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Abstract

Subjective memory evaluation is important for assessing memory abilities and complaints alongside objective measures.
In research and clinical settings, questionnaires are used to examine perceived memory ability, memory complaints,
and memory beliefs/knowledge. Although they provide a structured measure of self-reported memory, there is some
debate as to whether subjective evaluation accurately reflects memory abilities. Specifically, the disconnect between
subjective and objective memory measures remains a long-standing issue within the field. Thus, it is essential to evaluate
the benefits and limitations of questionnaires that are currently in use. This review encompasses three categories
of metamemory questionnaires: self-efficacy, complaints, and multidimensional questionnaires. Factors influencing self-
evaluation of memory including knowledge and beliefs about memory, ability to evaluate memory, recent metamemory
experiences, and affect are examined. The relationship between subjective and objective memory measures is explored,

and considerations for future development and use of metamemory questionnaires are provided.
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Across research and clinical settings, there is a wide range
of objective and subjective measures available to examine
memory ability (Beaudoin & Desrichard, 2011; Garcia
et al., 1998). Objective measures such as recall tests or
neuropsychological batteries simulate memory-demand-
ing situations and allow for performance evaluations
(Garcia et al., 1998; Schmidt et al., 2001). However, indi-
vidual differences can influence motivation and perfor-
mance on memory tasks and objective tests might not
accurately reflect naturalistic situations (Bennett-Levy &
Powell, 1980; Hultsch et al., 1985; Jopp & Hertzog, 2007;
Sander et al., 2018). On the contrary, subjective measures
such as questionnaires may better highlight some individ-
ual differences specifically regarding self-perceptions
about memory and reveal important information about
memory in daily life (Herrmann, 1982; Hultsch et al.,
1987; Troyer & Rich, 2002).

Structured memory questionnaires were developed to
examine the connection between beliefs and behaviour,
age-related memory decline, and memory complaints in
clinical settings (Cavanaugh et al., 1998; Crook et al.,
1992; Herrmann, 1982). In addition, it was expected that
questionnaires would provide an efficient alternative to

observational field work and a structured ecological
approach to assessing everyday memory (Garcia et al.,
1998; Herrmann, 1982). Given the complexity of memory,
various questionnaires have been devised to examine dif-
ferent types of memory and for specific target groups
(Gilewski & Zelinski, 1986; Herrmann, 1982). With
numerous questionnaires available, determining the appro-
priate one to use in a research or clinical setting requires
some consideration.

This review provides an overview of common metam-
emory questionnaires that are currently in use across
research and clinical settings and highlights factors that
should be considered when using subjective measures. The
original definition of metamemory encompassed beliefs
about one’s own memory ability and factual knowledge
about memory processes (Cavanaugh et al., 1998; Dixon
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& Hultsch, 1983; Flavell & Wellman, 1975). This has been
further divided into memory knowledge (factual knowl-
edge about memory processes, tasks, and strategies), mon-
itoring (knowledge about personal memory use),
self-efficacy (beliefs about personal memory abilities),
and affect (affective states linked to memory situations)
(Hertzog et al., 1989; Hultsch et al., 1988).

As metamemory is multidimensional, many question-
naires are encompassed under this term, yet the purpose of
assessment and the items used differ and questionnaires
are therefore not interchangeable (Cornish, 2000). Here,
we focus on three common types of metamemory ques-
tionnaires: self-efficacy, complaints, and multidimen-
sional. These are targeted to examining personal beliefs
about ability, memory failures or complaints about mem-
ory in daily life, or multiple dimensions of metamemory
(Beaudoin & Desrichard, 2011; Crumley et al., 2014;
Gilewski & Zelinski, 1986). These questionnaires are gen-
erally applicable across different populations in research
and clinical settings, and thus their characteristics are
worth exploring. However, it is important to note these
broadly defined categories are not mutually exclusive and
have been used interchangeably throughout the literature.

In past research, there has been some ambiguity around
the term memory complaints and suggestion that perhaps
memory complaints can be considered as an aspect of self-
efficacy (Hertzog & Pearman, 2013; Jonker et al., 2000).
In addition, previous research has demonstrated correla-
tions between complaints and self-efficacy subscales of
multidimensional questionnaires (Hertzog et al., 1989;
Troyer & Rich, 2002). However, as highlighted by
Beaudoin and Desrichard (2011), memory self-efficacy
and complaints are distinguished by forgetfulness being
related to embarrassment in the context of complaints.
Furthermore, as mentioned by Ossher et al. (2013), the
lack of correlation they found between the Everyday
Memory Questionnaire and Memory Self Efficacy
Questionnaire demonstrates that complaints measures
recording everyday errors and self-efficacy measures of
perceived ability are distinct. Thus, these types of ques-
tionnaires have been examined separately here.

Several characteristics were considered for including or
excluding questionnaires in this review. We included struc-
tured, validated metamemory questionnaires developed
for adults that are currently in use and focus on memory
self-efficacy, complaints, or knowledge. Questionnaires
beyond the scope of this review were those designed for a
single study, targeted to one type of memory (e.g., pro-
spective), designed and currently in use with only patient
groups (e.g., stroke patients), task-specific predictions/
evaluations, checklists, interviews, and open-ended ques-
tionnaires. The rationale for these criteria was to clearly
outline a list of current, validated, and structured question-
naires within each category that can be used with a wide
range of adults in clinical and research settings.

Self-efficacy, memory complaints, and multidimensional
questionnaires were selected for examination because they
have been consistently used throughout past research, yet
there is little information available to distinguish the types
of questionnaires and their characteristics (Gilewski &
Zelinski, 1986; Herrmann, 1982). In addition, some ques-
tionnaires were excluded as their focus was too narrow
(e.g., for specific patient groups) which may be better
examined in comparison to similar patient-focused ques-
tionnaires. These criteria allow for an examination of dif-
ferent factors such as subscales, internal consistency, and
length that can aid researchers and clinicians in determin-
ing which questionnaires to use.

Self-efficacy questionnaires

Perceptions of one’s own memory ability have been
labelled memory self-efficacy (Beaudoin & Desrichard,
2011; Hultsch et al., 1988). This is distinguished from
knowledge about memory processes by the personal
agency in different circumstances and from memory moni-
toring with a focus on beliefs about ability rather than
reporting memory successes or failures in daily life
(Cavanaugh etal., 1998; Hultsch et al., 1988). Self-efficacy
questionnaires often include ratings of the ability to
remember information in various contexts. Questionnaires
currently in use are shown in Table 1.

A prominent self-efficacy questionnaire, the Squire
Subjective Memory Questionnaire (SSMQ) was adapted
from a memory complaints measure to a more general use
questionnaire with a unidimensional structure reflecting
beliefs about one’s own memory (Squire et al., 1979; Van
Bergen et al., 2010). On the other hand, the Subjective
Memory Questionnaire (SMQ), was initially designed to
target self-efficacy by assessing self-report of skills in
real-life memory tasks for adults. In a different approach,
the Memory Assessment Clinics Self-Rating Scale (MAC-
S) was developed to address limitations of existing mem-
ory scales for use within research and clinical settings
(Bennett-Levy & Powell, 1980; Crook & Larrabee, 1990;
Winterling et al., 1986). Finally, the commonly used
Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire (MSEQ) was
designed to examine individual differences in memory
ability (Berry et al., 1989).

As demonstrated in Table 2, all self-efficacy question-
naires include an ability to remember subscale. These
questions examine perceived memory ability for specific
information (e.g., names), past actions (e.g., where an item
was placed earlier), or hypothetical scenarios (e.g., remem-
bering a shopping list in a grocery store). Although there
are differences between the items, response scales, and
variations in question framing, self-efficacy questionnaires
generally require respondents to evaluate their strengths
and weaknesses, in line with the underlying construct of
self-efficacy (Hultsch et al., 1988).
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There are also differences across the scales. The SSMQ
includes questions about attention and perception, which
can result in respondents confounding memory with other
cognitive domains (Squire et al., 1979). However, it is
relatively short, which can be advantageous for popula-
tions where fatigue is a concern. While the SMQ and
MAC-S include frequency of forgetting subscales, only
the MAC-S includes a global subscale which could be use-
ful in understanding an individual’s perception of their
general memory functioning (Bennett-Levy & Powell,
1980; Crook & Larrabee, 1990). The MAC-S also has sub-
sections of the ability subscale for different types of mem-
ory such as everyday task-oriented memory and remote
memory (Winterling et al., 1986). In a different capacity,
the MSEQ incorporates self-efficacy strength and level
with confidence ratings and varying task difficulty levels,
which is beneficial for examining nuances in self-efficacy
ratings (Berry et al., 1989).

The outlined self-efficacy questionnaires have been
used across different populations to examine memory dis-
trust, help-seeking behaviours, memory training, and the
link between memory self-efficacy and memory perfor-
mance (Beaudoin & Desrichard, 2017; D’Angelo et al.,
2021; Gigi et al., 2020; Van Bergen et al., 2010). These
questionnaires can also be helpful in examining the rela-
tion between perceived self-efficacy and motivation for
participating in memory-demanding tasks (Hertzog et al.,
1990; Ponds & Jolles, 1996). Although they share some
characteristics, these scales are not interchangeable, and
their differing characteristics are worth evaluating in rela-
tion to the purpose of assessment in research and clinical
settings. Finally, it has been suggested that self-efficacy
measures likely reflect beliefs rather than actual abilities
and this should be considered when selecting a question-
naire for use (Herrmann, 1982; Ossher et al., 2013).

Complaint questionnaires

Memory complaints have been broadly defined as reports
of problems or failures in daily life, usually from older
adults (Gilewski & Zelinski, 1986; Hertzog & Pearman,
2013). Complaints should be seriously considered by clini-
cians as they may be predictive of cognitive decline or
dementia (Reid & MacLullich, 2006; Schmand et al.,
1996). Complaints questionnaires systematically assess
memory failures or problems in daily life, often focusing
on the frequency of forgetting. Questionnaires currently in
use are shown in Table 2.

A well-established questionnaire, the Everyday
Memory Questionnaire (EMQ), was initially designed to
examine memory failures for head-injured patients but
has been widely adopted across different populations
(Calabria et al., 2011; Sander et al., 2018; Sunderland
etal., 1983). In adifferent capacity, the Memory Complaint
Questionnaire (MAC-Q) and the Subjective Memory

Complaints Scale were developed to examine memory
decline and complaints particularly for older adults
(Crook et al., 1992; Schmand et al., 1996). These ques-
tionnaires have been used as brief, reliable measures to
assess severity of complaints and the relationship between
complaints and objective performance (Buckley et al.,
2013; Mendes et al., 2008).

The Frequency of Forgetting-10 (FoF-10) was derived
from the Frequency of Forgetting Scale of a multidimen-
sional questionnaire as a brief measure to be used in clini-
cal settings (Zelinski & Gilewski, 2004). Although the
authors describe this questionnaire as a self-efficacy meas-
ure, here it is considered a complaints measure as it records
memory problems in everyday life rather than perceived
ability (Zelinski & Gilewski, 2004). Two more recently
developed questionnaires, the Subjective Memory
Complaints Questionnaire (SMCQ) and the Memory
Complaints Scale (MCS) were specifically targeted at
assessing memory complaints (Vale et al., 2012; Youn
et al., 2009). These questionnaires have been used to
examine memory complaints in patient groups, the rela-
tionship between complaints and objective measures, and
for screening for mild cognitive impairment (Dalpubel
et al., 2019; Huang et al., 2014; Yim et al., 2017).

As shown in Table 2, memory complaint scales focus
on the frequency of forgetting, memory decline, and com-
plaints about memory functioning. The FoF-10 and SMCQ
also contain global subscales to evaluate whether respond-
ents believe that there are general memory problems (Youn
et al., 2009; Zelinski & Gilewski, 2004). Memory com-
plaint questionnaires reflect an individual’s calculation of
how often particular mistakes are made in daily life, which
relies on memory monitoring, one of the dimensions of
metamemory outlined above (Hultsch et al., 1988).
However, as highlighted by Hertzog et al. (1989), it is pos-
sible that the frequency of forgetting is more likely to be a
combination of recent experiences and beliefs about mem-
ory than an accurate search of memory experiences.

There are several differences across complaints ques-
tionnaires worth noting. The EMQ broadly differentiates
between memory and attention systems, which is benefi-
cial to separately address domain-specific difficulties
(Royle & Lincoln, 2008; Sunderland et al., 1983). In con-
trast to the other questionnaires, the MAC-Q examines
memory change by comparing current memory ability to
that of high school or college (Crook et al., 1992).
However, this measure has been found to be impacted by
affective status and caution has been advised when using
this questionnaire with older adults (Reid et al., 2012).

While the EMQ can be administered to both patients
and relatives, the MCS is the only measure that contains a
separate companion version (MCS-B) and also examines
the impact of memory problems on daily activities
(Sunderland et al., 1983; Vale et al., 2012). This can be
beneficial where memory impairment impacts the ability
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to respond and understand the real-world implications of
memory problems (Garcia et al., 1998; Sugden et al., 2022;
van der Werf & Vos, 2011). Finally, there are different
response scales, target items, and questionnaire lengths
across these measures (Table 2). These differences high-
light that complaints questionnaires are not interchangea-
ble and considerations regarding the target group and
assessment purpose are essential when selecting a ques-
tionnaire for use. Although they are beneficial, complaints
questionnaires should be interpreted cautiously as meas-
ures of noticeable memory failures rather than a veridical
account of memory failures (Ossher et al., 2013).

Multidimensional questionnaires

As mentioned above, metamemory is a multidimensional
construct. The self-efficacy and monitoring constructs are
examined using self-efficacy and complaints question-
naires yet there are few questionnaires that directly explore
memory knowledge or affect in the same targeted approach
(Cherry et al., 2000). However, these factors are some-
times included in other questionnaires as subscales. In par-
ticular, multidimensional questionnaires examine multiple
aspects of metamemory in a single measure (Dixon &
Hultsch, 1983). Questionnaires currently in use are shown
in Table 3.

One of the early multidimensional questionnaires, the
Sehulster Memory Scale, was designed to examine multi-
ple domains of memory and experiences within a self-the-
ory of memory framework (Sehulster, 1981). Similarly,
two of the most prominent multidimensional question-
naires are the Metamemory in Adulthood Questionnaire
(MIA), designed to capture aspects of memory relevant to
everyday activities and the Memory Functioning
Questionnaire (MFQ), developed to examine memory
abilities and failures (Dixon et al., 1988; Gilewski et al.,
1990). In contrast, Lineweaver and Hertzog (1998) devel-
oped two measures to separate beliefs about one’s own
memory, with the Personal Beliefs about Memory
Inventory (PBMI), from beliefs about the memory ability
of people in the general population, using the General
Beliefs about Memory Inventory (GBMI). The more
recently developed Multifactorial Memory Questionnaire
(MMQ) was designed to tap three aspects of memory: con-
tentment, ability, and strategy use (Troyer & Rich, 2002).

As shown in Table 3, these questionnaires generally
have multiple subscales, with some that are shared across
measures. For example, global ability, self-efficacy, con-
trol, and mnemonics/strategy scales are included in several
questionnaires. These shared characteristics highlight the
multidimensional nature of memory and the importance of
multiple scales to effectively assess knowledge and per-
ceptions of individual ability (Dixon & Hultsch, 1983;
Mogle et al., 2021). However, similar subscales are not
interchangeable. For example, although the MIA and

MMQ include affect-related subscales, the MIA anxiety
subscale examines the ability to use memory when in dif-
ferent emotional states, whereas the MMQ contentment
subscale is more targeted to satisfaction with memory abil-
ity (Hultsch et al., 1988; Troyer & Rich, 2002). Finally,
although there has been some consideration regarding
separating internal (e.g., mnemonics) and external (e.g.,
writing down reminders) memory aids in strategy sub-
scales, these are often included together within one sub-
scale (e.g., MIA Strategy, MFQ Mnemonics, MMQ
Strategy; see Table 3) (Dixon & Hultsch, 1983; Dixon
et al., 1988; Gilewski et al., 1990; Troyer & Rich, 2002).

The differences across questionnaires should also be
noted. In contrast to the other questionnaires, the MIA
examines knowledge about memory processes and the per-
ceived importance of good memory, whereas the MFQ
examines the perceived seriousness of forgetting (Dixon
et al., 1988; Gilewski et al., 1990). On the other hand, the
PBMI includes a relative standing rating where respond-
ents are asked to compare their general memory ability to
all adults of their own age and all adults of all ages
(Lineweaver & Hertzog, 1998). These and other unique
characteristics such as different rating scales and question-
naire lengths are important to consider when selecting a
questionnaire to use. For example, if the frequency of for-
getting when reading is important, the MFQ would be
appropriate, whereas others without this subscale may not
be as valuable. These distinct subscales also support the
argument that there is still work to be done in dissecting
the components of the multidimensional construct of met-
amemory (Hultsch et al., 1987; Mogle et al., 2021).

These multidimensional questionnaires have been used
to examine the interrelationships between metamemory
dimensions, aging, memory strategies in daily life, and the
relationship between subjective evaluations and objective
memory performance (Cavallini et al., 2013; Hertzog
etal., 1989; Irak & Capan, 2018; Macan et al., 2010; Payne
et al., 2017). However, they have also been criticised for
their lengthy time to complete, which may deter use with
certain populations due to fatigue and consequently incom-
plete or inaccurate responses (Troyer & Rich, 2002; Van
Bergen et al., 2010). Thus, some questionnaires have been
reduced to shorter versions or specific subscales to retain
essential aspects while reducing the length (Campelo et al.,
2016; McDonough et al., 2019; Zelinski & Gilewski,
2004). In contrast, the MMQ was designed with considera-
tions for patient groups and has been successfully applied
to clinical populations (Illman et al., 2015; van der Werf &
Vos, 2011).

Another concern is that respondents may rely on gener-
alisations or stereotypes when responding to global ques-
tions, whereas they may consider distinct past experiences
when responding to anchored questions (Cyr & Anderson,
2019; Mogle et al., 2020). This can potentially result in
inaccurate evaluations depending on the order of questions
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(Cyr & Anderson, 2019). On the other hand, it has been
suggested that multidimensional questionnaires might be
more closely related to objective memory performance
and provide much more detail about an individual’s mem-
ory in daily life compared to single questions, interviews,
or unidimensional questionnaires (Crumley et al., 2014).
Thus, consideration of the benefits and limitations of using
longer questionnaires is warranted especially for older
adults and patient groups (Davis et al., 1995).

Questionnaires beyond the scope of this review

Several metamemory questionnaires are not within the
scope of this review. For example, the Short Inventory of
Memory Experiences has been mentioned in past reviews,
but appears to be rarely used and with limited psychomet-
ric properties or scale items available (Gilewski & Zelinski,
1986; Herrmann, 1982; Herrmann & Neisser, 1978).
Scales such as the Memory Controllability Inventory and
the Cognitive Failures Questionnaire are commonly used
but are not within the scope of the categories outlined
above (Broadbent et al., 1982; Lachman et al., 1995).
However, some patient groups and specific memory
domain questionnaires might be of interest to researchers
and clinicians examining self-reported memory, and we
have provided a brief outline of some questionnaires in the
online Supplementary material.

Factors influencing self-evaluation of
memory

There are individual differences in the way memory is
evaluated and therefore reported on questionnaires
(Cavanaugh et al., 1998; Sehulster, 1981; Van Bergen
et al., 2009). Several factors may interact with memory
self-evaluations including knowledge or beliefs about
memory, ability to evaluate memory, recent metamemory
experiences, and affect (Hertzog et al., 1989; Rowell et al.,
2016; Troyer, 2001). These factors are considered below.

Knowledge and beliefs about memory

An individual’s conceptualisation of memory and beliefs
about stereotypes and control over memory can influence
self-evaluations (Cavanaugh et al., 1998; Troyer & Rich,
2002). For example, memory self-reports have been cor-
related with different cognitive functions such as attention,
language, and executive function (Hiiliir et al., 2018; Jopp
& Hertzog, 2007; Snitz et al., 2015). This is perhaps due to
the inclusion of attention and executive functioning items
in questionnaires (Crook et al., 1992). To prevent respond-
ents from considering these cognitive functions under the
umbrella term of memory, a definition of memory that cor-
responds with the questionnaire can be included in the
instructions (Mogle et al., 2020).

Although some individuals are knowledgeable about
memory processes, they can still rate their own memory
abilities as poor based on generalisations or stereotypes
(Cavanaugh et al., 1998; Troyer, 2001). A prominent ste-
reotype is that memory will inevitably decline with age
(Cavallini et al., 2013; Hess et al., 2003; Kahn et al., 1975).
Consequently, older adults may underestimate their mem-
ory ability, whereas younger adults overestimate their
memory ability (Cavanaugh et al., 1998; Fritsch et al.,
2014). In addition, regular lapses in daily life might be
attributed to cognitive decline for older adults, whereas
younger adults find them to be insignificant (Zarit et al.,
1981). Furthermore, stereotypes may influence perfor-
mance on objective measures whereby older adults expect
to perform poorly, resulting in a lack of motivation and
subsequently poor performance (Bouazzaoui et al., 2020;
Poon et al., 1978; Troyer & Rich, 2002).

Like beliefs about aging, beliefs about the malleability
of memory may influence self-evaluation and objective
memory performance (Lachman et al., 1995; Thana-Udom
etal.,2021). Perceptions that memory decline is unchange-
able can result in negative self-evaluations and reduce
motivation to participate in memory-demanding tasks
(Bouazzaoui et al., 2020; Cavanaugh et al., 1998).
Specifically, older adults may believe memory decline to
be inevitable and irreversible, whereas young adults may
view their memory to be more malleable, with more con-
trol over their abilities (Cavallini et al., 2013; Dixon &
Hultsch, 1983; Lineweaver & Hertzog, 1998). On the
other hand, the belief that memory is malleable may result
in motivation to improve memory abilities and more posi-
tive reflections of ability (Bouazzaoui et al.,, 2020;
Cavanaugh et al., 1998). Perhaps education about memory
processes, strategies, and normative levels of performance
on particular tasks can improve memory control beliefs
and mitigate the effects of stereotypes (Hertzog et al.,
1990; Lineweaver et al., 2023; Thana-Udom et al., 2021).

Ability to evaluate memory

Responding to questionnaires requires self-awareness of
abilities and recent memory experiences (Davis et al.,
1995; Snitz et al., 2015). Memory deficits can affect this
retrieval and result in over or under-estimation of abilities
(Clare et al., 2010; Helmstaedter & Elger, 2000; Hultsch
et al., 1985). Young and middle-aged adults are potentially
more accurate in assessing their memory abilities than
older adults because they can update their self-evaluations
based on regular feedback through work or education (Van
Bergen et al., 2009, 2010). On the other hand, older adults
or memory-impaired individuals might be more attuned to
memory failures in everyday life due to general expecta-
tions of memory decline or impairment and may therefore
be more realistic in estimations (Crumley et al., 2014; Van
Bergen et al., 2010).
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Potential solutions to the difficulty of evaluating one’s
own memory include questionnaires for companions or
checklists and diaries that capture daily remembering
instances (Garcia et al., 1998; Sugden et al., 2022). However,
memory may be assessed differently depending on whether it
is being assessed for oneself or another person, and accurate
reporting would require regular contact with the individual to
observe memory successes and failures (Helmstaedter &
Elger, 2000; Sugden et al., 2022). Furthermore, discrepancies
between self and other reports and objective memory meas-
ures indicate a lack of reliability in determining which
approach best represents actual memory abilities
(Helmstaedter & Elger, 2000; Sugden et al., 2022).

Individuals may also differentially evaluate the severity
of memory failures. For example, forgetting keys may be
considered a failing memory for older adults but a rectifi-
able lapse for younger adults. As highlighted by Burmester
et al. (2015), open-ended questions prior to a structured
questionnaire might elucidate the most distressing mem-
ory complaints. However, this might not always be feasi-
ble within clinical settings due to time limitations and
having a global memory question might result in memory
worries and salience of negative experiences when
responding to more specific questions (Cyr & Anderson,
2019). For example, should a patient report their most dis-
tressing memory problems first, they may then exaggerate
the severity of other problems on a later questionnaire.

Recent metamemory experiences

Past experiences, information provided by others, or com-
parisons of personal performance can influence memory
evaluations (Flavell & Wellman, 1975; Hertzog et al.,
1989; Sehulster, 1981). For example, if responding to a
question about remembering names, an individual may
recall a recent event in daily life involving recalling names
(Pearman & Trujillo, 2013; Schulster, 1981). Similarly,
memory complaints may partially reflect a comparison
with one’s own performance in the past or to others of a
similar age (Schulster, 1981; Zarit et al., 1981). In a differ-
ent capacity, when reflecting on recent experiences some
individuals may consider the use of external or internal
memory aids as an extension of their own memory,
whereas others evaluate their memory based on perfor-
mance without aids (Sander et al., 2018).

In a broader scope, frequent forgetting incidents that
cause embarrassment or frustration may lead to negative
perceptions of general memory ability (Hertzog et al.,
1989; Poon et al., 1978). In addition, older adults who
have been recently exposed to individuals with dementia
could consequently consider their own normal age-related
memory decline as indicators of dementia (Kinzer & Suhr,
2016; Van Bergen et al., 2009). On the other hand, this
could also result in updated beliefs about what constitutes
good memory and may lead to more positive self-evalua-
tions (Pearman et al., 2014). Similarly, older adults may

consider recent memory lapses to be part of normal aging
(Mogle et al., 2019; Pearman et al., 2014).

Recollection of past experiences can also be influenced
by question format. Some items require consideration of
recent events, others ask about prior years or decades, and
some do not include an anchor (Mogle et al., 2020; Rowell
et al., 2016). This can lead to different levels of specificity
during retrieval and reliance on generalisations or stereo-
types about more remote periods (Cyr & Anderson, 2019;
Hultsch et al., 1987). However, older adults might be more
accurate when recalling earlier life events, whereas
younger adults may be more accurate when retrieving
recent events (Kahn & Miller, 1978; Kahn et al., 1975). As
such, Kahn and Miller (1978) suggested that a more appro-
priate comparison would be to ask about a similar event
recently and several years prior.

Affect

Temporary or chronic affective states including stress, anxi-
ety, and depression can influence memory evaluations
(Cavanaugh et al., 1998; Rowell et al., 2016; West et al.,
1984). Negative feelings towards oneself before performing
a memory task or responding to questionnaires may result in
poorer outcomes on both (Bouazzaoui et al., 2020; Poon
etal., 1978; Riege, 1983). Affect may also impact motivation
to participate in memory-demanding tasks and seek help for
memory problems (Gigi et al., 2020; Pires et al., 2012). On
the other hand, memory problems, failures, or concerns
about decline can influence anxiety and depression (Bhang
et al., 2020; Mogle et al., 2019; West et al., 1984).

Past research has consistently demonstrated a link
between affect and subjective memory evaluations
(Buckley et al., 2013; Lineweaver & Brolsma, 2014;
Rowell et al., 2016; West et al., 1984). Scores on memory
questionnaires are significantly correlated with scores on
anxiety and depression measures across healthy adults and
patient groups (Hall et al., 2009; Rowell et al., 2016; Yoon
etal., 2019). However, evidence is equivocal regarding the
link between affect and memory performance (Bouazzaoui
et al., 2020; West et al., 1984). It has been suggested that
memory evaluations may relate to affective states rather
than actual ability, and therefore screening for affective
status is worthwhile when examining memory (West et al.,
1984; Yoon et al., 2019). In addition, personality traits
such as neuroticism and conscientousness have been
linked to memory evaluations (Pearman et al., 2014,
Zelinski & Gilewski, 2004). Thus, perhaps both affect and
personality traits are worth considering alongside memory
complaints.

Relationship between subjective and
objective memory measures

There is little consistency across previous research on the
relationship between subjective memory evaluation and
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objective performance (Crumley et al., 2014; Reid &
MacLullich, 2006). Some studies have found no correla-
tion, whereas others have found only weak or moderate
correlations between measures (Burmester et al., 2017;
Schmidt et al., 2001). Meta-analyses have consistently
revealed weak correlations between subjective and objec-
tive memory measures ( <.20) (Beaudoin & Desrichard,
2011; Crumley et al., 2014). There are several possible
reasons for this discrepancy.

The low ecological validity of objective measures may
influence the relationship between subjective and objec-
tive measures. Objective memory tests often have an ele-
ment of learning information to be later tested which does
not reflect learning in real life and is usually conducted in
an environment with minimal to no distractions (Herrmann,
1982; Sander et al., 2018). In contrast, questionnaires
prompt retrieval of past experiences and general ability
(Ossher et al., 2013; Troyer & Rich, 2002). Even “ecologi-
cally valid” objective tests such as remembering a shop-
ping list will differ in test settings compared to real life
(Crumley et al., 2014). This is evidenced by nonsignificant
or weak relationships between tests such as the Weschler
Memory Scale and the Rivermead Behavioural Memory
Test and subjective measures (Hall et al., 2009; Schmidt
etal., 2001).

While external memory aids can be used in everyday
situations, memory testing in lab situations often precludes
this option (Bennett-Levy & Powell, 1980; Ossher et al.,
2013; Troyer & Rich, 2002). Yet including the use of exter-
nal aids in lab-based testing would introduce measurement
issues regarding ceiling effects and not being able to truly
measure objective memory (Crumley et al, 2014).
Furthermore, when comparing subjective and objective
memory, incompatible tests are often used where the
objective measures have a little reflection of memory tasks
in everyday life (Davis et al., 1995; McMillan, 1984;
Ponds & Jolles, 1996).

Another possible reason for the discrepancy is that sub-
jective and objective measures may be examining different
aspects of memory (Hall et al., 2009; Herrmann, 1982;
Hultsch et al., 1985). While objective tasks require con-
scious recollection of information, questionnaires can
invite retrieval of semantic information about memory
ability and stereotypes (Schmidt et al., 2001). For exam-
ple, recall and recognition tests require concentrated learn-
ing of specific information with anticipated testing,
whereas questionnaire items ask about the ability to
remember or frequency of forgetting in various everyday
situations (McMillan, 1984; Ossher et al., 2013; West
et al., 1984). Thus, objective measures measure memory
ability in a learning and lab-based context, whereas sub-
jective measures examine ability in everyday life (Crumley
et al., 2014; Schmidt et al., 2001; West et al., 1984).

Finally, inaccurate reporting may influence the discrep-
ancy between subjective and objective measures (Hall

etal., 2009). Questionnaires generally rely on respondents’
interpretation of concept meanings and question under-
standing, where varying perceptions might influence out-
comes (Mogle et al., 2021; Sunderland et al., 1983; Vogel
etal., 2016). In addition, individuals relying on stereotypes
might negatively evaluate their memory ability even if
objective performance is within a normal range (Kahn
et al., 1975; Pearman et al., 2014; Troyer & Rich, 2002).
Similarly, individuals with cognitive difficulties may
underestimate or overestimate memory abilities if they are
unable to accurately assess their abilities (Hall et al., 2009;
Illman et al., 2015). In a different capacity, confounding
memory with other cognitive domains can result in over-
reporting of problems such as memory difficulties
(Burmester et al., 2017; Hall et al., 2009).

The discrepancy between subjective and objective
measures has important implications for the diagnosis and
treatment of memory problems and the use of question-
naires. It has been argued that subjective reports cannot be
used as a substitute for objective measures and that caution
is warranted for use in clinical settings (Crumley et al.,
2014; Garcia et al., 1998; Herrmann, 1982). However, it
can also be argued that objective reports alone are not suf-
ficient to examine everyday memory, whereas self-report
measures uncover important individual differences and
information regarding an individual’s concerns and feel-
ings about their memory (Sugden et al., 2022; Troyer &
Rich, 2002; van der Werf & Vos, 2011). Perhaps the best
approach would then be to combine these measures in cre-
ating a memory profile (Herrmann, 1982; Poon et al.,
1978).

Conclusion and future considerations

This review focused on three types of metamemory ques-
tionnaires. Self-efficacy questionnaires examine perceived
ability in specific situations, complaints questionnaires
assess memory difficulties in everyday life, and multidi-
mensional questionnaires address multiple distinct aspects
of metamemory. Individual differences such as knowl-
edge/beliefs about memory, ability to accurately evaluate
memory, recent metamemory experiences, and affect can
influence memory self-evaluations. Moreover, there are
often discrepancies between reports and objective memory
performance. Thus, several considerations arise for the
design and use of memory questionnaires.

Many questionnaires were developed before the com-
monplace use of assistive technologies (e.g., mobile
phones) and therefore warrant caution where questions
about external memory aids exclude technology (Miller
et al., 2022; Mogle et al., 2020). In addition, some ques-
tionnaires have been criticised for limited relevance to
clinical use where they include questions regarding public
speaking, driving, and working that may be irrelevant to
patients (Sander et al., 2018; Troyer & Rich, 2002). For
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example, questions derived from professional colleagues
of researchers or health care professionals might not be
applicable to patient groups who face different daily mem-
ory difficulties (Bennett-Levy & Powell, 1980; Youn et al.,
2009). Perhaps not applicable options might be helpful in
determining where patient groups and healthy adults
diverge in everyday memory problems (Sander et al.,
2018). Thus, when developing memory questionnaires, it
is essential to carefully consider the target respondents and
the appropriate questions that would be relevant to their
daily lives (Burmester et al., 2015; Vogel et al., 2016).

When selecting a questionnaire, it is important to con-
sider the target respondents’ memory abilities. Although
there is overlap among questionnaires, they are not inter-
changeable and invite different considerations when
responding (Vogel et al., 2016). For example, multidimen-
sional questionnaires are lengthy and may not be benefi-
cial where a particular domain or aspect of memory is the
focus (Crook et al., 1992; Troyer & Rich, 2002). Thus,
when fatigue or memory impairment may impact respond-
ing, perhaps shortened versions or companion reports can
be used (Garcia et al., 1998; Vogel et al., 2016). On the
other hand, brief questionnaires might not sufficiently
reveal the depth of memory deficits in the same way as
multidimensional questionnaires (McDonough et al.,
2019; Mogle et al., 2021; Reid & MacLullich, 2006). Thus,
there is a consideration to be made regarding length, accu-
racy, and the target respondents’ abilities.

When evaluating questionnaire responses, it is worth
considering how individual differences influence memory
evaluations and thus rehabilitation or training. While some
individuals respond based on past experiences to question-
naires using implicit theories about memory, others respond
based on stereotypes or generalisations (Lineweaver &
Hertzog, 1998; Pearman et al., 2014). In addition, as out-
lined earlier, various individual difference factors can influ-
ence self-evaluations and vice versa. For example, while
self-efficacy measures might be influenced by general per-
ceptions, schemas, and stereotypes, complaint measures
might be influenced by situation-specific outcomes (Ossher
et al., 2013). Therefore, it is essential to consider responses
on questionnaires with some level of caution.

In summary, metamemory questionnaires provide a
standardised approach to examine memory beliefs, abili-
ties, and complaints. At present, the consensus is that sub-
jective and objective measures should be combined to
provide the most accurate memory profile. Memory ques-
tionnaires, if selected appropriately for the target audience
and assessment purpose, are essential tools in research and
clinical settings.

Declaration of conflicting interests

The author(s) declared no potential conflicts of interest with
respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this
article.

Funding

The author(s) received no financial support for the research,
authorship, and/or publication of this article.

ORCID iDs

Yashoda Gopi https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0528-1246
Christopher R Madan https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3228-
6501

Supplementary material

The supplementary material is available at qjep.sagepub.com

References

Alquraan, M., & Aljarah, A. A. (2011). Psychometric revi-
sion of a Jordanian version of the metamemory in
adulthood questionnaire (MIA): Rasch model, confirma-
tory factor analysis, and classical test theory analy-
ses. FEducation, Business and Society: Contemporary
Middle Eastern Issues, 4(4), 292-302. https://doi.
org/10.1108/17537981111190079

Baillargeon, J., & Neault, S. (1989). Les modifications de la
métamémoire reliées au vieillissement: Nouvelle évidence
auprés d’un échantillon francophone [Changes to the
metamemory related to aging: New evidence in a French-
speaking sample]. Canadian Journal on Aging, 8(4), 343—
354. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980800008552

Beaudoin, M., Agrigoroaei, S., Desrichard, O., Fournet, N.,
& Roulin, J.-L. (2008). Validation of the French version
of the Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire. European
Review of Applied Psychology, 58(3), 165-176. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.erap.2007.09.001

Beaudoin, M., & Desrichard, O. (2011). Are memory self-
efficacy and memory performance related? A meta-anal-
ysis. Psychological Bulletin, 137(2), 211-241. https://doi.
org/10.1037/a0022106

Beaudoin, M., & Desrichard, O. (2017). Memory self-cfficacy
and memory performance in older adults. Swiss Journal of
Psychology, 76(1), 23-33. https://doi.org/10.1024/1421-
0185/a000188

Bennett-Levy, J., & Powell, G. E. (1980). The subjective mem-
ory questionnaire (SMQ): An investigation into the self-
reporting of “real-life” memory skills. British Journal of
Social and Clinical Psychology, 19(2), 177-188. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.2044-8260.1980.tb00946.x

Berry, J. M., West, R. L., & Dennehey, D. M. (1989). Reliability
and validity of the Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire.
Developmental Psychology, 25(5), 701-713. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0012-1649.25.5.701

Bhang, 1., Mogle, J. A., Hill, N., Whitaker, E. B., & Bhargava,
S. (2020). Examining the temporal associations between
self-reported memory problems and depressive symptoms
in older adults. Aging & Mental Health, 24(11), 1864—1871.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2019.1647135

Bouazzaoui, B., Fay, S., Guerrero-Sastoque, L., Semaine, M.,
Isingrini, M., & Taconnat, L. (2020). Memory age-based
stereotype threat: Role of locus of control and anxiety.
Experimental Aging Research, 46(1), 39-51. https://doi.org
/10.1080/0361073X.2019.1693009


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0528-1246
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3228-6501
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3228-6501
https://doi.org/10.1108/17537981111190079
https://doi.org/10.1108/17537981111190079
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980800008552
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erap.2007.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erap.2007.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022106
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0022106
https://doi.org/10.1024/1421-0185/a000188
https://doi.org/10.1024/1421-0185/a000188
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8260.1980.tb00946.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8260.1980.tb00946.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.25.5.701
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.25.5.701
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2019.1647135
https://doi.org/10.1080/0361073X.2019.1693009
https://doi.org/10.1080/0361073X.2019.1693009

Gopi and Madan

937

Boyacioglu, 1., & Akfirat, S. (2015). Development and psy-
chometric properties of a new measure for memory
phenomenology: The autobiographical memory char-
acteristics questionnaire. Memory, 23(7), 1070-1092.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2014.953960

Broadbent, D. E., Cooper, P. F., FitzGerald, P., & Parkes, K. R.
(1982). The Cognitive Failures Questionnaire (CFQ) and its
correlates. British Journal of Clinical Psychology, 21(1),
1-16. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8260.1982.tb01421.x

Buckley, R., Saling, M. M., Ames, D., Rowe, C. C.,
Lautenschlager, N. T., Macaulay, S. L., Martins, R. N.,
Masters, C. L., O’Meara, T., Savage, G., Szocke, C.,
Villemagne, V. L., & Ellis, K. A., & Australian Imaging
Biomarkers Lifestyle Study of Aging (AIBL) Research
Group. (2013). Factors affecting subjective memory com-
plaints in the AIBL aging study: Biomarkers, memory,
affect, and age. International Psychogeriatrics, 25(8),
1307-1315. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610213000665

Burmester, B., Leathem, J., & Merrick, P. (2015). Assessing sub-
jective memory complaints: A comparison of spontaneous
reports and structured questionnaire methods. International
Psychogeriatrics, 27(1), 61-77. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S1041610214001161

Burmester, B., Leathem, J., & Merrick, P. (2017). Influence
of assessment methods on subjective and objective mem-
ory impairment. GeroPsych, 30(2), 79-84. https://doi.
0rg/10.1024/1662-9647/a000167

Calabria, M., Manenti, R., Rosini, S., Zanetti, O., Miniussi,
C., & Cotelli, M. (2011). Objective and subjective mem-
ory impairment in elderly adults: A revised version of
the Everyday Memory Questionnaire. Aging Clinical
and Experimental Research, 23(1), 67-73. https://doi.
org/10.1007/BF03324954

Campelo, G., Zortea, M., Saraiva, R., Machado, W., Sbicigo,
J. B., Segabinazi, J. D., Gastal, C., Castilho, G. M., &
de Salles, J. F. (2016). A short version of the question-
naire of metamemory in Adulthood (MIA) in Portuguese.
Psicologia: Reflexdo e Critica, 29, Article 37. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s41155-016-0043-7

Cavallini, E., Bottiroli, S., Fastame, M. C., & Hertzog, C. (2013).
Age and subcultural differences on personal and general
beliefs about memory. Journal of Aging Studies, 27(1), 71—
81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2012.11.002

Cavanaugh, J. C., Feldman, J. M., & Hertzog, C. (1998). Memory
beliefs as social cognition: A reconceptualization of what
memory questionnaires assess. Review of General Psychology,
2(1), 48-65. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.2.1.48

Cherry, K. E., West, R. L., Reese, C. M., Santa Maria, M. P., &
Yassuda, M. (2000). The knowledge of memory aging ques-
tionnaire. Educational Gerontology, 26(3), 195-219.

Clare, L., Whitaker, C. J., & Nelis, S. M. (2010). Appraisal of
memory functioning and memory performance in healthy
ageing and ecarly-stage Alzheimer’s disease. Aging,
Neuropsychology, and Cognition, 17(4), 462-491. https://
doi.org/10.1080/13825580903581558

Clark, I. A., & Maguire, E. A. (2020). Do questionnaires reflect
their purported cognitive functions? Cognition, 195, Article
104114. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2019.104114

Cornish, I. M. (2000). Factor structure of the everyday memory
questionnaire. British Journal of Psychology, 91(3), 427—
438. https://doi.org/10.1348/000712600161916

Crook, T. H., Feher, E. P., & Larrabee, G. J. (1992). Assessment
of memory complaint in age-associated memory impair-
ment: The MAC-Q. International Psychogeriatrics, 4(2),
165—-176. https://doi.org/10.1017/s1041610292000991

Crook, T. H., & Larrabee, G. J. (1990). A self-rating scale for
evaluating memory in everyday life. Psychology and Aging,
5(1), 48-57. https://doi.org/10.1037//0882-7974.5.1.48

Crumley, J. J., Stetler, C. A., & Horhota, M. (2014). Examining
the relationship between subjective and objective memory
performance in older adults: A meta-analysis. Psychology
and Aging, 29(2), 250-263. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20035908

Cyr, A.-A., & Anderson, N. D. (2019). Effects of question fram-
ing on self-reported memory concerns across the lifespan.
Experimental Aging Research, 45(1), 1-9. https://doi.org/1
0.1080/0361073X.2018.1560104

Dalpubel, D., Rossi, P. G., Almeida, M. L., de Ribeiro, E.
B., Aratijo, R., de Andrade, L. P., & do Vale Fd. (2019).
Subjective memory complaint and its relationship with
cognitive changes and physical vulnerability of commu-
nity-dwelling older adults. Dementia & Neuropsychologia,
13(3), 343-349. https://doi.org/10.1590/1980-57642018
dn13-030012

D’Angelo, E. C., Ober, B. A., & Shenaut, G. K. (2021).
Combined memory training: An approach for episodic
memory deficits in traumatic brain injury. American Journal
of Speech-Language Pathology, 30, 920-932. https://doi.
org/10.1044/2020 AJSLP-20-00075

Davis, A. M., Cockburn, J. M., Wade, D. T., & Smith, P. T. (1995).
A subjective memory assessment questionnaire for use with
elderly people after stroke. Clinical Rehabilitation, 9(3),
238-244. https://doi.org/10.1177/026921559500900310

Dixon, R. A., & Hultsch, D. F. (1983). Structure and develop-
ment of metamemory in adulthood. Journal of Gerontology,
38(6), 682—688. https://doi.org/10.1093/geron;j/38.6.682

Dixon, R. A., Hultsch, D. F., & Hertzog, C. (1988). The
Metamemory in  Adulthood (MIA) questionnaire.
Pscyhopharmacology Bulletin, 24(4), 671-688.

Efklides, A., Yiultsi, E., Kangellidou, T., Kounti, F., Dina, F.,
& Tsolaki, M. (2002). Wechsler memory scale, rivermead
behavioral memory test, and everyday memory question-
naire in healthy adults and Alzheimer’s patients. European
Journal of Psychological Assessment, 18(1), 63—77. https://
doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.18.1.63

Evans, F. A., Wong, D., Lawson, D. W., Withiel, T. D., &
Stolwyk, R. J. (2020). What are the most common memory
complaints following stroke? A frequency and exploratory
factor analysis of items from the everyday memory ques-
tionnaire-revised. The Clinical Neuropsychologist, 34(3),
498-511. https://doi.org/10.1080/13854046.2019.1652349

Fan, C. L., Romero, K., & Levine, B. (2020). Older adults
with lower autobiographical memory abilities report less
age-related decline in everyday cognitive function. BMC
Geriatrics, 20(1), Article 308. https://doi.org/10.1186/
s12877-020-01720-7

Flavell, J. H., & Wellman, H. M. (1975). Metamemory.

Fort, 1., Adoul, L., Holl, D., Kaddour, J., & Gana, K. (2004).
Psychometric properties of the French version of the mul-
tifactorial memory questionnaire for adults and the elderly.
Canadian Journal on Aging, 23(4), 347-357. https://doi.
org/10.1353/¢ja.2005.0020


https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2014.953960
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8260.1982.tb01421.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610213000665
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610214001161
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610214001161
https://doi.org/10.1024/1662-9647/a000167
https://doi.org/10.1024/1662-9647/a000167
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03324954
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03324954
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41155-016-0043-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41155-016-0043-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaging.2012.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.2.1.48
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825580903581558
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825580903581558
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2019.104114
https://doi.org/10.1348/000712600161916
https://doi.org/10.1017/s1041610292000991
https://doi.org/10.1037//0882-7974.5.1.48
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035908
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035908
https://doi.org/10.1080/0361073X.2018.1560104
https://doi.org/10.1080/0361073X.2018.1560104
https://doi.org/10.1590/1980-57642018dn13-030012
https://doi.org/10.1590/1980-57642018dn13-030012
https://doi.org/10.1044/2020_AJSLP-20-00075
https://doi.org/10.1044/2020_AJSLP-20-00075
https://doi.org/10.1177/026921559500900310
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronj/38.6.682
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.18.1.63
https://doi.org/10.1027/1015-5759.18.1.63
https://doi.org/10.1080/13854046.2019.1652349
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-020-01720-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-020-01720-7
https://doi.org/10.1353/cja.2005.0020
https://doi.org/10.1353/cja.2005.0020

938

Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology 77(5)

Fritsch, T., McClendon, M. J., Wallendal, M. S., Hyde, T. F., &
Larsen, J. D. (2014). Prevalence and cognitive bases of sub-
jective memory complaints in older adults: Evidence from a
community sample. Journal of Neurodegenerative Diseases,
2014, Article 176843. https://doi.org/10.1155/2014/176843

Garcia, M. P., Garcia, J. F. G., Guerrero, N. V., Triguero, J. A.
L., & Puente, A. E. (1998). Neuropsychological evaluation
of everyday memory. Neuropsychology Review, 8(4), 203—
227. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021622319851

Gigi, A., Papirovitz, M., Vakil, E., & Treves, T. (2020). Medical
help-seekers with anxiety from deterioration in memory
are characterized with risk factors for cognitive decline.
Clinical Gerontologist, 43(2), 204-208. https://doi.org/10.
1080/07317115.2018.1527423

Gilewski, M., & Zelinski, E. M. (1986). Questionnaire assess-
ment of memory complaints. In L. W. Poon, T. Crook, K. L.
Davis, C. Eisdorfer, B. J. Gurland, A. W. Kaszniak & L. W.
Thompson (Eds.), Handbook for clinical memory assess-
ment of older adults (pp. 93—107). American Psychological
Association. https://doi.org/10.1037/10057-008

Gilewski, M., Zelinski, E. M., & Schaie, K. W. (1990). The
memory functioning questionnaire for assessment of mem-
ory complaints in adulthood and old age. Psychology and
Aging, 5(4), 482-490.

Hall, K. E., Isaac, C. L., & Harris, P. (2009). Memory complaints
in epilepsy: An accurate reflection of memory impairment
or an indicator of poor adjustment? A review of the litera-
ture. Clinical Psychology Review, 29(4), 354-367. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2009.03.001

Helmstaedter, C., & Elger, C. E. (2000). Behavioral mark-
ers for self- and other-attribution of memory: A study in
patients with temporal lobe epilepsy and healthy volunteers.
Epilepsy Research, 41(3),235-243. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0920-1211(00)00148-0

Herrmann, D. J. (1982). Know thy memory: The use of ques-
tionnaires to assess and study memory. Psychological
Bulletin, 92(2), 434-452. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.92.2.434

Herrmann, D. J., & Neisser, U. (1978). An Inventory of Everyday
Memory Experiences. In M. M. Grunenberg, P. E. Morris &
R. N. Sykes (Eds.), Practical Aspects of Memory (pp. 35—
51). Academic Press.

Hertzog, C., Dixon, R. A., & Hultsch, D. F. (1990). Relationships
between metamemory, memory predictions, and memory
task performance in adults. Psychology and Aging, 5, 215—
227. https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.5.2.215

Hertzog, C., Hultsch, D. F., & Dixon, R. A. (1989). Evidence
for the convergent validity of two self-report metamemory
questionnaires. Developmental Psychology, 25(5), 687—
700. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.25.5.687

Hertzog, C., Lineweaver, T. T., & Hines, J. C. (2014).
Computerized assessment of age differences in memory
beliefs. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 119(2), 609-628.
https://doi.org/10.2466/03.10.PMS.119¢23z4

Hertzog, C., & Pearman, A. (2013). Memory complaints in adult-
hood and old age. In T. Perfect & D. S. Lindsay (Eds.), The
SAGE handbook of applied memory (pp. 423-443). Sage.

Hess, T. M., Auman, C., Colcombe, S. J., & Rahhal, T. A. (2003).
The impact of stereotype threat on age differences in mem-
ory performance. The Journals of Gerontology: Series B,
58(1), P3-P11. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/58.1.P3

Hogan, C., Cornwell, P., Fleming, J., Man, D. W. K., & Shum,
D. (2021). Self-reported prospective memory after stroke.
Neuropsychological Rehabilitation, 31(8), 1190-1206.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09602011.2020.1769686

Huang, C.-W., Hayman-Abello, B., Hayman-Abello, S., Derry,
P., & McLachlan, R. S. (2014). Subjective memory evalu-
ation before and after Temporal Lobe Epilepsy Surgery.
PLOS ONE, 9(4), Article €93382. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0093382

Hultsch, D. F., Dixon, R. A., & Hertzog, C. (1985). Memory per-
ceptions and memory performance in adulthood and aging.
Canadian Journal on Aging, 4(4), 179-188. https://doi.
org/10.1017/S0714980800004852

Hultsch, D. F., Hertzog, C., & Dixon, R. A. (1987). Age dif-
ferences in metamemory: Resolving the inconsistencies.
Canadian Journal of Psychology, 41(2), 193-208. https://
doi.org/10.1037/h0084153

Hultsch, D. F., Hertzog, C., Dixon, R. A., & Davidson, H. (1988).
Memory self-knowledge and self-efficacy in the aged. In M.
L. Howe & C. J. Brainerd (Eds.), Cognitive development in
adulthood: Progress in cognitive development research (pp.
65-92). Springer.

Hiiliir, G., Willis, S. L., Hertzog, C., Schaie, K. W., & Gerstorf,
D. (2018). Is subjective memory specific for memory per-
formance or general across cognitive domains? Findings
from the Seattle Longitudinal Study. Psychology and Aging,
33(3), 448—460. https://doi.org/10.1037/pag0000243

Ide, S., McDougall, G.J., & Wykle, M. H. (1999). Memory aware-
ness among Japanese nursing facility residents. /nternational
Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry, 14(8), 601-607. https://doi.
org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1166(199908)14:8<601::AID-
GPS916>3.0.CO;2-C

Illman, N. A., Moulin, C. J. A., & Kemp, S. (2015). Assessment
of everyday memory functioning in temporal lobe epi-
lepsy and healthy adults using the Multifactorial Memory
Questionnaire (MMQ). Epilepsy Research, 113, 86-89.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eplepsyres.2015.03.011

Irak, M., & Capan, D. (2018). Beliefs about memory as a media-
tor of relations between metacognitive beliefs and actual
memory performance. The Journal of General Psychology,
145(1), 21-44. https://doi.org/10.1080/00221309.2017.141
1682

Johnson, M. K., Foley, M. A., Suengas, A. G., & Raye, C. L.
(1988). Phenomenal characteristics of memories for per-
ceived and imagined autobiographical events. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: General, 117(4), 371-376.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.117.4.371

Jonker, C., Geerlings, M. 1., & Schmand, B. (2000). Are memory
complaints predictive for dementia? A review of clinical and
population-based studies. International Journal of Geriatric
Psychiatry, 15(11), 983-991. https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-
1166(200011)15:11<983::AID-GPS238>3.0.CO;2-5

Jopp, D., & Hertzog, C. (2007). Activities, self-referent memory
beliefs, and cognitive performance: Evidence for direct and
mediated relations. Psychology and Aging, 22, 811-825.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.22.4.811

Kahn, R. L., & Miller, N. E. (1978). Adaptational factors in mem-
ory function in the aged. Experimental Aging Research, 4(4),
273-289. https://doi.org/10.1080/03610737808257151

Kahn, R. L., Zarit, S. H., Hilbert, N. M., & Niederehe, G. (1975).
Memory complaint and impairment in the aged: The effect


https://doi.org/10.1155/2014/176843
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021622319851
https://doi.org/10.1080/07317115.2018.1527423
https://doi.org/10.1080/07317115.2018.1527423
https://doi.org/10.1037/10057-008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2009.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2009.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0920-1211(00)00148-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0920-1211(00)00148-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.92.2.434
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.92.2.434
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.5.2.215
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.25.5.687
https://doi.org/10.2466/03.10.PMS.119c23z4
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/58.1.P3
https://doi.org/10.1080/09602011.2020.1769686
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0093382
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0093382
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980800004852
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0714980800004852
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0084153
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0084153
https://doi.org/10.1037/pag0000243
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1166(199908)14:8
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1166(199908)14:8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eplepsyres.2015.03.011
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221309.2017.1411682
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221309.2017.1411682
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.117.4.371
https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-1166(200011)15:11
https://doi.org/10.1002/1099-1166(200011)15:11
https://doi.org/10.1037/0882-7974.22.4.811
https://doi.org/10.1080/03610737808257151

Gopi and Madan

939

of depression and altered brain function. Archives of General
Psychiatry, 32(12), 1569-1573. https://doi.org/10.1001/
archpsyc.1975.01760300107009

Kinjo, H., & Shimizu, H. (2014). How Japanese adults perceive
memory change with age: Middle-aged adults with memory
performance as high as young adults evaluate their memory
abilities as low as older adults. The International Journal of
Aging and Human Development, 78(1), 67-84. https://doi.
org/10.2190/AG.78.1.e

Kinzer, A., & Suhr, J. A. (2016). Dementia worry and its rela-
tionship to dementia exposure, psychological factors, and
subjective memory concerns. Applied Neuropsychology:
Adult, 23(3), 196-204. https://doi.org/10.1080/23279095.2
015.1030669

Kliegel, M., & JAger, T. (2006). Can the prospective and retrospec-
tive memory questionnaire (PRMQ) predict actual prospective
memory performance? Current Psychology, 25(3), 182—191.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-006-1002-8

Koss, E., Patterson, M. B., Ownby, R., Stuckey, J. C.,
& Whitehouse, P. J. (1993). Memory evaluation in
Alzheimer’s disease: Caregivers’ appraisals and objective
testing. Archives of Neurology, 50(1), 92-97. https://doi.
org/10.1001/archneur.1993.00540010086023

Kuczek, M., Szpitalak, M., & Polczyk, R. (2018). Psychometric
properties and correlates of the Polish version of the Squire
Subjective Memory Questionnaire (SSMQ). Personality
and Individual Differences, 120, 271-275. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.05.021

Lachman, M. E., Bandura, M., Weaver, S. L., & Elliott, E. (1995).
Assessing memory control beliefs: The memory controlla-
bility inventory. Aging, Neuropsychology, and Cognition,
2(1), 67-84. https://doi.org/10.1080/13825589508256589

Lineweaver, T. T., & Brolsma, J. W. (2014). How you ask mat-
ters: An experimental investigation of the influence of mood
on memory self-perceptions and their relationship with
objective memory. Memory, 22(8), 1103—1115. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09658211.2013.870209

Lineweaver, T. T., Fansler, S. D., Horhota, M., Crumley-
Branyon, J. J., & Wright, M. K. (2023). Older adults’ mem-
ory beliefs predict perceptions of memory strategy difficulty
and effectiveness. Aging, Neuropsychology, and Cognition,
30(1), 66-77. https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2021.1962
794

Lineweaver, T. T., & Hertzog, C. (1998). Adults’ efficacy and
control beliefs regarding memory and aging: Separating
general from personal beliefs. Aging, Neuropsychology,
and Cognition, 5(4), 264-296. https://doi.org/10.1076/
anec.5.4.264.771

Lucas, J. A., Telch, M. J., & Bigler, E. D. (1991). Memory func-
tioning in panic disorder: A neuropsychological perspec-
tive. Journal of Anxiety Disorders, 5(1), 1-20. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0887-6185(91)90013-J

Luchetti, M., & Sutin, A. R. (2016). Measuring the phenomenology
of autobiographical memory: A short form of the Memory
Experiences Questionnaire. Memory, 24(5), 592—602. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2015.1031679

Macan, T., Gibson, J. M., & Cunningham, J. (2010). Will you
remember to read this article later when you have time? The
relationship between prospective memory and time man-
agement. Personality and Individual Differences, 48(6),
725-730. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.01.015

Maki, N., Ikeda, M., Hokoishi, K., Nomura, M., Torikawa, S.,
Fujimoto, N., Komori, K., Hirono, N., & Tanabe, H. (2000).
Interrater reliability of the short-memory questionnaire in a
variety of health professional representatives. International
Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry, 15(4), 373-375.

Man, D., Fleming, J., Hohaus, L., & Shum, D. (2011).
Development of the Brief Assessment of Prospective
Memory (BAPM) for use with traumatic brain injury popu-
lations. Neuropsychological Rehabilitation, 21(6), 884—
898. https://doi.org/10.1080/09602011.2011.627270

Man, D., Yip, C., Lee, G., Fleming, J., & Shum, D. (2015). Self-
report prospective memory problems in people with stroke.
Brain Injury, 29(3), 329-335. https://doi.org/10.3109/0269
9052.2014.974672

Mather, M., Henkel, L. A., & Johnson, M. K. (1997). Evaluating
characteristics of false memories: Remember/know judg-
ments and memory characteristics questionnaire com-
pared. Memory & Cognition, 25(6), 826-837. https://doi.
org/10.3758/BF03211327

McDonough, I. M., McDougall, G. J., LaRocca, M., Dalmida, S.
G., & Arheart, K. L. (2019). Refining the metamemory in
adulthood questionnaire: A 20-item version of change and
capacity designed for research and clinical settings. Aging &
Mental Health, 24(7), 1054-1063. https://doi.org/10.1080/1
3607863.2019.1594160

McMillan, T. M. (1984). Investigation of everyday memory in
normal subjects using the Subjective Memory Questionnaire
(SMQ). Cortex, 20(3), 333-347. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0010-9452(84)80002-7

Mendes, T., Gind, S., Ribeiro, F., Guerreiro, M., Sousa, G., de
Ritchie, K., & de Mendonga, A. (2008). Memory com-
plaints in healthy young and elderly adults: Reliability of
memory reporting. Aging & Mental Health, 12(2), 177-182.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607860701797281

Miller, M., Honomichl, R., Lapin, B., Hogan, T., Thompson, N.,
Barr, W. B., Friedman, D., Sieg, E., Schuele, S., Kurtish, S.
Y., Ozkara, C., Lin, K., Wiebe, S., Jehi, L., & Busch, R. M.
(2022). The Memory Assessment Clinics Scale for Epilepsy
(MAC-E): A brief measure of subjective cognitive com-
plaints in epilepsy. The Clinical Neuropsychologist, 36(6),
1438-1452. https://doi.org/10.1080/13854046.2020.1837245

Mogle, J. A., Hill, N., Bhang, 1., Bhargava, S., Whitaker, E., &
Kitt-Lewis, E. (2020). Time frame, problem specificity, and
framing: The implicit structures of questions about mem-
ory in older adults. Aging & Mental Health, 24(1), 56-62.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2018.1523882

Mogle, J. A., Hill, N. L., Bell, T. R., Bhargava, S., & Bratlee-
Whitaker, E. (2021). The factor structure of items assessing
subjective memory: Between-persons and within-persons
across time. Gerontology, 67(3), 357-364. https://doi.
org/10.1159/000513728

Mogle, J. A., Muioz, E., Hill, N. L., Smyth, J. M., & Sliwinski, M.
J. (2019). Daily memory lapses in adults: Characterization
and influence on affect. The Journals of Gerontology: Series
B, 74(1), 59—-68. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbx012

Montgomery, W., Goren, A., Kahle-Wrobleski, K., Nakamura,
T., & Ueda, K. (2018). Detection, diagnosis, and treatment
of Alzheimer’s disease dementia stratified by severity as
reported by caregivers in Japan. Neuropsychiatric Disease
and Treatment, 14, 1843-1854. https://doi.org/10.2147/
NDT.S160591


https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.1975.01760300107009
https://doi.org/10.1001/archpsyc.1975.01760300107009
https://doi.org/10.2190/AG.78.1.e
https://doi.org/10.2190/AG.78.1.e
https://doi.org/10.1080/23279095.2015.1030669
https://doi.org/10.1080/23279095.2015.1030669
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-006-1002-8
https://doi.org/10.1001/archneur.1993.00540010086023
https://doi.org/10.1001/archneur.1993.00540010086023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.05.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.05.021
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825589508256589
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2013.870209
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2013.870209
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2021.1962794
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2021.1962794
https://doi.org/10.1076/anec.5.4.264.771
https://doi.org/10.1076/anec.5.4.264.771
https://doi.org/10.1016/0887-6185(91)90013-J
https://doi.org/10.1016/0887-6185(91)90013-J
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2015.1031679
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2015.1031679
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2010.01.015
https://doi.org/10.1080/09602011.2011.627270
https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2014.974672
https://doi.org/10.3109/02699052.2014.974672
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03211327
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03211327
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2019.1594160
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2019.1594160
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-9452(84)80002-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-9452(84)80002-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607860701797281
https://doi.org/10.1080/13854046.2020.1837245
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2018.1523882
https://doi.org/10.1159/000513728
https://doi.org/10.1159/000513728
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbx012
https://doi.org/10.2147/NDT.S160591
https://doi.org/10.2147/NDT.S160591

940

Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology 77(5)

Olsson, E., Wik, K., Ostling, A.-K., Johansson, M., & Andersson,
G. (2006). Everyday memory self-assessed by adult patients
with acquired brain damage and their significant others.
Neuropsychological Rehabilitation, 16(3), 257-271. https://
doi.org/10.1080/09602010500176328

Ossher, L., Flegal, K. E., & Lustig, C. (2013). Everyday mem-
ory errors in older adults. Aging, Neuropsychology, and
Cognition, 20(2), 220-242. https://doi.org/10.1080/138255
85.2012.690365

Palombo, D. J., Williams, L. J., Abdi, H., & Levine, B. (2013).
The Survey of Autobiographical Memory (SAM): A novel
measure of trait mnemonics in everyday life. Cortex: A4
Journal Devoted to the Study of the Nervous System and
Behavior, 49(6), 1526-1540. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cor-
tex.2012.08.023

Payne, B. R., Gross, A. L., Hill, P. L., Parisi, J. M., Rebok, G.
W., & Stine-Morrow, E. A. L. (2017). Decomposing the
relationship between cognitive functioning and self-referent
memory beliefs in older adulthood: What’s memory got to
do with it? Aging, Neuropsychology, and Cognition, 24(4),
345-362. https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2016.1218425

Pearman, A., Hertzog, C., & Gerstorf, D. (2014). Little evi-
dence for links between memory complaints and memory
performance in very old age: Longitudinal analyses from
the Berlin Aging Study. Psychology and Aging, 29(4), 828—
842. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037141

Pearman, A., & Trujillo, A. (2013). Changes in memory predic-
tion accuracy: Age and performance effects. Educational
Gerontology, 39(7), 467-475. https://doi.org/10.1080/0360
1277.2012.701132

Pedone, R., Cosenza, M., & Nigro, G. (2005). Un contrib-
uto all’adattamento Italiano del Memory Functioning
Questionnaire [A contribution to the Italian adaptation of the
Memory Functioning Questionnaire.]. Testing Psicometria
Metodologia, 12,203-219.

Pires, C., Silva, D., Maroco, J., Gind, S., Mendes, T., Schmand,
B. A., Guerreiro, M., & de Mendonga, A. (2012).
Memory complaints associated with seeking clinical care.
International Journal of Alzheimer’s Disease, 2012, Article
€725329. https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/725329

Ponds, R. W., & Jolles, J. (1996). Memory complaints in elderly
people: The role of memory abilities, metamemory, depres-
sion, and personality. Educational Gerontology, 22(4),
341-357. https://doi.org/10.1080/0360127960220404

Poon, L. W., Fozard, J. L., & Treat, N. J. (1978). From clinical
and research findings on memory to intervention programs.
Experimental Aging Research, 4(4), 235-253. https://doi.
org/10.1080/03610737808257149

Raimo, S., Trojano, L., Siciliano, M., Cuoco, S., D’lorio, A.,
Santangelo, F., Abbamonte, L., Grossi, D., & Santangelo,
G. (2016). Psychometric properties of the Italian version of
the multifactorial memory questionnaire for adults and the
elderly. Neurological Sciences, 37(5), 681-691. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10072-016-2562-5

Reid, L. M., & MacLullich, A. M. J. (2006). Subjective mem-
ory complaints and cognitive impairment in older people.
Dementia and Geriatric Cognitive Disorders, 22(5-6),
471-485. https://doi.org/10.1159/000096295

Reid, M., Parkinson, L., Gibson, R., Schofield, P., D’Este,
C., Attia, J., Tavener, M., & Byles, J. (2012). Memory

complaint questionnaire performed poorly as screening
tool: Validation against psychometric tests and affective
measures. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 65(2), 199—
205. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2011.06.006

Riege, W. (1983). Self-report and tests of memory aging. Clinical
Gerontologist, 1(2), 23-36. https://doi.org/10.1300/
JO18v01n02_03

Rowell, S. F., Green, J. S., Teachman, B. A., & Salthouse, T.
A. (2016). Age does not matter: Memory complaints are
related to negative affect throughout adulthood. Aging &
Mental Health, 20(12), 1255-1263. https://doi.org/10.1080/
13607863.2015.1078284

Royle, J., & Lincoln, N. B. (2008). The everyday memory
questionnaire-revised: Development of a 13-item scale.
Disability and Rehabilitation, 30(2), 114-121. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09638280701223876

Rubin, D. C., Schrauf, R. W., & Greenberg, D. L. (2003). Belief
and recollection of autobiographical memories. Memory
& Cognition, 31(6), 887-901. https://doi.org/10.3758/
BF03196443

Sahin, S., Yiiksel, N., Utku, C., Eren Bodur, N., Karaer Karapigak,
0., Birer, N. C., & Kaya, D. (2013). Validity and reliabil-
ity of Turkish version of the memory functioning question-
naire. Journal of Clinical Psychiatry, 16(3), 135-147.

Salis, C., Murray, L., & Vonk, J. (2019). Systematic review of
subjective memory measures to inform assessing memory
limitations after stroke and stroke-related aphasia. Disability
and Rehabilitation, 43, 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638
288.2019.1668485

Sander, A. M., Clark, A. N., van Veldhoven, L. M., Hanks, R.,
Hart, T., Leon Novelo, L., Ngan, E., & Arciniegas, D. B.
(2018). Factor analysis of the everyday memory question-
naire in persons with traumatic brain injury. The Clinical
Neuropsychologist, 32(3), 495-509. https://doi.org/10.1080
/13854046.2017.1368714

Schmand, B., Jonker, C., Hooijer, C., & Lindeboom, J. (1996).
Subjective memory complaints may Announce demen-
tia. Neurology, 46(1), 121-125. https://doi.org/10.1212/
WNL.46.1.121

Schmidt, I. W., Berg, 1. J., & Deelman, B. G. (2001). Relations
between subjective evaluations of memory and objective
memory performance. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 93(3),
761-776. https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.2001.93.3.761

Sehulster, J. R. (1981). Structure and pragmatics of a self-theory
of memory. Memory & Cognition, 9(3), 263-276. https://
doi.org/10.3758/BF03196960

Shaikh, K. T., Tatham, E. L., Parikh, P. K., McCreath, G. A., Rich,
J. B., & Troyer, A. K. (2019). Development and psycho-
metric validation of a questionnaire assessing the impact of
memory changes in older adults. The Gerontologist, 59(4),
€248-e257. https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gny011

Siedlecki, K. L., Hicks, S., & Kornhauser, Z. G. C. (2015).
Examining the positivity effect in autobiographical mem-
ory across adulthood. The International Journal of Aging
and Human Development, 80(3), 213-232. https://doi.
org/10.1177/0091415015590311

Smith, G., Sala, S. D., Logie, R. H., & Maylor, E. A. (2000).
Prospective and retrospective memory in normal ageing and
dementia: A questionnaire study. Memory, 8(5), 311-321.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658210050117735


https://doi.org/10.1080/09602010500176328
https://doi.org/10.1080/09602010500176328
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2012.690365
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2012.690365
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2012.08.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2012.08.023
https://doi.org/10.1080/13825585.2016.1218425
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037141
https://doi.org/10.1080/03601277.2012.701132
https://doi.org/10.1080/03601277.2012.701132
https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/725329
https://doi.org/10.1080/0360127960220404
https://doi.org/10.1080/03610737808257149
https://doi.org/10.1080/03610737808257149
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10072-016-2562-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10072-016-2562-5
https://doi.org/10.1159/000096295
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2011.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1300/J018v01n02_03
https://doi.org/10.1300/J018v01n02_03
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2015.1078284
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607863.2015.1078284
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638280701223876
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638280701223876
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03196443
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03196443
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2019.1668485
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2019.1668485
https://doi.org/10.1080/13854046.2017.1368714
https://doi.org/10.1080/13854046.2017.1368714
https://doi.org/10.1212/WNL.46.1.121
https://doi.org/10.1212/WNL.46.1.121
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.2001.93.3.761
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03196960
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03196960
https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/gny011
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091415015590311
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091415015590311
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658210050117735

Gopi and Madan

941

Snitz, B. E., Small, B. J., Wang, T., Chang, C.-C. H., Hughes,
T. F., & Ganguli, M. (2015). Do subjective memory com-
plaints lead or follow objective cognitive change? A five-
year population study of temporal influence. Journal of the
International Neuropsychological Society, 21(9), 732-742.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617715000922

Squire, L. R., Wetzel, C. D., & Slater, P. C. (1979). Memory
complaint after electroconvulsive therapy: Assessment with
a new self-rating instrument. Biological Psychiatry, 14(5),
791-801.

Sugden, N., Thomas, M., & Kiernan, M. (2022). A scoping review
of the utility of self-report and informant-report prospec-
tive memory measures. Neuropsychological Rehabilitation,
32(6), 1230-1260. https://doi.org/10.1080/09602011.2021.
1875851

Sunderland, A., Harris, J. E., & Baddeley, A. D. (1983). Do
laboratory tests predict everyday memory? A neuropsy-
chological study. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal
Behavior, 22(3), 341-357. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-
5371(83)90229-3

Sunderland, A., Harris, J. E., & Gleave, J. (1984). Memory fail-
ures in everyday life following severe head injury. Journal
of Clinical Neuropsychology, 6(2), 127-142. https://doi.
org/10.1080/01688638408401204

Sutin, A. R., & Robins, R. W. (2007). Phenomenology of
autobiographical memories: The Memory Experiences
Questionnaire. Memory, 15(4), 390—411. https://doi.
org/10.1080/09658210701256654

Talarico, J. M., LaBar, K. S., & Rubin, D. C. (2004). Emotional
intensity predicts autobiographical memory experience.
Memory & Cognition, 32(7), 1118-1132. https://doi.
org/10.3758/BF03196886

Thana-Udom, K., Siddarth, P., Miller, K. J., Dunkin, J. J.,
Small, G. W., & Ercoli, L. M. (2021). The effect of mem-
ory training on memory control beliefs in older adults
with subjective memory complaints. Experimental Aging
Research, 47(2), 131-144. https://doi.org/10.1080/03610
73X.2020.1861841

Tropp, M., Persson, C., Samuelsson, K., Lundqvist, A. M., &
Levander, S. (2015). Self-ratings of everyday memory
problems in patients with acquired brain injury: A tool for
rehabilitation. International Journal of Physical Medicine
Rehabilitation, 3(2).

Troyer, A. K. (2001). Improving memory knowledge, satis-
faction, and functioning via an education and interven-
tion program for older adults. Aging, Neuropsychology,
and Cognition, 8(4), 256-268. https://doi.org/10.1076/
anec.8.4.256.5642

Troyer, A. K., & Rich, J. B. (2002). Psychometric properties
of a new metamemory questionnaire for older adults. 7he
Journals of Gerontology. Series B, Psychological Sciences
and Social Sciences, 57(1), P19-P27.

Vale, F. A. C., Balieiro, A. P. Jr., & Silva-Filho, J. H. (2012).
Memory complaint scale (MCS): Proposed tool for active
systematic search. Dementia & Neuropsychologia, 6(4),212—
218. https://doi.org/10.1590/S1980-57642012DN06040004

Van Bergen, S., Brands, 1., Jelicic, M., & Merckelbach, H.
(2010). Assessing trait memory distrust: Psychometric
properties of the squire subjective memory questionnaire.

Legal and Criminological Psychology, 15(2), 373-384.
https://doi.org/10.1348/135532509X471960

Van Bergen, S., Jelicic, M., & Merckelbach, H. (2009). Are
subjective memory problems related to suggestibility,
compliance, false memories, and objective memory per-
formance? The American Journal of Psychology, 122(2),
249-257.

van der Werf, S., & Vos, S. (2011). Memory worries and self-
reported daily forgetfulness: A psychometric evaluation of
the Dutch translation of the multifactorial memory ques-
tionnaire. The Clinical Neuropsychologist, 25(2), 244-268.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13854046.2010.543290

Vannucci, M., Chiorri, C., & Favilli, L. (2021). Web-based
assessment of the phenomenology of autobiographical
memories in young and older adults. Brain Sciences, 11(5),
Article 5. https://doi.org/10.3390/brainscil 1050660

Vannucci, M., Chiorri, C., & Marchetti, I. (2020). Shaping our
personal past: Assessing the phenomenology of autobio-
graphical memory and its association with object and spa-
tial imagery. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 61(5),
599-606. https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12639

Vaskivuo, L., Hokkanen, L., Hidnninen, T., Antikainen, R.,
Béckman, L., Laatikainen, T., Paajanen, T., Stigsdotter-
Neely, A., Strandberg, T., Tuomilehto, J., Soininen, H.,
Kivipelto, M., & Ngandu, T. (2018). Associations between
prospective and retrospective subjective memory com-
plaints and neuropsychological performance in older
adults: The finger study. Journal of the International
Neuropsychological Society, 24(10), 1099-1109. https://
doi.org/10.1017/S135561771800053X

Vogel, A., Salem, L. C., Andersen, B. B., & Waldemar, G.
(2016). Differences in quantitative methods for measur-
ing subjective cognitive decline—Results from a prospec-
tive memory clinic study. International Psychogeriatrics,
28(9), 1513-1520. https://doi.org/10.1017/S10416102
16000272

West, R. L., Boatwright, L. K., & Schleser, R. (1984). The link
between memory performance, self-assessment, and affec-
tive status. Experimental Aging Research, 10(4), 197-200.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03610738408258464

Winterling, D., Crook, T. H., Salama, M., & Gobert, J. (1986).
A self-rating scale for assessing memory loss. In A. Bes, J.
Cohn, S. Hoyer, J. P. MarcVergenes & H. M. Wisniewski
(Eds.), Senile Dementias: Early Detection (pp. 482—486).
John Libbey Eurotext.

Yim, S.J., Yi, D., Byun, M. S., Choe, Y. M., Choi, H. J., Baek,
H., Sohn, B. K., Kim, J. W., Kim, E.-J., & Lee, D. Y.
(2017). Screening ability of subjective memory complaints,
informant-reports for cognitive decline, and their combi-
nation in memory clinic setting. Psychiatry Investigation,
14(5), 640—-646. https://doi.org/10.4306/pi.2017.14.5.640

Yoon, J.-S., Charness, N., Boot, W. R., Czaja, S. J., & Rogers,
W. A. (2019). Depressive symptoms as a predictor of
memory complaints in the PRISM sample. The Journals
of Gerontology: Series B, 74(2), 254-263. https://doi.
org/10.1093/geronb/gbx070

Youn, J. C., Kim, K. W., Lee, D. Y., Jhoo, J. H., Lee, S.
B., Park, J. H., Choi, E. A., Choe, J. Y., Jeong, J. W.,
Choo, 1. H., & Woo, J. 1. (2009). Development of the


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1355617715000922
https://doi.org/10.1080/09602011.2021.1875851
https://doi.org/10.1080/09602011.2021.1875851
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5371(83)90229-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5371(83)90229-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/01688638408401204
https://doi.org/10.1080/01688638408401204
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658210701256654
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658210701256654
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03196886
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03196886
https://doi.org/10.1080/0361073X.2020.1861841
https://doi.org/10.1080/0361073X.2020.1861841
https://doi.org/10.1076/anec.8.4.256.5642
https://doi.org/10.1076/anec.8.4.256.5642
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1980-57642012DN06040004
https://doi.org/10.1348/135532509X471960
https://doi.org/10.1080/13854046.2010.543290
https://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci11050660
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjop.12639
https://doi.org/10.1017/S135561771800053X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S135561771800053X
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610216000272
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1041610216000272
https://doi.org/10.1080/03610738408258464
https://doi.org/10.4306/pi.2017.14.5.640
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbx070
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbx070

942

Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology 77(5)

subjective memory complaints questionnaire. Dementia and
Geriatric Cognitive Disorders, 27(4), 310-317. https://doi.
org/10.1159/000205512

Zarit, S. H., Cole, K. D., & Guider, R. L. (1981). Memory training
strategies and subjective complaints of memory in the aged.
The Gerontologist, 21(2), 158-164. https://doi.org/10.1093/

geront/21.2.158

Zelinski, E. M., & Gilewski, M. J. (2004). A 10-item Rasch mod-
eled memory self-efficacy scale. Aging & Mental Health, 8(4),
293-306. https://doi.org/10.1080/13607860410001709665

Zhang, Y., Otgaar, H., & Wang, J. (2022). Memory distrust is
related to memory errors, self-esteem, and personality.
Applied Cognitive Psychology, 36(2), 283-292. https://doi.
org/10.1002/acp.3917


https://doi.org/10.1159/000205512
https://doi.org/10.1159/000205512
https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/21.2.158
https://doi.org/10.1093/geront/21.2.158
https://doi.org/10.1080/13607860410001709665
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3917
https://doi.org/10.1002/acp.3917

