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Abetrect .
Scsipte are knowledge etructuree about ‘ordered events.
Script theoriete heve proposed that script etrucftie enebl:e
typicel ecript elements to be processed differently from ?‘y
atypical. non-edript elenente end further. that the.
,proceeeing differences. reeult in differential retrieveliof
typicel and etypicei elenente. The first goal of this
-theeie vas to exenine vhether the script was used in the
same wvay &n recell as.it was used in recognition. This was
accomplished by conpering the pattern pf hite and false
alarms for typical and atypical items in recall to the
pattern of hits and f!{?é alern;\in\recognition. One
hundred and twenty introductory peychology students heard a
etory about an evening at a resteurent and heard a story.
about a marital dispute. Later they were asked to do either

¢ o«

a recall or a recognition task 'or'e;ch etor?. The pat\irn
of, 51{5 and falﬁg alarms was the ehme‘for recall as the
pattern for recogn;tion. Thie-finding.was consistent both
for tne restaurant storynand for the affect-laden marital
dispute story‘suggesting that script'research can be
extended-to a%)ect-leden material, Ipe second goal of this
thesis was to’examine scriptncontent. It was determined, by
exenining‘the intrusions in recognition of 60 introductory
psychology students, thet.emotionhl states, emotional
eipressions.'and physical aggression ere.part of people's

~knowledge structures concerning marital disputes.
. / .
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Because ve teand to make order out of the "bloaming,
bussing éontnoioa% of our wvorld, events in our world appear

organised and consistent. Qno of t!g coutonbor.ry .
theoreticel approaches in social cog;ition that addresses
the orgenisation of eveats is schems theory. Scheps ihoory
suggests that memory is guided by a Lnovlodgo structure that )
guides the processing and modification of incdsing ’
information. This structure is knovn as & schems. The
schenma eoncopf vas okiginally applied to ih. phenomenon of
story memory by Bartlett (1932) in order to eccount for
distortions that he had observed in story recall. He
believed that schesata wvere involved in the uctive
organization of past experiences and operated at retrieval
(Bartlett, 1932, pp.206).‘

Scripts are related to schemata. Sfjipfs are knowlgdge
structures about events 15~vhich actions occur in a certain
order, such as going to a restsuraant. We all know, for
example, that ;eople enter a restaurant before they eat the
food. An organizing script structure enables script items
to~b:b§roccaled more efficiently, and therefore differently
f;o- non-script items. In addiéion it can be assumed that
these processing differences have a differential effect on
memory and are demonstrated by differential retrieval of
typicel and atypical acsipt elementy.

Differential retrieval of script and non-script

elements is addressed by the script pointer plus tag



hypothesis 91 Grcioqpoﬂ Gordﬁ:w and Savyor’(l97§). In thise -

model, every“event that is encoded, for which there exists . ']!

jrio’r‘kuovhd.o structure, ro‘ouln in & epecific -uou“ |

roproocat-tton ehat coasists of a poiuq‘? to the lpptoprtato

script and tags to items that are atypical; that ie,

unrelated orfinconniotont vith the script. tvo predictions

follow from this hypo:hoiio. The firét prodiction')l thes

-Q-er discrimination vill be better forlatypica} items then

for typiaal aéript items. Diocrilin,tion enteils correctly

1dentify1ng that an item vas ﬁ;c.cut vhen it wves and

corrictly rejecting an iten thaF vas not present. Thus,

there should ;o,n*grpato;tdifforonc. between correct

identifications and correct rejections for atypical items

than the difference beéveon correct identifications and

cotte;t rejections for typical items, \Thp necon§ prediction \\

s that there will be no memory discrimination for tho

occurrence/nonoccurrence of iteas E\.tﬁare very typical of

the script. Because veéry typical items are part of the

script they are not specifically stored. Thus, according to

the lodel it should be ilpolnible to distinguish betveen

typical itels that are part of the script byt not in a

particular presentation and very typical items that were in-

ithe presentation. o (”7
| Graesser, Gordon, & Savyer (1979) lup;ortod both of the - \\K\

predictions from their theory. Participaats first ro;d e

passage about s frequently enacted activity., Following s

N



one hour interval, recogpition hits 4nd false alarms were

examined for items ;n the passagé. A hit was ﬁhe correct -

: v
recognitioh of a sentence stated in the story. Similarly, a

. false alarm was the incorrect recognition of a sentence not

1

stated in the story. False alarm rates were significantly

_ B . ¢
.higher ﬁ"!Very typical items than for atypical items.

. . . : .
" Graesser et. al, observed that typicality P’d a far greater

effect on fa!se alarm rates than hit rates and therefore
i

—

concluded that discrimingtive memory was-better for atypical
than for typical items. Their second prediction, that
participanta would be ungble to\distinguish between highly

‘typical items that they had heard\previously and new highly

typical items, was also supported. \They found that the mean
“hit rate for very typic;I\items did not differ significantly
from the mean false alars rates for the same items. In
addition; the predicfion that discriminative gccuracy is
greater for atybical iteps than for typic§1 items was
further confirmed_by Boger, Black, and Turner (1979).
vafdence suppﬁrting a dffgerential decay rate for
recall and recognition measures ﬁﬁs cloﬁded the issue.
Smith and Graesser (1981) examined memory for scripted
passages; measufing Soth recall and recognition over
retention intervals rangingifrom 30 minutes to 3fweeks for
at!pica; and tyﬁica{\iteps. In their analysis, they used a

memory score that controlled for gueésing in recognition and
recall, .Smith andaCraeager wanted a measure that resembled .

e -~
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the d' measure from Signal DetectioQ/Thebry in order to
compare memory discrimina;ion forf/écognition to memory
discrimination for recall. The’ﬁa measure can be calculated

A

for recognition but not for reﬁ%ll (Locksley, Stangor,
Hepburn, Grosovsky, and Hqcﬂﬁ%rasser, 1984). The
recognition memory scorerygé obtained by subtracting the
probability of a false ayérm from’the probability of a hit
and dividing by one\miqﬂs the probability of a false alarm.
The memory score for récaiI is similarly calcu}ated and is
the probability of recall minus the probability of an
intrusion divided by one minus the probability of an
intrfusion. From these scores, Smithland Graesser concMided
that both recdgnitiﬁn and recall scores decreased over the

, . *
retention interval and that recognition was better for

atypicél than for typical items. In addition, they observed™
rthat regail memory was initially better for atypical items
but tha£ over time there was greéter memory loss for R
atypical items, and thathrecall was better fof typical than
for atypical items after 3 weeks. They concluded fhat’the
script was utilized differently at recall‘from the way it
was utilized at recognition,

These conclusions are based on the use of the memory
1fore, used to "correct for guessing” as a measure of
discrimination. By using this ;easu:e, Smith and Graesser

wanted to examine memory performance, or memory strength and

not the decision process and response criterion,

~
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Unfortunately, there arg difficulties with examining only

memory discrimination. Lockhart and Murdock (1970) gave a
" strong warning concerning the interpretation of the d'
dis;rimination measure., They described a sid'.tion where
the d' measure was greater for mémory of low frequency words
than for memory of high frequency words. Theylsuggested
that this should not betinterpreted as greater memory ,
strength.for the low frequency words, rather it should be
intgrprgted)as a greater difference between the.strength of
oidfghd‘new low frequepcy words than the difference between
;he atfenggh of old and new high frequencn words. Note that
ail yes fesponses, both hits and false alarms would be
expected to be higher for high frequency words than for low
frequency words. In one sense, memory stremgth, in terms of
the probability of output,Lis éreater for the high frequency.
words althouﬂ’fhemory discrimination,'t&; ability to
identify whether a word has occurred in a ' particular
setting, is greétef for low frequency words.

It is no; at . all clear that the memory score used by
Smith and Graesser (1981) to assess discrimination provides
\\2n adequate“measure of discrimination. The Smith and

Graesser memopyédiscriminétion score is calculated by
subtracting the probability of false alarms from the
probability of hits'and dividing that number by the
probability of correct rejections. Using this formula, the

same memory discrimination score can be obtained for a hit



rate of 1 and a false alarm rate of .9, relflecting a high
rate of yes responses and fa&rly low discfimtnation (which
results in a meﬁory score of 1) and for a hit rate of 1 and
a false alarm rate of O, reflecting perfect discriminat%on.
(which also results in a memory score of 1). From this
example, it is clear that the memory score is somewhat less
than adequate for éssessgng discrimination. Another. method
of assessing discrimination may prove more useful.

In examining memory for low and high typical items in a
script I @ant to be able to assess both.people's
discrimination memory and the probability of their
retrieving items. . For this purpose it may be instryctive to
examine hit and false alarm measures. Loéksley, Stangor,

. Hepburn, Grosovsky, and Hochstrasser (1984) point out,
however, that hits and false alarms are Pot independent, ///

both are affected by shifts in the response criterion. This

should be borne in mind when interpreting the measures and //
thé relatiohship of hits and false alarms should be |
considered.

— I graphed the hits and faise alarms from Smith and
Graesser 's (1981) d;ta and a different piqiure emerged (see
Figure 1). From this figure, six conclusions can be
tentatively drawn. First, there are more hits (both .
recognition and recall) for typical items than for atypical
items. Second, there are.mdre intrusions/false alarms for

typical than for atypical items. Third, there are more hits



- rate than typical items. T : ’

-~ . 0 7

:'och’.ll for recognition than for recall. Fourth, false

S

alarms/intrusions increase over time. Fifth, recall and
recognition hits decrease over time -fé6+ both typical and

atypical items and sixth, atypical items decay at a faster
@, i .

Insert Figuré 1 about here

- —

“Looked at in this fashion, the pattern seems to be the
same for both fecognition and recall. It can be concluded
that similar script processes are operating on recéli*agﬁ
recognition. 1In both forms of retrieval, while hits are )
slightly higher for typical than at}pical itenms, fdﬁse_
alarms and intrusions are considerably higher for tybical
items. Thus, discriminative memory is lower for typical
items than for atypical item¢ for both recognition and)
recalf. |

Smith and Graesser (1981) faileq to report the
sufficient statistics necessary in order to pgrform the
analyses to justify these .conclusions. In addition, they
Had oqu 6 participants'per condition and furthermore. there
were only four measur;s per participant for each of "the
typical and atypical items. As a resuit, it is possible

that their results would not be replicable. Therefore the

4



firat goal of this.etudy was to attempt to replicate Saith
and Graesser's findings using both more partiéipanta and

o

more measures per participant. :

Much of the research on ucripts has been conducted
using paaaages about mundane activities, such as going to a
restaurant.’ An‘additiohal issue of interest in this study
was the extension of script research to nffeét laden
activities., Therefore the study was conducted using two
passages, one about going to a reataurant utd the other
about a marital dispute.

The seconéigoal of this study was to examine script
content. ,Prévious studies have relied hainl} on only two
methods for determining scripi content: participant free
generations of pashages and participan;‘ratings of the
typicality of itenms believed to ’e*ccvipt-ty;lcal (see Smith

Cemay
3 . .

and Graesser, 1981, for an examplo of fhit’m;:hodology) In
order to confirm predictions about’scriptxgontent made from
using data from these two methodoiogies it is necessary to
use a thir@ﬂmethod, in this case examiﬁTﬁ; intrusions. it
is reasonéble’to assume that actions that agre part of a
pérticipant's‘écript but ;re not stated in the original &
passage will intrude into retrieval as recognition false
alarms and recall intrusionst In order to examine the
intrusions, three stories about the marital dispute were

constructed with portions omitted that are predicted to be

part of the script on the basis of free generations and
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o typ}cnlity studies. It was predicted that thé\Qmitﬁed

porfidn would be intruded into recognition ag4fglse alarms.

{/‘)
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STUDY 1

Pretest

60 men and 60 women enrolled in introductory péychology
classes at the University of Alberta participated as an
option for partial fulfillment qf course credit. Each
“ltudent vas given 1 of 12 booklets. T;; booklets éontained
a short selection from either a story about a restaurant or
a story ag;ut a marital dispute.l The stories were missing
either their beginning, their middle,,or their'end.
Students were asked to rate a series of short sentences
relating to the selection of the. storyzthét thpy did not
read. For example. a student asked to rate sentences
relating to the middle of the marital dispute, such as,
"They yellhat each other", would read a short paragraph
about the beginning of the dispute and a short paragraph
"about the resolution of the dispute. This procedure allowed
"for instantiation of the schema by providing the framework
of the story without overly biasing students' ratings.
Students were first asked to rate thé sentences for
consistency with the story theme. FQllowing this, students
were asked to rate the sentences for the likelihood of
occurrihg in the appropriate story. The ralings of the
pilot study for the sentences that I used in constructing
the stimulus material for study 1 and study 2 are detailed

in Appendix A. } N

10
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- (probability of an action and

'// 11

4

Mandler (198&)'auggeatedzp distinction between the .,
he relevance of that action to
the theme. Consequently, in this thegis typicality was

defined as both high likelihood ratings and high consistency

ratings.

Rationale
It was predicted that the pattern of hits and false

alarms for typical and atygical sentences would be the same
for both recognition and recall. Specifically that pattern,
bqs;d on thg data from Smifh and Graesser (1981) is
illustrated iﬁ Figure 2. The mean scores fall into three
clusters: cluster one, typical-sentence-hit-all delays and
typical-sentence~-false alarm-40 minute delay; cluster two,
atypical hits all delays and typical seﬁtengp 2 day delay;
cluster three, atypical false alarm all delays. The typical

’
sentence false alarm 1 week delay mean is somewhat isolated.

This pattern is represented by the contrast weights in

Figure 2.
Insert Figure 2 about here
Method -

Subjects and Design. Sixty men and 60 women enrolled

in introductory psychology classes at the University of



kedit. A 2 (men, women) x 3 (40-minute delay, 2-day
| e§ delay) x 2 (recall, recognition) x 2 (stated,
K‘xcd factorial desigr was employed . The first
“Qvﬁifwore betveen-aubjoctjband the last factor was

within-subjects. With the exception of sex, participants

were randomly assigned to condition.

Materials. Dobbs and Rule (1986) identified the

13

elements in the marital dispute script using free
géherations. They asked partiﬁipants to list the actions in
a husband and wife disgute. They used the Bower, Black, and
Turner (1979) criterion of 25% bf pﬁrticipants listing an
element to determ’ne the categories of elements in the
marital dispute script. Hrese categories were used in this
thesis to construct two versions of a story about a marital
dispute. Both versions contained one specific instance
represenging each of the general script categories:
dissension, frustration, emotional state, emotional
expression, verbal aggression, physical aggression,
aggression interrupter, rational tﬂbught, apology, and-
outcome. The stories were s}stematically coﬁstructed using
the consistency and likelihood ratings obtained from
students in the separate pretest-study. High typical
sentences had both high likelihood and high consistency

ratings. Similarly, low typical sentences had both low
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1ikelihood and low couoiotonﬁy ratinge. A high typical and a
lov typical sentence wvere selected for each category.
Version A of the story contained highly typical sentences
froa the dissension, o;;fional lt.i.l. emotional expression,
raéional thought and aggression intorruptor categories and?!
lowv typical sentences from the frustrator, verbal -
aggression, physical aggression, apology, and outcome
categories. Version B, on the other hand, contained highly
-typical sentences from the fr;-ttaior. verbai aggfession,
phinical aggrcsiion. apology, and outcome categories and low
typicsl oen::nﬁes‘fro- the dis;enaioﬁ. enoiional states,
emotional expression, rational thought and aggression
interrupter categories,

The order of the sentences used in this thesis was
determined using the orders obtained from a study by Dobbs
and Rule (1986). Dob‘itand Rule gave participants the .
elements of the marital dispute script in random orders and
asked the participants to arrange tbéwe}enents in the order
in which tgey normally occurred. They found that the
ele-entslin the marital dispute script vere consistently
ordered. This ordering was used in constructing the marital
dispute stories listed in Appendix B, each containing five
typic:} elements and five atypical elements. In addition,
tvo versions of a story about an evening at a restaurant

wvere constructed using the typicality ratings from the

separate pretest described previously. Each version
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contained six typical elements and five atypical elements
(see Appendix B for. the stories). For both the restsurant
C?S,l.titll dispute stories the size of the element was

7§b1trnr11y Q'tcrlinod. .

Procedure. All students were given a cover story: they
- .
vere told that they were participating in a study on

co-putgr assisted instruction of reading skills. They wers

'inatructed to listen to stories presented on headphones, and

to ansver questions about the stories. Further, they v;:‘
. ¢
told that a second session was required for the presentatien

»

of stories on a computer terminal. This cover story
provided a rationale for a segond appointment. Following
this 1qprdduction students hi;rd four stories and answvered
questions regarding the presentatioa, readability and ease
of comprehension of each story (see Appendix C for the
questionnaiIre). The first and last stories wece buffer
stories about a camping trip and buying a dress. The middle
two stories were the sﬁories of interest and were the
marital dispute story and the restaurant story. The order
of the four stories was kept constant so that each student
first heard the camping trip story, ‘folloved by a story
about a marital d{fpute. a story about a restaurant, and
finally.\the story about the blue dress. Students heard

either Version A or Version B of the marital dispute and the

restaurant story. At the end of the first sessioa students
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were reminded to return for the second scheduled session
1nv§1v1n. the coamputer tersissl. Students lgft for either s
60--1§utn interval, a 2-day interval or s l-week interval.
’In order to keep the sessions IC»!}Iil.r'li poseible these
students ssked to return nttor*éo minutes vere not asked o

\ perform a specific intervening task. Instead the; vere free
to do course work, or go for cot?oo as they chose.

Hh;n students returned for the lecond session, they

were inltoad handed a dooklet. The Booklot consisted of

L ]

either & recognition task for tha restaurant story and a
recall task for the husband and wife dispute story, or a
recognition task for fho husband’ and wife dispute story and
a recall task fo; the restaurant story. For the recognition
task students were gt{;n all the sentences in version A and
in version B and were required to réz;ond "In :a% story” or
"not in the otorj” for each sentence. 1In the recall task
students wvere given thc‘tit?e of the story and asked to
write down everything that they could remember in as much
detail as possible. Following this, students were fully and
sensitively debriefed, as vell as thanked for their help.
The recognition tests consisted of all of the sentences
‘in both version A and version B of the rele;ant story. Hit
rates and false alarm rates were calcuthed for each student
thx?'thc recognition tests. A hit was a "yes"'response to a
-lc?f’nco.fron the version heard by the student. A false

/

J alars vas a "yes response"™ to a sentence from the version
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not heard by the student. Using the method outlined. in
Ssith end Graesser (1981), recall hits and recall false
alarmss wvere calculntod from the froo recall psetocols.
Ice.ll hll' vere 1tems that vere Judged by tvo.iudo;ondont
raters to be similar in content to one of the 1:,-. in the
version of the passage that the student heard. False slaras
vere dtems that were judged to be similar to one of the

¥

‘items in the alt,rnntivo vornion of the script. fn ‘/
addition, rocnll items that wvere only slightly related to
the septence from either version of the story vere coded as
"related". Recall itesms thaé ver; completely unrelated to
sentences in the story wvere coded as "intrusions™.

Agreeaent of the raters prior to discussion vas 89,721;

following discussion sgreement was 100%.
. * "
" Results “ e

[

»

Is the pgtéern-of recall scores sinilér to the patterp of
‘'recognition scores? To answer this question, four planned
co-pariaéus using the contrast weights were performed on the
recognition scores and on the recaL’—ocoreo for both the
marital dispute story and the restaurant story. The initial
predictions for'the planned comparisons did not include any
differences between men and women and so the data were
collapsed over sex. The sgory factor was treated as a fixed

effect (see Wike and Church, 1976, for a discussion of this
\
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ipsﬁe)./ Further, the traditional alpha level of .05 was
used.‘ | |

For thé restaurant story the mean percentage of hits
and false alarms with the contrast weights are presented in
Table I. Exanining this, it appears that the hits and false
alarms for both recall and recognition closely follow the
| predicted pattern‘the qf the cont%ast weights, To test this
the contrast weights were applied to the means of the
_restaurant/recall conditions, F(1l, 57) = 95.1, p=0.00. The
hits and false alarms for the restaurant/recall conditions
are plottéd in Figure 3. The same contrast weights were'
appiied to the means from the restaurant/recognition
conditions,'g(l. 5;) = 445.7, p=0.00. The hits and faise
alarms for the restaurant/recognition conditions are piotted
| in Eigufe 4, Fof“?ﬁe/;;staurant story the same pattern of

~\

hits and false alarms is seen for récall as for recognition.
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The percentage of hits and false alarms for the restaurant

story with contrast weights

{

Retrieval -
Condition Weights Recall Recognition
30 Minut;"
Hite 4
Typiep. +18 27.5 70.83
Atypical +18 39.0 69.0
False alarms '
Typical + 9 12.5 23.33
; Atypical -35 1.0 11.0
2 days -
Hits )
Typical +18 18.34 65.0
Atypical + 9 -16.0 5?.0
False alarms .
Typical + 9 8.34 30.0
Atypical -35 . .01 J5.0
1 week :
Hits
Typical +18 .23.34 60.83
Atypical -3 *11.0 45.0
False alarms
Typical + 9 6.51 39.17 *
Atypical -35 0.0 16.0

Insert Figure 3 about here

)

Ingsert Figure 4 about here
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A similar finding occurred for the marital dispute
story. Table 2 presents the mean pefcentage of hits ang
false alarms for\the marital dispute story with thé contrast
weights., Again, it appears that the hits and false alarms
fof both recall and recognition closely follow fhe predicted
pattern-of the contrast Qelghts. The planned contrasts were
applied to means from the m;}ital dispute/recall conditions,
E(l, 56) = 34.61, 2-6.00 and to the means from the marital
dispute/recognition condifions, F(1, 57) = 226.2, p=0.00.
The percentage of hits and false alarms fpr the marital
dispute/recail and the maritai dispute/recognition
conditions are plotted in Figure 5 and 6. 1In summary, the

pattern of hits and false alarms for typical and atypical

sentences was the same for both recall and recognition.

)

\

@q
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Table 2 *
) .
The percentage of hits and false alarms for the marital
dispute story with contrast weights
! Retrieval
Condition Weights Recall Recognition
30 Minutes
Hits : -
Typical +18 9.0 73.0
Atypical = +18 13.0 79,0
False alarms
Typical + 9 2.0 36.0
Atypical -35 0.0 11.0
Two days
Hits
Typical +18 3.2 78.0
Atypical + 9 5.2 72.0
False alarms
Typical + 9 2.2 51.0
Atypical -35 1.0 21.0 )
One week
Hits
Typical +18 5.0 71.0
Atypical -3 2.0 67.0
False alarms '
. Typical + 9 2.0 44 .0
Atypical -35 0.0 28.0

Insert Figure 5 about here

Insert Figure 6 abdut here




21

\

To determine whether there ﬁefe any effects for sex of
che‘atudent, and to examine any absolute ifferences between
recall and recognition for the restauran;<;nd marital
dispute dlta‘an snalypie of variance, with 2(sex) x 2(mode
of retrieval)'x 2(ty;1cality) x 2(stated, unstated) vas
performed. The first factor was between subjects, and the‘
lasf three factors were assigned within subjects. This
analysis revealed that there was fo main effect forns;x,
F(1, 117) = .35, ns, g-:557. _There was, however,la_tvo-way
interaction between sex and hits/false alarms, F(1l, 117) =
7.5, p=.007 {hich was modified by a significant three way
interaction Jnong sex, mode qf retrieval and hits/false
alarms, F(1, 117) = 7.36, p=.008., Examining the mean hits
and false alarms in Table 3 and the.post-hoc Newman-Keuls
revealed that women were more accurate than men on the
recognition task but did not differ from men on the recall
‘task. From this it appeafa that the women had greater
discriminative ac?uracy for recognition than the men; their
‘responses wére characterized by a larger difference between

hits and false alarms than the difference between hits and

false alarms for the men.
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Table 3

The percentage of hits and false alarms by men and women

.
; 0

Men Women
Hits ‘
recall 13.90b 16.0 b
recognition 63.81e | 71.05f
False alarms |
recall ; 3.62a 4.0 a
recognition ” 30.48¢ ‘ 23.81d

. ‘ . ,
Note. Means with different subscripts differ at .05 or less

3

Overall, there was a main effect for mode of retrieval,
F(1, }17) = 735.25, p=.001. There vere more yes responses _
for the ;ecognition task than there were items recalled on
the recall task. - In addition there was a main effect fo;
hits/false alarms, F(1, 117) = 283.&9,32p.001; and for
typicality, F(1, 117) = 30.55, p=.001. There were more yes
responses to items that were in the story that students had
heard and more yes responses for typical items. These
conclusions are qualified by three two-way interactions and
a three-way interaction. There was a significant _

interaction between mode of retrieval and hits/false alarms,

F(l, 117) = 143.34, p=,001. It appears that discriminative -
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accuracy was greater for ﬁecognition than for recall; there
was 8 larger diffprence-betwe;n‘hits and false alarms for

" recognition than the difgerence betwveen hits and fals§
alarss for recsll. Furthir. there Qac an interaction
betwveen the moae of retrieval and typiéé&ity, F(1,117) =
17.05, p=.001. It appears that there was a greater

"

yes" responses to higﬂ“typical items and
’ [

low typical items for recognition than for recall. The

difference between

two-vay interaction between hits/false alarms and
typicality, F(1l, 117) = 62.58; p=.001, revealed greater
discriminative accuracy for low typical than high typical
sentences; there was a larger difference between hits and.
false alarms for low typical sentences than the difference
between hits and false alarms for high typical sentences.’
fhese tﬁo-way interactions were qualified by the
three-vay interaction between mode of retrieval, hits/false
alarms, and Eypicality. Examaning the three-way
interaction gives a fuller picture of the relationship among
these variables. The mean hits ana false alarms for this
three-way interaction are presented in Table 4. This
interaction was significant, F (1, 117) = 13.16, p=.001. A
Newman-keuls analysi§ revealed that there is somewhat
'greater discriminative accuracy for low typical items than
for high typical items in recognition.v
There is a similaﬁ”gattern for recall; haﬁever the

.discriminative accuracy is somevhat lower than for

T
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'recognition. Overall, there are more "yes" responses for

~high typical 1teﬁs than for low ty?ical items with the
exceptibn of recall hits, whereas the means do not differ
eignificg&tly for low and high typical items. In summary,
the three-wvay interactioh indicated that discriminative
accuracy was ‘greater for low typical than for high typical
elemehts for b#th recall and recognition although
discriminative accuracy was lower overall for rec&ll than

for recognition.

Table 4

- The percentage of hits and false alarms S} retrieval

Retrieval
s
Recall Recognition
* Hits
Typical #3a 69.2b
Atypical ¢ 65.22c
L] g L
False Alarms ; !
#
Typical ‘% 40.16d
Acypical 0.68f 16.4a

In order to make a further comparison to Smith and

Graesser (1981), the data were collapsed over the two
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.stories agd memory scores were calculated for recogniﬁion
and recall uain§ the formula (probability of hits -
probsbility of false alarms)/(1 - probability of false
alarms), discussed earlier. The means for the memory scores
by retention interval and typicality can be seen in Table 5.
The trends are remarkably similar to those obtained by Smith
and Graesser. In both my study and that of Smith and
Graesser recognition memory scores appear to be higher than
recall éemory scores., Further, recognition memory scores
appear higher for atypical than for typical items. In the
case of recall, the scores appear initially higher for
atypical items. At delayed recall there appears to be a
cross over and memory scores appear somewhat higher for
typical items. Finally, memory scores appear to decrease
over time,

_ Unlike Smith and Graesser who calculated the memory
scores only for means I calculated scores for each
participant and this permitted statistical analysis of the
scores. An analysis of variance, with 3(delay interval) x
2(mode of{retrieval) x 2(typicalit;) wvas performed. The
first factor was between subjects, and the last two factors
were assigned within subjects. This analysis revealed a
main effect for retrieval, F(1l, 114) = 161.40, p=.001;
memory scores were higher for recognition than for recall.

In addition there was a main effect for delay interval, F(2,

114) =« 6.77, p=,002 and a main effect for typicality,
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F(1, 114) = 8,77, p=.004. The last two main effects were
qualified by a two-way interaction between interval and
typicality, F(2, 114) = 3.79, p=.026. A Newman-Keuls
analysis revealed that memory scores were higher only for
atypical items at 30 minutes. There were no significant
differences among the memo;y scores for the other
conditions. Memory scores for atypical items decreased over
time; there was no significant decrease for typical itenms.
In summary, the patterh of memory scores appéared to be
similar to tﬁ; pattern of scores that Smith and Graesser
based their conclusions upon although most of the

differences were not statistically reliable,
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Table S

r r and ical itess d

recognition over tisme,

Retr;eval
‘ ~

_Condition Recall Recognition -
30 Minutes” .

Typical 0.102 ~ 0.509

. Atypical 0.259 0.695

Two days

Typical 0.066 0.487 ° -

Atypical ‘ 0.104 ; 0.57§
One week

Typical: “o.081 0.389

Atypical 0.065 0,398

"

.Recall order. Most of the recalls followed the same order

as the original story, usually with some omissions. An
example of this type of recall is provided in Appendix D. A
minority, however, did not follow this pattern. Instead

students either provided a summary or listed items in almost
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randos order, seemingly as an afterthought. Students who
included a summary provided an 1;1t1a1 overview of the
outcome of the event and proceeded to go into more detail
vith the ordered story. Other ltudentu/wroto down a series
of ordered items and followcd‘thil with b}lilt of unordered
items suggesting that the unordered itqpa‘vere an
afterthought. Examples of both of fhese recalls are

provided in Appendix E.



o STUDY 2

In atteapting to extend a concept to e« new domain it is
important to detersine vhot@or the cdncept is appropriate.
In this particular case it is important to deteraine the
psychological reality of the script concept for people's
knovledge about aggression. The purpose af study 2 was to
provide further verification of the content qf the marital
dispute script using s different paradigm. The two methods
previoﬁlly used to determine tt:/;ontcnt of the marital
dilpute‘vere participant free generations (Dobbs & Rule,
1986) and typicality ratings, obtained in this thesis. A
third leth;}\(aa necessary to test predictions of script
* content based on the earlier nethodologiesl It was
predicted that students who heard a marital dispute story
with emotional states, emotional expressions, or physical
.ggréasioh omitted would give more faise alarm responses on

‘

those items in a recognition test. Recall measures were not
used in study 2. The results of study 1 indicatedvtﬁat
recognition scores are sufficient when examining the péttern
of effects of typicality. Specifically, it was predicted
that the number of yes responses (both false alarms and
hits) for.these Eategories would be the same f those
students who had heard these categorieg as the number of yes

responses for those students who had not heard these

categories.

29
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}!cehgd ‘ _ _ ' .

) illjﬂﬁil;lll.lllﬂllﬁ Thirty men and 30 vol;l !toﬁ

introductory psychology courses at the University of Alberta
psrticipatoq as an option fo; partial fulfillment of course
croadt. A S (emotional states olittod’ emotional
expreoiiona omitted, phy.icai aggression omitted) x 2 (men,
wvomen) x 2’(veraion A, version B) x 2 (typicality) mixed
design was employed. The firat three factors were between
subjects, an: the last factor was ;1th1n subjects.
Materials. The marital dispute story from study 1 wvas
modified and used in ibuﬁy 2., For the "emotional states
omitted® condition, the‘e;otional states were removed from
version A and from version B. The rest of thgkltory.
hovever, remained the sale.as in study-1: both versions
céntained one instance of dissension, frusttator, emotional

»

expression, vergal aggression, physical aggres:;on,
. t ‘

T o s s

agéression interrdptor, apology, and outcome. - Fbr the
"emotional expression omitted" condition the emotional
expressions wefe omitted from the story. There were 10
stories, one version of the camping trip story, two versions
each of the marital diépute story with emotional states
omitted, emotional expressions omitted, and with the
physical aggression omitted, two versions of the restaurant

ata{y and one vers.on of the story about buying a dress.
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Procedure. Students were given'the same cover story as
L ]
in study 1. They then heard four stories; the camping trip,
the marital'disputé story with portions omitted, the

restaurant story and the story about buying a dress. After

each story, students énswered questions regarding the
presentation and ease of comprehension of the stories. As

}n study 1 students were a;ked«to return after 40 minutes

LAY

and wvere free to *g course work or go for coffee. Students

returned after a 40 minute interval and were given two

recdgnition tests. The first test contained all the

sentences from version A and B of the complete marital

Ny t
dispute story. The second test contained all the sentences

from version A and B of the restaurant story. Subsequently,

the students weregfully debriefed. )

N
“

Results
Did the omitted emotional states, emotional expressions

and physical aggressioh.intrude at retrieval? Three
7 @b .
chi-square analyses on the frequency of the number of

" ”

subjects having one or more "yes" responses were performed
. e S

for i'Ch selected category of emotional states, emotional

[
:

expressions, and physical aggression. Typically, ‘
researchers are trying to show that the null hyﬁothesis is
false and are thus most concerned with typé I error. Type I

error is the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis

when in fact, it is true. Traditionally, the alpha level is

<
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set at .05. In this study I am trying to show éhat the null
hypotinesis is true and I am most concerned with'type II
error. Type éI error is the prohabilit} of accepting the
null hypothesis when in fact, it is false. Thus, in order
"to reduce type II erroggthe aipha level was set at .30. For
emotional st#tes ;hé c.—-square analysis indicated that
students who had not heard the emotions responded 'yes' as
frequently as students who had heard the emoéions. X (2)
=1.294 ns, p>.30. For physical aggression the chi-square
analysis indicated that students who had got heard the
physicéi aggression responded 'yes' as frequehtly as
students who had heard the physical aggression, X (2).f5.35
ns,'2>.30. For emotional expressions, however,the
chi-square analysis indicated that students who had not
heqrd the physical aggressioA did not respond 'yes' as
frequently as stﬁdéngs whoghad heard 'the emotional
expressions, X (2) -5.49°R*< .10. See Table 6 for the
frequencies of students with yes responses to one or more
items from each of the critical éategorfes of;emotional
States, e;otidnal expressions, and physical aggression.’ The
critical omit&ed cag;gories lie along the diagonal. The
number of yes responses to emotional states do not differ
for those students that heard emotional states and and those
studeﬁgs fhat did not hear emotional states. Nor do the

P

number of yes responseg differ for physical aggression.

They do, however, differ for emotional expression.
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Table 6

” "

ves

Frequencies of students with responses to one or more

emotional states, emotional expression, physical aggression

Category omitted from the story

Category of Emotional Emotional Physical
recognition states expressions aggression
items
Emotional 17 ' 19 17
States

"Emotional 19 14 18

T ‘ ™
Expression

Physical 18 ' 18 15
Aggression

i, e

A further series of chi-square analyses was conducted

for typical items and atypical items separately. For the

typical emotional state items the chi-square analysis
~ .
fndicated that students who had not heard emotional states

| '

responded 'yes' to typical emotional states as frequently as
students who had heard the emotional states, X (2) = 2.186,

ns,*p5.30. This pattern was repeated for emotional

%
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expressions and physical aggression, for emotional

expressions, X (2) -'.476, ns{ p > .30, and for physical -
s

aggressions, X (2) = 1.6, ns, p > .30. There were, h’pﬁver;-
¥

\e

' responses for

significant differences between the 'yes

students who had heard the atypical items and students who

had not heard the items from the critical category. The -~

differences were significant for emotional states\i (2) =
2.679, p < .30, emotional expressions, X (2) = 4.23, p <
.30, and for physjcal aggression, X (2) = 8.602, p < .30.
See Table 7 for the frequencies. Again, tﬁé critical

omitted categories lie along the diagonal. It is apparent

th’\ere were no differences in the responses for typical

eleménts. There were, however, differences in the responses /

to atypical items.-

AN



35

]
Table 7
Frequencies of students with "yes" responses for typical and

atypical emotional states, emotional expression, physical
aggressions.

Category omitted from the story

Category of Emotional Emotional Physical
recognition states . expressions aggression .
items

Typical
Emotional 14 - 17 (9) 11 (8)
States '
Emotional ‘ 1@.(9) .13 - 15 (9)
Expression '
Physical 10 (7) -8 (7) 12 -
Aggression

Atypical
Emotional . 5 - 8 (6) 10 (8)
States
Emotional ' 6 (5) 1 - 4 (3)
Expression ‘
Physical 8 (5) 12 (9) 3 -
Aggression

Note. Students who did not hear the critical category have
no hits for that category. This is indicated by a dashed

line. For the students that did hear the critical category
hits are indicated in brackets. . - o -

A further series of chi-square analyses was conducted
to compare the false alarm responses to typlcal items of
students who heard the story with the critical category
omitted with the responses of students who had heard only an
atypical item in fhe'critical category. The frequency of
false alarms is presented in Table 8. No predictions were

made for this analysis so the alpha level was set at the

LY
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usual .05, For emotional states and emotional expressions
thefe vere no significant differences, X (1) = .96, p > .05,
and X (1) = ,417 p > .05, respectively. There was, however,
a significant differencé for physical aggreinion, X (l)‘;
7;08. R < .05. In Table 8 it can he seen that false alarms
to typical emotional states do not differ between those
students who did not hear any emotional states and those
students Qho heard only atypical emotional states. This was.
the same for emotional expressions. For physical aggred:ion
there are far fewer false alarms to typical items for those

students who heard atypical items only.
. .
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Frequencies of false alarm responses for typical emotional

ataten;'enotional expression, physical agiressiona.

’

Category of

typical items

Emotional

States

Emotional

Expréssion

Physical

Aggression

Elements heard by students

from the critical category

No elements;

Critical category

omitted

14

13

12

Atypical

elements only

11

11

,There were no differences in hit rates for typical .
items among the three conditions, X (2) = 2.89, p > .05.
Further, there were no significant differences in the hit

rates for atypical items,

X (2) = 5.0, p > .05.



GENERAL DISCUSSION

The pattern of effects for typicality ratings was the
same for recall as was the pattern for recognition, even
though the absolute levels of hits and false alarms were
different. Recognition scores weré higher than recall
scores. The pattern of, effects of typicality was predicted
from the examination of hits and false alarms for typical
and atypital items in Smith and Graesser\(1981). This
pattern of results was predicted as the outcome of script
operation. Thus it appears that the schema operates at
retrieval in the same way for recall as it operates for
recognition. This is not to say that recall and recognition
involve identiﬁal processes. Indeed, in this study there
were higher recognition scores than recall scores,
supporting a difference between recall and recognition.
Mandler (1980) has proposed that a'different type of
information is retrieved in recogn®ion than in recall,
Recognition is said to involve both a-familiaritw judgement
and a retrieval process based on an organizational search.
Recall is said to involve only the retrievallprocess (see
Mandler,‘1980, for a further discussion). Presumably, it
is in this retrieval process that the script is utilizgd.
thus, both recognition and recall may utilize the script in
a similar fashion.

This is a different conclusion ffom that made by Smith

and”braesser (1981). Smith and Graesser suggested that the

38
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script is utilized differently in recall from recognition.
Their interpretations were based upon their formulé for
memory scores. However, I hesitate to interpret the results
using memory scores in terms of discrimination because of
the inadequacy of the memory scores as discussed previously.
The data from Smith and Greesser were replicated in this
thesis, hgwever , their conclusions, based on the their
manipulation of their data, were not supported. Examining
hits and false alarms as was done in this thesis allows for
interpretations that consider the pattern of results: both
the absolute level of scores and discrimination among
scores, :

On a more pragmatic note, the &imilar utilization of
the s;ript at recall and recognition has implications for
(eseaféhers interested in script content. The collection of
both recognition measures and the more time consu,g recall
measureé will be no longer necessary. Examining the pattern
of effects for typicality for recognition will provide the
-same information'as coding recall hits and intrusions.

As in other studies (Graesser, Woll, Kowalski & Smith,
1980, Nakamura, Graesser, Zimmerman, & Riha, 1985, Schmidt
& Sherman, 1984), memory discrimination is greater for
atypical items than for typical items. Further, hit rates
were higher for typiéal items than for atypical items. This

| |

finding 1s consistent with the script pointer plus tag

hypothesis that the memory representation consists of
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atypical items that are tagged specifically and of a pointer
to the script that contains typical items. Some of the
typical items will be the same as those stated in the text,
vhereas the others will be.inferred.

In addition, the pattern of effects of typicality were
exhibited for the retrieval of the restaurant story and for
the retrieval of the marital dispute story. Thua, it
appears that the script concept can be extended to
emotionally-laden events,

An unexpected finding was that women exhibited better
discriminative memory at recognition than men. The women
did not differ from the men at recall. Of note here) there
were no sex differences for the Eypicality rating; from the
pilot work.

The second focus of this study was to examine script
content. It was determined that when emotional states,
emotional expressions, and physical aggression were omitted
from the story they later intruded at retrieval in the form
of recognition false alarms for typical items. For
emotional states and emotional expressions, false alarms to
typical items were as frequent for omitted categories as for
categories with only an atypical item. For physical
aggression, however, there were more false ala;ms to typical
items when physical aggression was omitted from the story

than when an atypical physical aggression was present in the

story. False aiarms were not made to typical physical
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aggression wvhen the atypical physical aggression was heard.
Students who heard the atypical physical aggression seemed
to knov.that the typical physical aggression had not
aqccurred. Thus they did not false alarm to the typical
physical aggression; they either correctly recognized the
atypical physical aggression or they rejected all physical
aggression. Of note here, in the pilot study only 2 out of
44 physical aggression items wére rated as typical for a
marital dispute. In addition, both items ("Mark grabs

- Jean", "Mark taps Jean on the shoulder™) were low intensity
iphysical aggression. ‘They were not particularly violent,
}he atypical item, ("Mark yanks Jean") was selected to match
with the typical item in terms of specificity and intensity.
This was accomplished by cq‘?ultation with colieagues and
not by the use of ratings. It is possible that "yanké" is
more violent than "grabs". Furzhg{. students who heard the
atypical "yanks" may have thoéZLﬂ-vhat a more violent
episode had occurred. Indeed}ké;;cript for a violent
marital dispute may have been instantiated. Thus, students
either would correctly recognize the atypical physical
aggression or would look for a violent phfsical aggression
typical for the violent marital dispute. This item would
not be present in the recognition test and students would
simply not identify any of the physical aggression itenms.

It would be interesting to examine responses to a

recognition test with a wider range of physical aggression
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items. False alarms to more violent physical aggression bdy
thoio students who had heard the atypical "yanks" would be
coi.iltent vith the hypothesis of activasion of a more
violent script. Further it would be interesting to compare
typicalicy rnfinga for a variety of marital disputes of
different intensity. I would expect that the typicality of
physical aggression elements would change with the intensity
of the dispute. For example, "beating" would probably be
t;ptcni of a violent dispute but would probably not be
typical of a less intense dispute.

Bower, Black and Turner, (1979) proposed that "the
thoughts and feelings of the character ... have no essential
place in the causal flow of events"»and th;t these feelings
are "1rre1evan£ stqtenents". This study demonstrated,
however, that these categories are an _jntegral part of
people's knowledge about marital diapute;. Indé&ed, emotions
may play an 1mportaqt role in the causal chain of’?Vents.
For example, characters may be agg‘essive because of their
emotions. Further studies are necessary to investigate the
role of emotions in the causal chain of events, At pre;ent.
it appears that the script concept can be extended to
comprehension of aggressive incidents. rCaution should be
taken in extending the script coihgpt to all

emotionally~laden events without further research because

»
-

there is some evidence that positive emotions are processed

L

*
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differently form negative emotions (Fi-k; & Taylor, 1984;
Isen, 1985).
Script theories are a subset of schems thooriolf)
Séhcl. ihoorioc/in/gonoral have been criticized for being
imprecige and for producing contradictory predictions (?iske
& Linvill;, 1980). The results across a number of studies,
however, have been consistent (Graesser, Woll, Kowalski &
Smith, 1980, Light & Anderson, 1983, Nakumura, Graese-r,
Zimmerman, & Riha, 1985, Schaidt & Sherman, 1984, Smith’ &
- Graesser, 1981). These studiés include different retention
) intqrvalé. different subject matter, and different ages of
subjects. These studies shov that there is greater
discriminative accuracy for atypical sciipt material than
- for typica{ script material. In this thesis this conclusion
was extended to include explicitly-emotional materiai. .
Schenma theori,tsa ave demonstrated consistent results
“tytﬁua overcomipg thé ; uments of their critics. At present,
1.&hovever. a behavioural component to schema theories is’
lacking. Some future research hvehues in this area could
include examining subject reSponses to tfpical and atypical
.ctions. exploring the development of social‘schemata and
consequent changes in behaviour. For schema theories to be
fruitful in adyancing‘knowledée in social cognition the

implications of schema theories for behaviour will have to

be explored.
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Appendix A

Pilot study ratings

The restaurant

47

Consistency Likelihood
Mean Std. dev. Mean Std. dev.

Jack put away his tennis .

racket 4.2 ° 0.919 A 4.2 0.789
Jack showered and got

‘dressed o 3.8 1.751 3.4 1.578
He put on a jacket ‘4,0 1.323 3.7 1.494
Jack and Chris let the i
valet park the car 345 1.716

Jack and Chris confirmed \

their reservations 1.6 0.843

The hostess escorted them

to the table 1.0 0

They sat down and the .

hosteds placed their menus

on the table 1.2 ~0.422 1.4 0.966
They ordered drinks 1.7 1.16 1.5 0.707
Jack'éave Chris a book he

had borrowed 4.3 0.949 4.1 0.994
Jack straightened his ’ ‘
collar . 3.4 1.265 4.1 0.994
.The waiter told them about
“ the specials 1.2 0.422 1.5 0.707
They looked at their -

menus 1.2 0.422 1.4 0.966
'They ordered dinner 1.2 0.632 1.4  0.699
T@y talked for a while 1.6 0.966 - .\ 1.7 0.823

-
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Jack put a pen back in
his pocket 4.0 1.054 3.7 1.059 -
Jack picked a. napkin off
the floor 2.9 1.792 3.2 1.751
They ate their meal 1.5 0.972 1.5 _h0.527
They had dessert ; 1.1 0.316 1.6  1.265
Jack bought some mints 3.5 1.354 3.5 ~1.179
Jack cleaned his ‘
glasses 3.8 1.033 " 3.91 1.197

They walked out of the .
restaurant ‘ a“.l 0.316 1.5 1.269
Jack paid the bill A 0.966 . 1.4 0.966

The marital dispute

Consistency Likelihood
CL© Mean Std. dev. Mean Std. dev.

Mark and Jean disagree x
about money matters 1.4 0.966 1.1 0.316
Mark and Jean disairee g
about vacation plans 3.4, 1.174 3.2 1.476
They nag each other 2.4 1.174. 2.4 1.265
They tease each other 3.5 1.354 3.3 1.252
They are annoyed 1.2 0.422 | 1.2 ) ‘0.422
They are tired 3.8 <« 1.549 3.7 1.567
‘'They raise their voices 1.6 0.699 1.3 0.483
They whisper 4.9 0.316 | 4.6  0.516
They accuse eachlother 1.8 0.9194 1.4 | d.516
They lie to each other 4.0 0.943 3.6 0.843-
Mark grabs Jean 2.2 1.3:7 T 1.9 0.994

Mark yanks Jean 3.6 1.075 3.8 1.398




/

They rationalize 2.6
They scheme _ 3.4
Jean avoids Mark 1.5

Jean makes coffee . 4.2
They say they are sorry 2.3
They beg forgivenegs 3.6

They find a resolution to
their problem 2.7

-

3
They agree to disagree 3.8

1.35

1.174
0.527
0.919
1.252
1.506

0.949
1.033

1.35

0.843
0.919
1.287
0.527
0.966

'0.919

1.075

49



Appendix B

Stimulus materials

The CampiégﬁTrip

]

Four friends, Jean, Karen, Debbie and Sue set ;ff camping
for three days..sharing the cost of gas. They had been to
the campsite before and knew that it was a good place to go.
When\they arrivéd, they quickly set up camp. From their
campsite they could hear the lake lapping against the shore.
It was good for swimming because the water was waist-deep
but it made their skin turn blue. There wereAmany pebbles
on the beach and the sand was coarse. During the day they
set out for a hike. It was very hot and poor Sue came back

L J
with sore, red skin. Later in the evening they made a fire

and roasted marshmallows. Everyone enjoyed the trip.

The Blue Dress

The dress in the window was a deep blue and gathered at
the wdist. Mrs. Kretch frequently walked past the shop when
she went to get her groceries. The dresses on sale were
much cheaper but none was as nice. One day Mrs. Kretch
brought along her friend Emily in order to ask fog her
opinion. Emily agreed that it would be an extravagance but
thought that the quality of the material was high.

Furthermore, Emily thought that it was unlikely to go out of

50
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style. Mrs. Kretch finished her regular grocery shopping.
Then she decided to take the chance. She was very pleased

with her decision. It really brought out the violet of her

\‘OyQ.- kK J

A Mari?al dispute (Version A)
: .
Mark and Jean disagioe,about money matters. First they
tease ei!& other and soon, both are annoyed. ﬂark and Jean
raise their voices and lie to each other. Finally Mark
yanks Jean. Following this; they rationalize and Jean
avoids her husband. Later they beg forgiveness and agree to

disagree.

A Marital dispute (Version A - no physical aggression)

Mark and Jean disagree about money matters. First they
tease each other and soon, both are annoyed. Mark and Jean
raise their voices and lie to each other. Following this,
they rationalize and Jean avoids her husband. Later they

beg forgiveness and agree to disagree.

A Marital dispute (Version A - no emotional states)

Mark and Jean disagree aboug money matters. First they

tease each other. Mark‘and'Jean raise their voices and lie



to each other. Finally Mark yanks Jean. Following this,
they rationalize and Jean avoids her hdsband. Later they  ‘
beg forgiveness and agree to disagree.

A Marital dispute (Version A~ no emotional expression)

Mark and J;;n disagree about money matters. Firsf they
tease each other anghsoon,.both are annoyed. Mark and Jean
lie to each other. Finally Mark yanks Jean. Following
this, they rationalize and Jean avoids her husband. Later.

they beg forgiveness and agree to disagree.

A Marital dispute (Version B)

Mark and Jean disagree about vacation plans. First they nag
each other and soon both are tired. Mark and Jean whisper
and Accuse each other. Finally Mark grabs Jeanl Following
this, they scheme and Jean makes ézf?ﬁéfﬂ\iiter they say

they are sorry and find a resolutjon to their problem,

\»
A Marital dispute (Version B - no physical aggression)

\
Mark‘d Jean disagree about vacation plans. First they nag

each other and soon both are tired. Mark and Jean whisper
and accuse each ather. Following this, they scheme and Jean
makes coffee. Later they say they are)sorry and find a

resolution to their problem.
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A Marital dispute (Version B - no emotional states)

Mark and Jean disagree about vacation plans.v First they nag
each other. Mark and Jean whisper and accuse each other.~\\
Finally Mark grabs Jean. Following this, they scheme and
Jean makes coffee. Later they say they are sorry and find a

resolution to their problem.

A Marital dispute (Version B - no emotional expression)

Mark and Jean disagree about vacation plans. First they nag
each other and soon both are tired. Mﬁrk and Jean accuse
each other. Finally Mark grabs Jean. Following this, they
scheme and Jean ﬁakes coffee. Later they say they are sorry

and find a resolution to their problenm.

i

The restaurant (Version A)

Jack put away his tennis racket. Next, he put on a jacket.
Later, Jack and Chris confirmed their ;eservat}ons with the °
hostess..

Theyrsét down and the hostess placed their menus on the
table. Jack gaverCh;is a book he had borrowed. After a
while, the waiter told them about the specials and they
;rdered dinner. Jack put a pen back in his pocket before
they ate their meal. At the end of the evening Jack bought

some mints and walked out of the restaurant.



The restaurant (Version B)

Jack showered and got dressed. Next,-Jack and Chris let the
valet park the car. Later, the hostess escorted thea to
their taﬁle. They ordered drinks. Jack straightened his
collar. After a while, they looked at their menus and they
talked for a while. Jack picked a napkin off the floor

- before they had dessert. At the end of the evening, Jack

cleaned his glasses and paid the bill.



Appendix C

Phony questionnaire

The story made a lot of sense to me

1

I completely

agree !

2
I agree

somevhat

<

4
I disagree

somewhat

I found the passage easy to understand

1

I completely

]
agree

2
I agree

somevhat

4
I disagree

somewhat

I liked the method of presentation

1
I completely

agree

2
I agree

somewhat

55

4
I disagree

somewhat

S
I completely

disagree

S
I completely
b

disagree

5
I completely

disagree
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Appendix D

Qlc recall

Subject: 19. Male, 40-minute delay, heard version A

husband - Mark was his name (or maybe it was Jack)

wife - I can't remember hers. |

they disagree about money

First they kae about it and eventually get on each others
nerves. ‘ \

then the husbgggﬂg;ts a with his wife. She is quiet or

doesn't say much more. -

Then they make up and agree Fe disagree.

56 | “x



Appendix E
" . Sample recalls
Sub ject: 42. Male, l-week delay, heard version A
Tvo people enter a restaurant to buy something to eat. "Thet
twvo conv;rle while being served their food. The two do not

even talk about the food, they talk about other things.
X

They leave the restaurant at the end of the story when their

conversation ends.

°
The t'wo peo?{e'ordered coffee {;rsc, then they ordered £heir

meal. o= : &

C t p%;; 9 Qh

| ,:3“‘ B t fﬁh\ ey NG ‘S&‘x %ﬂ '~ Vo -sﬁ;‘ ‘H‘ Q
Subjecta,; ?en%ﬁﬁﬁk O-ninﬂgewaQg;.*hﬁhrdqursion A

- -
s R SN
. - e

> &} s, N,r : S
M k.qnd Jean ar'e figgéﬂngtoéii grnagcqpnt of aney matters.
. f‘g RS o i g
They, th. qnu,‘tgrte 2y disa;rcg% 'ﬁean ‘'yells at Mark,
- X 0 N

and Magk ’ ello back. But siace'%§¢§ realize their problem,

le;to rctolvg,i; so-ewhat.

i
3
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’ Figure Caption

Figure la. Recognition hits and false alaras data from

Saith and Graesser (1981). :
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Figure ]b.

Graesser (1981). ' 5

Figure Caﬁtion

Recall hits and false alarms data from Smith and
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Figure Caption

Figure 2. Predicted ﬁattern of hits and false alarms for

recall and recognitioﬁ.
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Figure cCaption

-

Figure 3. The percentage of hifs and false alarms for the

ro.taﬁrant/recall conditions.
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Figure Caption

Figure 4. The percentage of hits and false alarms for the

restaurant/récognition conditions.
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Figure Caption

Figure S: The percentage of hits and false alarms for the

marital dispute/recall conditions.
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. Figure Caption ’
Figure 6. The percentage of hits and filse aslarms for the
maerital dispute/recognition conditions. _ . &
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