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3HAHUE «KAK» BE3 3HAHUS «IIOYEMY»: POJIb METAKOTHUTUBHON
YYBCTBUTEJIBHOCTU B HAYYEHUM UCKYCCTBEHHOV TPAMMATUKE

Pabora mocBsAlleHa [BYM BOIPOCaM, CBA3aHHBIM C METaKOTHUTUBHBIMU  MepaMu
OCO3HAaHHOCTH, @ UMEHHO TOMY, HACKOJIPKO CU/IbHO OHU Pas3/IM4aroTCA II0 CBOMM XapaKTepUCTUKAM
U B KaKOJM CTeHMEeHN OHM OTPAXAT OCOSHAHHOCTb INPNOOpPeTaeMOro B XOfie VMIUIMIINTHOTO
Hay4yeHNs 3HaHMsA. CpaBHUBAIOTCA OLIEHKM YBEPEeHHOCTM M COBEpIIeHNE CTaBOK Ha COOCTBEHHBII
orBeT. Ilokasano, 4TO /iBe 9TU Mepbl Pa3INYaAlOTCA KaK B YaCTU MCIIOIb30BAaHUA MCIIBITYEeMbIMU
IPEJUIOKEHHbIX LKA/, TaK ¥ B 9aCTU B/IMAHMUA Ha IIPOLIECC IPUMEHEHNA UMIUIMIIMTHOTO 3HAHUA
(T. e. Ha M3MepsieMoe TOBefieHMe). Bo BTOpOI wacTy pabOTHI ITOKA3aHO, YTO METAKOTHUTUBHAS
JyBCTBUTE/IBHOCTD (CIIOCOOHOCTD CYOBEKTMBHO pa3miyaThb CBOJ IIpaBYJIbHBIE VI HEIIpaBVJIbHbIE
OTBETbI) He KOppPeMpPYeT CO CIIOCOOHOCTHIO Ife/IeHaIpaB/IeHHO MCII0/Ib30BaTh UMeolleecs 3HaHUe.
Jlemaerca BBIBOJ, O TOM, 4YTO METAKOIHMTMBHAA YYBCTBUTEIBHOCTb, BOIIPEKM KIACCHYECKUM
IIpefICTABIEHUSAM, He OTpa’kaeT OCO3HAHHOCTD. bubmrorp. 21 Hass. V1. 5. Tabm. 2.
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KNOWING “HOW” WITHOUT KNOWING “WHY”: THE ROLE OF
METACOGNITIVE SENSITIVITY IN ARTIFICIAL GRAMMAR LEARNING

The work is dedicated to two questions related to metacognitive awareness measures: how
much they differ in their features and what extent they reflect awareness of knowledge acquired
during implicit learning process. Th e artificial grammar learning paradigm is used. Confidence
ratings and post-decision wagering are compared. These two measures are shown to differ in two
aspects. First is the features of subject's use of the scales provided by these two measures: speed of
scale level choice and its variance on different levels of the scale, distributions of two measures etc.
The second aspect is how these measures affect the process of implicit knowledge application (that
is the measurable behavior). It is shown that people tend to classify strings slower when they give
confidence ratings. Thus confidence ratings and post-decision wagering are probably based on
different cognitive phenomena. In the second part of the paper it is shown that metacognitive
sensitivity (the ability to distinguish between correct and incorrect answers) does not correlate with
the ability to apply present knowledge purposefully. Generation task with inclusion and exclusion
conditions was used to measure the ability to use learned rules of the artificial grammar. Despite the
fact that metacognitive sensitivity appeared to be unrelated to the generation performance, it
correlates with classification performance. The conclusion is done that in contrast to classical point
of view metacognitive sensitivity does not reflect awareness. On the contrary, it can reflect the
ability to monitor and control present unconscious knowledge. The possible implications for single
and multiple system approaches are discussed. Refs 21. Figs 5. Tables 2.
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