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CHAPTIR T
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AVIEY OF RELATED LITERATURE

Yo

Keppel and Underwcod (1962) showed that proactive inhibition
(PI) is involved in short term memory tasks. The Brown-Peterson
paradigm is a memory task in which a small set of verbal material is
presented to be remembered (TBR) by the S. During a short retention
interval, the S is required to perform a distractor task to prevent
rehearsal of thé verbal material. Keppel and Underwood found that
recall performance decreased appreciably over the first few trials.
This decrement in performance was attributed to the‘build—up of PI.
By demonstrating that STil wés affected by the number of preceding
items Jjust as LTM had been affected by the number of preceding lists,
support was given to the interference théory of PI1. |
wickens, Forn, and Allen (1963) attempted to extend the
findings on list similarity in LTH to the retention of consonant
trigrams and numerical trigrams in STH. wickens et al. (1963) found
that the build—up of PI depends on the similarity of the items across
trials. They found that changing'the nature of the material TE2
after several trials of similar material, would result in greatly
improved performance. This higher level of performance, after
changing category similarity, was interpreted as “"release from PIL."

Wickens (1970) suggested that the Euild-up of PI when items

are similar across trials is dus to intertrial interference when all
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words arc encodsd using the same attribubte. When the category is

he eritical trial, Wickens proposed that a new, unioms,

?

retrieval cus is provided for the material on the critical trial.
The provision of a new retrieval cue reduces the interference

between the last items and the preceding items at the time of re-

trieval.

ickens (1972) reported several studies showing that the
relative amownt of release from PI depends on the encoding dimensions.
switching from words to numbers on the critical trial provides
approximately 95%‘release from PI. Other switches of a semantic
natﬁre as from masculine to feminine, or from one taxonomic class to
another also provide high amounts of release from PI. On the other
hand, shifts of marking-syntactic attributes provide very little
release. . Shifts as verb-adjective, verb-noun, tense, or singular-
plural provide approximately 24 release from PI. The present
experiment will attempt to make usé of the fact that various
dimension shifts yield different amounts of release from PI.

Gardiner, Craik, and Birtwistle (1972) examined two different

types of explanations for the release from PI phenomenon. The

present experiment will extend the scope of the Gardiner et al. (1972)

experiment. Gardiner et al. (1972) attempted to examine the relative
value of the storage explanation and the retrieval explanations of
release from PI. The storage hypothesis states that release from PI
occurs because the changed nature of the items on the critical trial
makes those items less likely to interact with the preceding class

of items. Ttems on the shift trial then should te less subject to
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inter-trial interference (Posner, 1967). The retrieval hypothesis
stabes that the build-up of 71 demonstrates the inef

rotrieval cue for many items. When the material is changed on

critical trial, a new, more effective retrieval cue is provided.

Gardiner et al. (1972) suggested that the retrieval explanation

of the release from PI phenomenon was swported. In the Gardinsr et
al. experiment, TB2 material was presented from two subsets of a

category, for example, the subsets Myildflowers" and "garden flowers"

from the category "flowers." Word trigrams from one subset were

presented for several build—up trials and then a word from the
complementary subset was presented on the eritical shift trial.
Gardiner et al. had the control group receive no subset cue
but only the general category cue "flowers" at the beginning of the
memory tasx. It should be noted.here that a departure was made from
the typical control group in this case. Under the release from PI
paradigm developed by Wickens et al. (1963), the control groupldoes
not get a change in the nature of the material to be‘encoded.on the
critical shift trial as the experimental group does. Gardiner et al.,
however, did switch the material on the critical trial to the
opposite subset for the control group as well as for the experimental
groups. PRy only using the single cue "{lowers" similar encoding
was facilitated for the control group. Performance for the control
group continued to decline on the éhift trial and no release from
’PI was obtained for the control group.
The Cardiner et al. experiment was designed to test the

sen the storage and retrieval hypobheses of the
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release from PL phenomsnon. The two experimental groups were given

‘e

nset cues ab elther the tine of presentation of the TR material
(group CP) or at the time of recall (grovp C2). A difference in
H "
(o AL

performance was shown betwsen the control group and grouvp Ui

the time of storage the control group and the CR group were given

ne same treatment. Since a difference in performance was shown,

Ly
this difference must be due to the subset cue presented at retrieval
time.

Gardiner et al. suggested that the retrieval cue could function
in one of two ways. The cue may increase the number-of words for the
S to consider as responses. Or the cue may not méke more words
accessible for retrieval, but the cue helps to discriminate current
shift items from previous items. Although the retrieval hypothesis
was supported by the Gardiner et al. experiment, the exact function
of the retrieval cue could not be determined from the data.

The purpose of the present experiment is to investigate the
function of the retrieval cue. This experiment will determine if
cucs increase accessibility to the TER material or whether the cues
help to discriminate current from previous items. The subset
retrieval éues used in the Gardiner et al. experiment wére simulta-
neously abile to increase accessibility and discriminability to TBR
material. Hence by using only a subset retrieval cue oné is not able
to differentiate tetween the‘twovpossikae functions of the recall cus.
The problem may be studied by providing either cues that increase
accessibility but not discriminability of shift items or, cuss that

aid discriminability but not accessibility.



Although Cardiner et al. found no difference in the amount of

Kol

for groups given the subset cue at presentation or

H
o
P
{0
o
6]
[
iy
L]
<
Ui
v
2!
}.»

2t retrisval time, no information was availalble on the use of
discriminative cues. Therefore, it was decided to uss toth the
discriminative cue and subset cues at btoth presentation and retrigval
time.

The present experiment will compare the performance of five
groups which were given: discriminative cues at presentation,
discriminative cues at retrieval tinme, subset cues alt presentation,
subset cuss ab rétrieval'time, and a control gfoup whicﬁ received
no cue. The subset cue could function as either a discriminative
aid or could function to make more items accessible for retrieval.
The discriminative cue should not make more items accessitle for
retrieval. By induction, if the discriminative cue provides an
equivalent amount of release from PI as the subset cue does, then the
subset cue is functioning to aid discrimination.

In the preéent experiment the dimension of singular-plural was
used as a diseriminative cus. When used alone, the shift fromi
singular to vlural yields only about 27 release from PI (Wickens,
1972). In the present experiment, the discriminative cue of
"singuler words" or "plural words" was used for two groups, one
group receiving the cue at presentation and the other at retrieval
tine. The subset cue of "wild animals' or "domesbtic animals" was
given at presentation for one grouw and at retrieval time for
énother group. Subsets were shifted for 211 groups on the final

- recall trial. If the subsst cue is functioning to aid discrimination,



6

(=8

the explicit provision of the discriminative cue should give as

rmuueh release from PI as the subset cue.




METIOD

Subjects
The Ss were 160 introductory‘psychology students from the

University of Illinois at ChicagoVCircle who were pulfilling a
_ sérvice requirement} Ss were assigned randomly and equally ﬁo
S_groups‘of 32 Ss each. ‘§§ were tested individually and Ss who did
not performjpfopéfly on the distractor task were fépla¢ed. |
Materials

A poélﬁbf 2& TBR words was selected in the same manner as fof
the Gardiner et al. experiment. Fifteen Ss Who'were‘not~$ubsequeﬁtly v
testéd, completed a,familiarity rating of 80 names of animals-on a
thrae-pqint:scalé. The Ss then categorized each"word as helonging
tq\éne of two subsets (wild or domestic animals). (The instructions - -
read té the fatefs méy be found in Appendix A.) If a wérdvdid-not
appéar tc belong to either catégorj primarily,}orbif it appeafed to
belong %o both categories, the Ss were instructed to place that word
in a "reject" pile; “Vords chosen net the'foiIOWing criteria§ (1) the
woras had a mean familiérity ratiﬁg of 2.5 (out‘of 3) or more; and
(2) that at 1eés£ 12 out éf 15 Bs had assigned the word to the same
subset; Twélvé words were selected for eéch subset. The‘cateéory‘
subset names "wild animals" and "domestic animais" were used as fhér

subset cuss. "Singular words" or "plural words" were used as the




discriminetive cuss.

Thirtf—two unicue lists were made w of a random draw of 9
TBY words and 3 words from the complementary subset. This insursd
that each §.withinigroups received a unigue set of TBX material.
Half the §§ réceived_a shift from the subset "wild animals" to
"domestic animals" and the other half received the shift in the
opposite direction. Half the S8s received a shift from "singular
words" to "plural words" and the 6ther half received a shift in the
opposite direction. Because of the nature of the design, there was
always a double shift occurring. That is, the shifts were: wild—.
singular to domestic-plural, and wild-plural to domestic-singular 3
aﬁd, lihﬂwise; domestic-singular to wild-plural and doméstic~plural
to wild-singular. ZFach group of Ss was cued for only oﬁe of the
dimensioﬁ'shifts.
Procedure

A1 §§ were given identical instructions and treated
identiqallj uh£11 the shifb trial. (The instructions may be found
in Appendixva.) They were fold that the experiment was a memory
task and were given a demonstratioh trial during the coursé of .
inétruciioﬁ. During the demonstration the s were given practibe
‘on the distractor task. The distractor task was aﬁ ari"mnet‘ic ‘task '
in which pairs cf numbers are showvn on a slide. The § was instrugted
to read the nuibers aloud for each pair, to add the two.numbefs of
the peir mentally and say %he sum- aloud, and finally £ov$avahether
the-sum is odd or even. The § was also instructed to go on to tﬁe

~

next pair of numbers as soon as each Dair was comdleted,




O

Ss were told that they mighd be giveg cuags . at the tims of
'reseﬁtation or time of recall for the worde TEX. The §§‘weré ﬁot
warne& in advance that a subset change might occur or that ths
nateria l rpﬁh* be switched from the singular to the plural form.
After the demnnstration trial and the instructions wers comn*eted,
each S was giveh four practice trlals with the four possible types
of cues. The materiai used on the practice trials was identical fdr"
all S5 and consisted of material not used in the experimental
trials.

ﬁll the TER material and the category cues were presented '
by a Kodak carousel orogector ecu10*~d with a timing éevice and
projegted‘onto a small screen. The S was seated invé room adjacent
to the @ and he could communicate through én iﬁtercom syStem.‘ Fach
trial began with présentation of a slide containing three>asteri5ks
as a ready signal. This slide was presented for 1.5 sec. The next
slide was pregented for 2 sec. . This second slide was ﬁsually Slank
except when a cue was given at presentation time. The third slide
“always contained the TER triad which was shavn fdr 2 sec. The fourth‘
‘slide contained the 18 number pairs which were the distractor tas“.’ ‘7 

- The distractor task was presented for 15 sec. The fifth and finil
slide in each trial was projected for 9.5 sed.'and indicated that the
§.shou1d try to remember the THR triad just learned. Tha£ the § | |
should know that this was the recall time was indicated by presenting
a "2" Lefore the cue. Tor example, "THUADS" was used to indicaté
-recali time for most trials. On trials where g cue was giﬁen a£

1 siide contained e cuestion mark end tﬂm
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appropriate cus as "HM1d Animels." The total length of each trial
was 30 ssc. As soon as one trial was completed, the series was
irmedietely repeated.

U_l groups received "ANIMALS" as a cué'.on Trial 1 and then no
cues on Trials 2 and 3. On Trisl L groﬁp SP received a subset cue
at presentation time for the test shift trial. On Trial L gréﬁp FSR.
reéeived a subsel cue at ret-rieval ti.me. Grouwp DP received a |
discrimina’cive cue at presentation and‘ grou? nR vreceivéd‘ a dis~

criminative cue at retrieval time. The control group received no

cue on Trial L.



crarTw IIT

The percznt of words correctly recalled for each group on the

eour experimental trials is shown in Figure 1. The order of the
words as they were recalled Ly the 5 was not taken into account

nera, bub only whether or not the word was recalled on the

In 211 but ths SE group,>recall declined over the first three
triele and for that group recall gropped 18% from Trial 1 to Trial 2,
wuh increased 1% on Trial 3
xn&mﬂmﬁsofvmiwmeoww'mefﬂstﬁneetﬁdm:momd
that the main effect due to trials was highly significant E_(?,ZSO) =
28.94, » <.001 (see Table 1). The ¥ ratios for the main effect due
“to groups (types of cues) and for the main effect due to the various
category subset and singular-plural switches were not significant.
Neither ware the interactions of these variables with each other or’

with ieant. These results indicate that there was

a build-up of PI over the first three t{rials and that the bulld-up

was shrilar for all five groups.

The control growp's recall did not continue to declins on

1

Trial li. Group SP showed a 737 release from PI on Trial L. It was

not possiltile to compute the percentage of release from PI for the

il




Percent Correct

Trials

Figure 1. Perceat of words r

recalled as a function
£ type and positio

n of cue.

Group SP--Subset cue at presentation
Group Si--Subsebt cue at retrieval
" Group DP--Discriminative cue at
presentation
Group DR--Discriminative cue at
retrieval
Group C--Coatrol group--io cue




TABLE 1

Summary o

Trom The First

£ Analyeis of Variance Cn Dats

hree Trials

petween Subjects
A (type of cus)
B (subset switch

or singular-
plural)

LB

Subjects within
groups
(error (between))

within Subjects

¢ (trials)

C x Subjscts within
groups .
(error (within)) 195.833




so shoved higher recall on Irial i than on Trisl 3. The performance

a.

fal

~roup D7 was eoual to group O on the fourth trisl and the

P,
]
U?

arformance of groups 53 and DR was actually lower than group G on
Trial L. Group 1P and D7 did exhibit the patitern of release from PL
even though the amount was too small to ensble a comparison to the
control group to be computed. Group DP showed a 9% increase on
Trial L over Trial 3, and group DR showed a smaller 29 gain on Trisl L
over Trial 3. However, since the conbrol group C showed a 5% gain,
the percentage of release from PI could not be computed.

Although groun S2 did show atypical perPormance on the recall
Trials 3 and L, the deviance was actuslly very small. For Tr al 3
recall was 1% higher than on Trial 2; récall decll ned 39 from Trial 2
to Trial L.

A second analysis of variance performsd on data from Trial L

[

for all five groups showed that the maiﬁ effect dus to groups was not
significanf, F (L,140) = 1.9, .255 p >.10 (see Table 2). The main
effect due to category subset switches and s1rau1av—p1ur al switches
yielded an T ratio less than 1 and not significant. he interaction
of the groups and the subset and singular-plural switches was not
significant, F (12,1L0) = 1.37, .25 p ».10. These results indicate
that the various cue conditions were not effective in systematically
helping recall performance on Trial L. The various category subset
and singular-plural switches produced no systematic differences.

Table 3 and Table It provide a more detailed presentation of

the eyperimental data. Table L gives a breakdown of the proportion of

correct responses by trials for each grouwp. Inspection of this data




Swmmary of Analysis of Variance

Ot Dats From Trisl Four

(switch of subsset
or singular-
nlural)

162,70k
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TABLA 3

Means of Cue Conditions by Trial

Trial 3 Trial L

Group SP 1.50 2,19

roup DP 1.h7 1.8

Group SR | 1.8L - 1.72
Group DR 1.hh 1.50

Group C ‘ 1.63 1.84
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TARLE Iy

Percent Correct Ly Groups by Trial

Trial I

Group
Group
Group
Group

Grouwp C
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may indicate certain trends. In general, the groups decrease over
the first three trials and increase on the fourth trial. Growp SF
eviates from this pattern, as was noted ahove, although the
deviations are of a very small magnitude. The most startling finding
is that of the control group obtaining a small amount of release
from PI, as can be noted by inspecting Table 3 and Table L.

Table 5 presents the source of intra—éxperimental intrusions.
Seventy-six percent of the intra-experimental intrusions were from
the immédiately preceding trial, while 22% are intrusions from two
trials back. Only 2% occur as intrusioné from three trials back., Of
course there is more opportunity for intrusions to occcur from the
immediately preceding trisl. TFor each S, the ratios would be: three
to two to one. That is, there are three times as many opportunities
for words to come from the preceding trial as from three trials.
There are twice as many chances for a word to come from two trialé
back as from three trials back because each S only receives a series
of four trials. By chance, we would expect that 50% or 68 of the
intrusions would have come from the immediately preceding trial.
However, Table 5 shows that the actual number was 103. Likewise, by
chance, we would expect 33.3% or LS intrusions to originate from two
trials back. The actual number of intrusions originating from two
trials back was only 30. One would expect that 16.6% or 23 intrusions
might come from three trials back by chance. The actual number was 3.
Intra-experimental intrusions are much more likely to occur in the

immediately succeeding trial after the intrusion was first presented.

If a word was recalled correctly on the appropriate trial, it was more
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TABLT S
Source of Intra—%kberimental Inbrusions by HTomber of
& o

k)
-

Preceding Trials and srial Position of Intruding

vord As It was Presented For Learning

anremen———
e

Intruding Word was wWord was vord was
word wWas presented in presented in " presented in
presented first position second position third position Tobal

In the
preceding
trial

Two trials
Tack

Three trials
back

Total
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14kely to appear as an inbrusion on later trials. 0f 136 intrusions,

3 3

101, words had been recallsd correctly on prior trials compared to 35

Ll -

vords bthat were not recalled on the appropriate trial but surfaced as
intrusiﬁns iater on. Intrusions were more 1likely to occur when the
vurd had been presented for recall in the second serial posi t on than
if it was pressnted in the first or second position. Table 6 éhows
the percent of lntra—uxperlmcnt »1 intrusions when corrected for the
mmber of intrusions that are possible for~each ocecurrence.

Omissions of TBR words are summarized in Table 7. In general,

" across trials the number of errors inereased for the first three

trials as PI was building uwp and then declined in Trial i when release

|.L

'BR

rJ’

from PT occurred. It appears that the first word in an item
slightly easier to reﬁain and recall as more omissions occurred in
tna second and third words of each item. The number of omissions has
an indirect effect on the number of intrusions. If more words are
omitted on a single trial, then there is more opportunity for in-
trusions to occur. Since the S slmost invariably outputs three words
for each item, as more wofds are correctly recalled for each trial,
there is iess chance for invrusions to occur.

e munber of extra-experimental intrusions are categorized
by trial and position of the TBR word in the item in Table 8. A1l

extra-erperimental intrusions in this study were from the main

category "animsls." Sixty percent of the intrusions in Trial 1 and
229 of those on Triasl 2 were anticipatpry inbrusions, that is, stimull

Sresented TR2 on later trials. Cn the later trials, 1f these same

Tords were intrusions, thay would then be classl




Percen

o
L

of Intra-Tvper
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Corrected For IMumb

imental Intrusions

ty Source

er of Possible Intrusions

Intruding Tord was viord was Vord was

word was presented in presented in presented in
presented first position second position third position
In the

preceding )

trial 9 8 5

Two trials
back

Three trials
tack

ASa¥
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TABLE 7

Crlesions in DRecall by Trial and Position

of Umithted Word in Ibtem

Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 3 Trial h

Szcond word
in item

Third word
in item

Total
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TABLE 8
- fxtra-Txperimental Intrusions by Trial
and Position of VWord in Iten
Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 3 Trial N Total

First word

in item 6 1 0 8 15
Second word

in iten 11 6 6 6 29
Third word

in iten 18 3 ' 1 10 32
Total 35 10 7 oh 76
Note: All intrusions were from the main category Y“animals."

Sixbty percent of the intrusions in Trial 1 and 22% of
intrusions on Trial 2 were actually stimuli presented
to be remembered on later trials or anticipatory in-
trusions. However, since the S reported these words
before they were actually presented for study, they ) |
are classified as extra-experimental intrusions. :




experimental intrusions.

tefore they were actually

as extra-experimental intrusions here,




ClAPTIR IV
DISCUSSION

The experiment demonstrated a reliakle build-up of PI when

1

211 words are drevm from either the subset "wild animals' or
ndomestic animals.” Zvidence of relesse from PI was obtained in all
but one group, group SR. It would seem that the actual suboeb switch
was more effsctive in producing release from PI than the cuing
conditions, sinée the control group C which received no cues also
received release from PI. This study used a control group which
1iffered from the typical tfickens' control grouwp. In Wickens' (1970,

1972) studies the control group does not receive a subset switch in

the material bub continues to receive items from the original category

n the final trial. Gardiner et al. also used a control group which
received a subset shift in TBR material on the final trial as the

1id. However, Gardiner et al. found release from PIL

4
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only when the S was given the appropriate subset cue at either
presentation or retrieval time. Gardiner et al. found no release
from PI in the control group even though the subset of thé TRE
material was changed.

Tane recall of a control growp which rpce¢ved no subset shift
on the final trial would have been more likely to continue to decline

on that fourth trial. A control group such as used by Wickens (1970)

would increase the prohaebility of obtaining a greater amount of
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release from PI in the experimental groups. Hecause the present
experiment and the Gardiner et al. erperiment obtained differant

i
= 1
|

type control group.
Although the present study was very similar to the Cardiner
et al. study, the two studies differ in that Gardiner et al. did not

obtain release from PI in the control group and the present study did.

Tn both experiments, the control did receive a shift fron one subset
to another and no cue was given to the S. Parbt of the discrepancy in
results may be simply due to the fact that more Ss in the present

experiment noticed that the TRR material had changed. Gardiner et al.

o

report that in the control group and the group who received a subset
cue at retrieval time, only two out of sixty-four Ss reported noticing

n the material on the shift trial when they were guestioned

1=

a change

€
¢
by the Z. In the present experiment nearly a third of those Ss

cuestioned replied that they noticed a change in the material although

any were unable to pinpoint exactly what kind of change had occurred.

i

Une may be terpted to conclude that the distinction btetween garden
flowers and wild flowers is more subtle or less nobiceable than the
iistinctioh Letween domestic animals and wild animals. lHowever, there
are otner possilble explanations.

The actusl list of "wild animels® and "domestic animels" used
in the present experiment may be found in Appendix A.  Although
attempts to equate the familiarity of both subsets was made by using

By

the rating procedure outlined in the lethod section, the "domestic!

.

and Mrild" animals were nob ecually familiar. Very few of the wild
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animals were as familiar as mostb of the domestic animals. Tor example,

three of the domestic animals recelved the highest familiarity rating
of "Three," although none of the wild animals did. Out of B0 animels
that were rated, 17 were classified as domestic and the rest as wild.
The domestic animals had a mean familiarity rating of 2.78 compared ‘o
the mean of 2.h7 for the wild animals. This was discussed before the
experimsnt was done but was felt to be aﬁ unavoidable problem.
Another related problem is that the words which are classified as
"wild" are on the average longer than the "domestic® words. It was
expected that thé familiarity rating would help to neutralize the
effect of word léngth as a main factor in obtaining release from PI.
The fact that one subset was more familiar than the other and the
fact that the words of one subsel were longer, were probét&y con-~
tribubting factors in the control group obtaining release from PI.
Since all extra-experimentzl intrusions were from the category
"animals" it appears that all the Ss were aware of this at all times
and perhaps they selected or edited their responses to remain within
the correct cabegory. Several Ss were questioned after the
experiment to see if they had beén aware of the change from the sub-
set "wild animels" to "domestic animals" or vice versa. lore S8
indicated they noticed & change than did not. Some Ss reported being
vaguely aware of a change; but, séid that they were not aware of the
specific nature of the subset change. Two Ss spontaneously observed
that they noticéd a change in the nature of the animals, hoth of these

Ss were from the control group C. One 5 volunteered the information

that the last set of animals "was easier to remember ltecause they were
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all furry and mean." The S5s were nov systematicaily cuestioned on
3 the matter of notvicing the subset swibtch, so resulis will not te
- oresented here, In a future exmerinent, ouestioning the S after the

shift trial would seem advisalble.

|
Since some of the experimental growps which received cues did ‘
not do as well on the final recall trial as the control group whicl |
\
received no cue did, one is led to conclude that perhaps the cues - : i
were not helpful in all cases. In fact, it appears that the cues may

have been confusing to some of the Ss. Gardiner et al. gave the _ ;

Ss in their erperiment seven practice itrials immediately hefore the

.

experimental trials. ‘fhe purvose of the practice trials was to give

[=3

experience with all the possitle cuing conditions. However,

3 the

foe

the practice trials were composaed of scome of the same material as the

] sxperimental trizls. This procedure would tend to inflate the amount

i
| of build-up of PI and would also affect the amount of release from i
PT. Pemett and Pemnett (in press) have demonstrated that the amount ‘

b of release from PI is a function of the muabsr of pre-release triszls. ' ?

j

The present experinent gave the Ss a limited number of practice trials,

fovr in all, to eliminate this problem. Alsc, all the practice trials

Tor the present experiment were comprised of material different from
the experimental material.

The presant experiment mey have been z more difficult task for

£

- R -~ - PR - 3 AP R S 1. : S48
pruchice vas sllowed, and more ves demendsd frowm the 3, it is nod
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the cues moy have been confusing to the 8§ in the short

even though the S understood the procedure. In future

experiments of this type, it should he recommended that more practice

that the practice e

<l

be given with the various cuing conditions, bu
temyorally separated from the actual experiment and be on different
material than the experiment itself.

‘Simple inspection of the results in Figure 1, seem to indicate

1

that the presentation cue was more helpful, or at least less confusing,

v

than the cue ab retrieval tims. No inferences can be made as to the
velutive value of the subset or discriminative cue, although the
subset cue does seem to aid recall more than the discriminative cue.

T+ seems that the subset change which was present in all groups was

[

so salient that it masked any value the discriminative cue may have
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IHSTRUCTIONS 70 SURJTOTS 07 ST L AT

tlls sesslion you will be reting words +that will later be
used as the stimuli in a memory experiment. The words to be ruted are

i

all four—-footed‘am'_mals. irst, you are to rate these animals on the
basis of their familiarity to you, on 2 threé»—poin‘b scale., For
example, a very common animel that is very familiar is a dog which
would be assigned a rating of "3." An unfemiliar animal woul_d Le
assigned a rating of "1," 1 rating of "2w means rwoderately
familiaxr,

In the second part of this experinent, you will he assigning
the animal words to one of two cat gories, wild or domestic animals s

by putiing a "w" or a "d" next to the word. It is important that

you cetegorize these animals in a subjective sense, that is s 1if the

aniial appears to be wild to you, you should assign it a "' even
though in an absolute sense it may be a domestic animal. If you are

ueble to assis gn a word to one category or a other, vrite 'reject"

> next to the word to place it in n ither category.
4 is important to work as carefully as possible because the |

E It
% success of the experiment will depend on the prover rating and

categorising of the words.
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LISTEUCLIVES T SURJIOTS

This is an experiment on menory.  We are primarily interested in _
the woy people go about remembering .small amounts of information for
Vshort‘ periods of time. In tlmis experiment you are going to be asked
to remember 1t,ms consisting of three mords shown for a few snconds.
You will have seversl trials and each trial will follow the same |
procedure.

‘Fach trial will begin with tqe pr Dsantation of this slide with ‘
>threebasterisks on the-screen in front of you. Thase asterisks are

;always a sa.gnal that a new trial is going to begln. (PinJzEcT SLID”‘)

This slide Wlll bp on for about 2 secondu. You should be careful to
te looking at the screen while this slide is on so that you von't miss
he next slide which contains the three words you are to remenmber.

(PROJ'“""’ SJ..ID*J shotring MIURD TIORD V\) %D. ") This slide will e on for

about 2 seconds also. ‘aile it is on you should read aloud all three
of the words, so you woa.;d ua;y—- (g soys "VIORD VD WOI R0.M). ﬁite:& you
have read 1511em' cnce, you may repeat them to yourself or do vhatever it
is 'bhét you find helpful for remembering them. The next sl:.ae (PP’ ECT
will contain some numbers arranged in pairs. -You are not to remember
these numpers; you 1 -.Tili only work with them. TYou should sbart a’o the
upner lei‘t hand corner and read both digits in ‘the na::_r aloud,

(E{PTRIVEHTEDR SAYS: 3,5), then say the sum ( ), and then say whether

the sum is odd or even. (I says "in this case it's
you finish with ons pair of numbers go on to next.

line of the matrix as an exempla.) TYou try it.
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with these nunb\,*.“ you may be temste

-
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practice the waﬁ:’ds you are supposed to remenmber in your mind. It is
‘ hé.rd to do, tut please try to devoie all ofvy'our atbention to reading
t‘:ie numbers and not té rehéarsing the mords; iuut that is what we are
interested in, because we want to know how peoplev remember things when

they can not practice or rehearse them. So for the remainder of the

.

time these numbers are on the screen, please work with them as fast and

éccmately‘as you can. After 15 seconds s the slide with the numbers
will be replaced with one that says i"? WORDS. Y '(PP JECT . This élide'
with the q;lestion mark 1s asking you to remémber those words yo{l he.ve
Just learnéd and to say the answer out loud. |

~ VSomet:mes’yoﬁ will be given a cue to help jrou remember the words.
Sometimes you will be given the cue before the words are presented and
sometimes yOu‘wirll be given the cué at the time df recall. For example,
if I wanted you to remember the words "green, yellow, ‘orange," then
"eolors" might be given as a ‘cue. Or if I wanted you to remember the
i-:ordsr. "cars, desks, daisies" Iﬁight give you "plural words" as a cue.
You will have abouﬁ 10 seconds to say your aﬁswer out. loud. T.hen you
will see the next slide again, (PROJTCT), vhich shows the three
‘asterisks signalling tﬁé beginning of the next trial.

M1 right, now, we will Zxax}e .z'z few é)ractice trials 50 tha'ﬁ you

cah work on dealing with the numbers as fast and aCc;tv:ately as possitle.

Do 'everyt‘ning Just “the way you did it on the deronstration trial. Do

you have any cuestions? (PROJECT NFMONSTRATION TRIALS).

A1l right, that is the end of the practice trials. Do you have any
questions? C.K. Ve'll be ready to begin the experiment in just a

mwinute. Are you ready?



Domzstic Animals

Mean ~ Agreement on subtset
Animals Familiarit; assignment (out of 15
ot N\
Rating (out of 3) raters) to wild or

domestic animals

| calf 2.80 , | 15
cat 3.00 15
cow 2.93 15
dog 3.00 15
donkey 2.73 15 |
hog 2.80 1l
horse 3.00 15
lemb 2.67 15
mule 2.60 13

o 2.07 } 12
pig S 2.93 15
Dony | 2.87 15

Hean fanmiliarity rating = 2.78

The word "sheep!" had a familiarity rating of 2.67 bub
was not used because the singular and plural forms of
the word are identical. '




Uild Amimals

Hean fgreement on subset

Animals Faniliarity assignment (out of 15
Rating (out of 3) raters) to wild or
domestic animals
alligator 2.27 1L
ape 2.7 , 1l
bear 2.73 ' 15
elephanﬁ 2.60 1
Tox 2.33 13
giraffe 2,17 13
gorilla 2.7 15
lion 2.60 15
ligard 2.33 12
skunk 2.53 | 1h
tiger 2.53 ' 15
volf 2.27 1k

Hezan fa

Note:

miliarity rating = 2.7

The words "kangaroo! and "buffalo! had 2 mean femiliarity
rating of 2.33 and the word "hippopotamus" had a rating
of 2,27 as did "moose." These words vere ndt usad he-
cause the plural forms were thought to be awkward or too
long. For the word "moose" ths plural and singuwlar forms
are ldentical.
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