS . JeidiZiX —ARiE, e ELE
K Flavell 75 1979 42 H, F B AMDHCIZ A EN 5042 B W S 4], Hodd iz 2 soidizm
HEJH

CAZ ST AR E BACAZAE T IPEAN S At . 42 BECIZ R 2B M TR), AT DL AZ BI04 N
UL S0 [ 5 e

U0 I0L H N e A A B I Bl 2 BT L HE AT 55 ME 5 H Wt (easy of learning, EOL) 2% I 2 K% 3 Wi (judgment
of learning, JOL). 455 #E & I 2 5 2% > 38 %) 2% ST T H M B2 1 ) (Nelson & Narens, 1994); 2% SJFEEE 3|
W7 2 Fi 2% 20 3 0 2 HT 24 A )0l BT H FE B S A 1020 A R 4R 4 TR0 44 ) BT (Nelson & Dunlosky,
1991).
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[ P W A AE AR BOE Bh 2 Jm B3 el (feeling of knowing, FOK)AMHHY 4 15 0 24/ (judgment
of confidence, JOC). FHbe/EZIBTERA 5 (I EMZ I, 2221381043 AT aA B2 I E R R 32
B 5 oI W7 45 2 31 0] 1 PR ERSS SR A IE R M 10 1 45 O R B 40 r(Nelson & Narens, 1994).

2.1. FIAREFIBTAIES

22 21 R 2 FIWT (Judgment of learning, JOL)J& MAXS 24 i CL28 5% > ik i30T H 72 B8 J5 4 [mHZ00 A o S5t
{1 TR 4 ) Wi (Nelson & Dunlosky, 1991). B 7t ST F2 B U (1 3 22 H (0 7E TR MAXT B 22 S Al
LRI T FRFEIE, DUROR B QU ST RS2 g sh e Re 71, NI N5 218 I R s A n) % 21 5idiz
TSR EE A .

5 TR W mT LIRS S5 A BT (R RA S ot AT 328 o AR LA 5 AR B [RIAS[R], - W A4y S RIS
2 SR A (immediate JOL)AITAE SR 274 5] R 52 1) (delayed JOL) (M:2h 7, /8%, 2004). BJIR 2% ST FERE
FWT A2 il A 2 58— AN ST R LA B i 1 (=042 03 H 6 Al T T . R A SR
SR AAE T 56 7 B AR 0] 5, TATRG — BT R], P L I 2 AR R E B S 04 B0 12 0 4 B %
HE TR S T

AR BT GBS R], 2 )R8 B A 0T LAy Jige 112 2] 7% 8 25 7 (item-by-item  JOL) AL T 27 ) F2
FiIr(aggregate JOL). TEZT JOL s, #RIE N pras il H MG/ E Tl ;s #2200 JOL 26140 T,
TR 73 B A I H B G E T (Schneider et al., 2000).

2.2. FIAREFIBTREHH

2.2.1. EEEARR

King A1 Shaughnessy (1980)#2 !, ZARUEIA N A TXF B CACIZFEEE TR, 0T 28 i 10 12 R 28 1) 5
JEE SR, X Ak 2 BB A U (Direct access hypothesis). X —F g\, M 22 SRR I TR 5
i, ORI ERYR 6 SR RS ) T AR B 2 B
2.2.2. WEICIZENRH

Nelson A1 Dunlosky 4 %5 i 10 AZ A I A2 K (1R SE M 2% HE B BEAT 27 SI R B i o /e 22, 42
HE Y X AR E G R 3 (Monitoring-dual-memories hypothesis). X —3iEIN Ny, 2% S F(EFE4T 2 ST FEE )
Wiz i, SRERNCES I RN, A R 5 T 5 S B aid 12 s B .

2.2.3. AIEGARY

AT AR U (Accessibility hypothesis)i\ g, 5% 21 3 76 2 Wi BRI HE BTSSR 2, (i HE (%) FoTn 8 tH 3t
M. WELRYL, TR IREANS RS, AEEEIHRNEMHRAGHER, S X m
GE, XUEFEME, MR EELNGEEME, %208 S UG Z B PR ] GEME R,
3R AR S 5 A B v P TR o P20 {5 S 1 T A A AR Bt sl B ) 17 257 > 38 A8 S 10 TR0 R0 0 i 1 o
TatE.

224, FiattRi%

T A AN N TAS B 5 R P ) —Fh £ ARG . BARE A% 1 (perceptual fluency). FEHX
AR (retrieval fluency) FZm % #% 7 (encoding fluency). N ifiig it R H8 2% S A0 ST, RS dkl
o T AN AR R N0 . SRR M AR TE [N B B ) F AR EUE B SRR . — R MRS EL
I A6 2% (BT IR ERET , IR . iR IR E A H RIS I N, R b g s S e X BT 27 10
H 347 10 T.(Dunlosky & Hertzog, 2001). Hertzog % NiAKy, H0 T FE#ER, WG, 22313852\ 8N
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2.25. ZEFIRER

Koriat (1997)$%H T 28 % F| FH#E Y (Cue-utilization model). Al g2 =) R MHE £ MR [ R R 3H T
SCIREE AW, AR T RN ) AR R R R AN R L AE IR R

P ZE 2 (intrinsic cues)—ftta % I RH — L8 N FE @ PE. DU, 3@ ARG DGR PE L RS
HARMEARVESE . 0. KRBAXT “3ER - 817 5I0oRM0nx “3ER - k", 4 I FH IR
R, AR LRS00 2] 5 ST B B M G TE . — M 100 R 27 21 78 2 2 i a2 o) i 2 wpont
REBEMMOEA &M 7, AT I IR EE Rt 2 G AR . SN2 E (extrinsic cues) & 15
AN ST PR A B i S, A9 0 2 ST KL 5 21 T SRR ) S IR AN (7] 4% . 112,k 2 (mnemoniics cues)
SR B AEAE BN T R R ) — S ARG, Wnn B e, BRI

3. SEFIRIZPIRIZEEMEHERIR

TEAMEICAZIBE T R I, TR PMELL R Z RO R AT, 2 15 2 AR SR 3 I N B 2 BN AIR
MIBEAE N, #BS LM EIHIL R (Ross et al., 2008). Bb4k, BFFCRILYMEMHI R Y4775 5 8~20 %
PR, HAEVMEMS & LE A R Z R OKIAYE, 2015). [FFEEAATLE@G 2. 5 Z) PRI TS
S PMESIHRIILGR, ABAS B AR MA ™ A PMEAI S AR VR A R B (F 5%, 2013). B0 R AEFIZ AR
NPMEIRIZ B FE 5 R AR — 8, RS AEFIE S NP A ER S, 2 M E 2 IEA 2 BRI EHD
fil, RERFPER MGG T 2FEN, HZFPEMRENFEER.

ZEHE(2018)FEH A AL 5l Nz e, RFEPMEILIZH, VMEIIHIAEE R R SRR, AT S5 M A
T AR A O P ) R R o RIS 1 Ok FR AR 8 2 DM ) LR BT R N1 S 264, JERE AR N2
TEEMERISR, BEA/DNHPAEEEIS . DNE=ER G LEWAREDEMS . W5 IR
FEAEMERSI L 554 beAh, TR KB, EOL JFIWE R AFEE b nl v bR UM EIC 2 B BT ok
HITHRAER . TCIR R 2 K, WMEZLLL A2 A S T =il AR 55 MR, U AR EOL Il
/NG EOL ) R o YR At 12 e () S B 1

Flavell %5 A\ (1970)f R0t 70 1)L 22 IR BEFIWT iAo, LAl LI . AR AR ) L s N,
LABATTTEN 10 TR HaT BLid R Lok, @SRRI FEH)LEAHIL T m bR, HAar s mEs 1
AL &5 B (Lipko et al., 2012; Lipko, Dunlosky, & Merriman, 2009; Lipko-Speed, 2013; Shin, Bjorklund, &
Beck, 2007; Stipek, Roberts, & Sanborn, 1984). Koriat, Ackerman, Lockl 1 Schneider (2009a, 2009b)1% F
FRIARD PRI /N ) LA 1) 2 S AR FE K, I — BSR40 L Ea 1) 2 >0 2 ) B v 1 5 0 Hh S5 7KF
SEYURARALE, T .

SR 5 (2017 K SAAACAZ BRORIE 830 2R 2 S R P W (1) SRR Y0 2UEs Stk BRI RS2 T I PR AR RN
ST SR A )2 S REFEHIT . BEFURIN, 5 210 M E B TR sme R 2 Al N S P T, (L2
SN AR LR N RS, (A TSl /N S MM SRR 2 S M E S A
Az zE SRR, EVMEIRDUS, 2B 0 H SN RIS . JEAh, 7145 A (2019)%] /)N
AR AR R LE UL R ZE B TR o RN RN AR LB AR AT 2 TR W
ERFEAE T IO R ZE, IR TS I R AR . SRR T IR Rt A =M mETE, KA
BAETHRM L RZ AR 55 P LR B Z, =R 72358881 58 =440 LE 11 LR 22 o

4. RE
B A TTICIZ IS St DK, WU XX — U AR T 1 IR AR R, 3R AZ i i An

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.131018 143 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.131018

KIBHE

P, [ AT AN A T KBRS T B MRS RRR . (B TR IZ A g1
MU AT BT TEAR XD o AR FTRT LA BL R JUJT THREAT IR

G, FEEIRIRE, A DS B M2 A C A2 I B 0T, TR EMEICAZ T iz B
RIERs S SRR AR JFH, RBAMAICIZ SERICIZ2 15 & DU sl S i 45 2R & 3
JEB, ] DA LU FERI VI e BEAh, Jeiiit 7t 2 SR DM E TS IZ ROSR B BL, 104w i B B By
PEXT 2 2] F HNCIZ i 2 7= HE A A RE 2R, R (EASHR R [

Hk, FESCBJZEE, BRI ST UM E RT3 27 20 3 il 7 /NI RS RS0 TR LUR R
5 RAER I BOM & L1057, S w5 21 38 RIS Z MK, #ETT e o 21 0 B B 2 ST R LA S
P HAE SRR R L B SRS TR, 3R ARSI ACR.

B, EEARRME, AKRBTFAT LAEBILL0AE RHEE BORIR ST ERARICAZ A ac A2 S i DA R AL
P

S 3k

BRINAF, (H/522(2004). 2% > FRIE A R IR, OBEFI# 2R, 12(2), 176-184.

ZH(2018).  B1EANH) R B MG K. WS S0, R R K 2

XN, SRS, BFF, 5KIR, B THE(2019). /NFEA TR 22 K LI 58. O FEFL, 42(5), 1148-1154
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