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. Evidence was found for an ability to monitor during -
learning the -degree of retrievability of the to-be-learﬁed\material'

" from memory at time of a subsequent test. . Students were givig three
successive study trials.to learn eithér a list of 60 paired

. assdciates or a free-recall list of 60 "unrelated" words. During a

fourth study trial, they rated on'a~*-point scale how confident they .
were that they would recall the. item on a.later test trial. - B
.performance on ¥he subsequent testr vas a monotonic increasing
function of rating for both taskslthe slope being greater for paired

associates. {Author) >
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~ Predlctlon During Learnlng of Later Retrlevablllty
: gene A. Lovelace
*= ' University of Virginia

[ o, . .
‘There is evidence, in-such«phenomena as the "tip-of
*

the- tongue state, that people can mond#tor memory for .
events which are not readily accessible ‘at - the moment’x~

The present research dealt with a related phenomenon-
the extent to whlch an 1nd1v1dual can monltor or predlet
while engaged in study of verbal materlal, his later .

s ss in retrieving specific 1nformatlon from memory.
v

tory tasks: a) bidirectional paired- -associate (PA) -

ability was examined in the context of two labora-

~1earning in which students studied word palrs knowing
that later they might be show either one and would have
to attempt to recall the other, and b) a freé recall
task in which they studied a list of words and then,
with no specific cues brovided,_récalied as many- words
as they could: from that list. : ‘ .
/ ‘ Method ‘ L
Maferials A T '
The stimulus materlals were 120 nouns‘chosén from
.the norms of Paivlo Yur\}e & Madlgan (1968). All~
words had T-L frequenC1es greater than 20, with lmagery?

LI

.concreteness and meaningfulness values above 2.5, 2 9,
and 4.0, reSpéctively, in those norms. Word lengths.

ranged from 5 to 9 letters* Synonxgdty and obvious

strong associative relations between words was minimlzed
< -

by inspectlon

Procedures ‘
In tha-bldlrectlonal PA task students were asked to

study eaph of 60 word pairs so that. they could recall
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e1ther word if glven ‘the other., ‘The pa1r§ were, pre- l’
sented for three Success1ve study trrals (with no'lnter-
vening tests) at a rate of 3 sec. pér word on a fourth
- trial the palrs\wqre shown at a 5 sec, rate and the.
‘ students were to rate’ each palr on a 7-point scale fo%
- ~how well they: Ehought they weuld be able to recall one
. * ' member of the pair when shown the otherq A 7 -on the L
o -. . scaled was labelled. as "certa1n that you can recall :

1

« either'word” while a 1 on the scale 1nd1cated that the "

A ¥

. ’ student felt that he could not recall euther word if

' given the other. Follow1ng this ratlng tr1al a sxngle
‘  test tr1al was given at a 6- sec, rate for half the’ pairs
the flrst member was shown and for half the second was
presented at time -of test, Order of word pa1rs was. -
varied across the three study trials and the test
tr1al 1nvolved Stlll another order On the test trial /
the students were required to write down 5 response to’
“each word shown (their- best guoss), thls step was taken |

i . -y , N

tO minimize an fects ue tO confldence Cl’.' cr1terlon
Y

v
R

differences. . : ">
LN o “~ . In the free recall task students studled 60 single\\h
C )words presented successlvely at a 3 -sec, rate foy thrq% ! .

qtudy trials with no 1ntervening tests, ‘order df thé/ o

e words was varied from trial to trial A fourth study-

- : “trial was® given at- -a 5-gec, rate and dur1ng tbls trial ' '_‘ )
.eacg word wa§eto be rated on thg 7- p01nt‘sca1e for B
how well the s%ydent thought he would be able to’ recall
that word [ pfter. colleetion of the’ rating sheets and o )
a brief 1nstructlon the students. were dllowed 5 min, o

to recall as many words from the 11st as they cou%d

\




Sub}ectsn
The students participating in these experiments - were - .
1Cundergraduates ‘at the University of Virginia enrolled
in’ the summer - sess1on"qurty students served inAéach
of the/two tasks. The students served singly or in
-

small groups, each student receiving only one.nz the‘
two'tasks.", » ‘ ~ e 7

5 : ;
N - _Results - I :;~°4~\' ,
~ .The'c nditional” probability of recaIl given the
rat1ng ‘that the stud nt has ass1gned £d that word, or
pair, is shown in- Figure l hese prObablllt1€§ are
clearly a monotonic increa81ng function- of the ratingg “
assioned this function 1is somewhat steeper {h the .case
of - the P-A t5%k than for the freé recall task. Although -
- -the predictive ability'is somewhat better for the P-A
than the free: recall task, even in the ;r%e recall task
which 1nvolves ‘a minimum of recall cuesgthe students
~were,able ‘to monitor to an\pppreCLable degree their
"later ability in a memory task.- s _
In the P-A task there was f s1gn1ficant product-‘
‘moment correlacion (‘)Q) between the mean of a given
. stiadent's ratings and the number of words he successfully
.recalled as, well as a s1gn1f1cant correlation (- 76)
between thé‘mean rating which each’ word was given and )

the number’of - students who recalled the word (ps <. 002)

' o
-

In free recall neither of these correlations was

-significant. . .

Conclusions N

- The present studles give c1ear, empirical ev1dence

of students abiliky to mon1tor, while studying, the1r
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IR :1ater ablllty to retrleve materlal in'a verbal memory
L "““task. Their performance ‘in the free recall task is
CL e ;particularly 1mpre551ve 51nce this task involves a
T ';mlnlmum.Of experlmenter prov1ded cues at time of recall,

N , " and so ‘the studemt must be accurately monltoring the -

oo s v'relative effectlveness of storage-retrleval strategles
i 7; WhlGh he hLmself devisestfor the partlcular words (
. -’ -
} ) ' J ' - .. ) - "" - - : . i v P v
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N : L - ‘, - Footnote ', ',i‘ L o
1- This study was’ conducted by Gayle Pr1ce of *Farman
: Unlver91ty whlle visiting at the Un1ver51ty of
sVirglnla as an NSF Undergraduate 'Research Partlcrpant~
N : A paper based on these data was presented at the -

e T - 1974 meetlngs '6f the Psychonomlc Society in Bostan.
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’ received for the Cued (PA) and Free Recall tasks. °
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