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, Abstract-
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&

. "Three experiments investigated the h)@ethesis 'that when interpreted

in context general terms are typically encoded on the basis of an instan-
\

*

tiation. -The results 1nd1cated that a partlcular term naming the expected

1nstant1at10n of a general term was a better” cue for the recall of a sen-

tence than. the general tenn 1;se1f -even though the- general term had

appeared in the sentence and the particular term had not . 'I'lus could not

have happened if éeople encode and store the core‘mean.ings of general

terms. It was theorized that pe0p1e 1nstant1ate in order to select from

‘,

among/. the indefinitely many meanlngs a term can have, a sense Wthh per-

mits g{ coherent overall interpretation of the message.
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. Instantiation of Gerteral Terms °

The 1dea we wish to- propose is that a word does not have a meanlng, rather

} 1t has a family of potent1a1 meamngs When comprehended in context the

_ meamngs of the words.in an. utterance are further articulated in a process of

mferent1a1 interpolation based on "sqhemata" wluch embody one's knowledge

of the language and yorld (Anderson, 1976). The effect with respect to mnouns

_ is usually to limit the sc0pe‘ of reference to a subset of the cases which

wolild otherwise be denoted If the context 1s r1ch and if the message is

“ptocessed deeply a noun may be identified with a single real or Jmaglned

thing. This process will be called instantiation.

Theories of semantics and semantic memory are in accord with common
ense on one fundamental point: Words have fixed, abstract meanlngs. That
this must be so is taken to-be necessaly to explaln the fact that people are
facile at using and understandlng a gwen word in an unbounded range of sen-
tences and contexts. However, a close analysis will show that a ‘;rord can’ -
have a sanew}{at different sense in each use. Nuances of meaning are easﬂ»y g

apprec1ated in uses- of g (Wlttgensteln, 1968) cup (Labov, 1973), eat
(Anderson & Ortony, 1975; WeinreicHh, 1966), and red (Halff, Ortony, &

) Anderson,-1976) , for instance. The variations in sense of the word held in

- /

the sentences below provide another intuitively clear ‘égse. /

The container held the cola.

. \
'I:he container held the door.

The brick -held the door.

L 3

"I'he_policemén held the suspect. <
| The poYiceman held the ‘L‘rajérc.' | )
The speaker held their attention.

4
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Instantiation of General Terms.
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A similar demonstration could be made vIrith most words in ordinary ‘use. This
fact creates a paradox. If peot;le's representations for word meanings are
abstract and, therefore, impoverished ofcor;textually specific detail, then
how could it be that fine gradations in sense are readily seen in any par- .
ticular situation? - ' |
Hereafter in this paper we shall be concemed primarily with the mea‘riing _
of general, concrete nouns. The usual presumption is that a person knows a
rule which allows him/her to d1st1ngu1sh between members and nommembers of
the cldss s1gmf1ed by each noun in his/her vocabulary The. deta11s of
the theoretical machinery by which a rule is represented is not mportant

for the moment, only that it 1s supposed to capture what is common to all

members of the class It was th1s view tha.% W1ttgenste1n (1968, p. 31) was

. argut:g ‘against when he made h1s famous analysis of game

- Consider for example the prdceedings tw call ' games.'
. What is, common to them all?—Don't say: 'There
must be something common, or they would not be called
'games'"—but look and see whether there is anything

. common to all.—For if you look at them you will not see .
u -

‘ something that is common to all. . . fItalics in original.)

For most -words it is difficult if not impossible to s_tlLte a rule which

3 . Py y ‘el
‘gives the necessary and sufficient conditions for the word's use. A narrow

rule will exclude cases commonly called by that name whereas a broad rule

will include too many things. For example, neither a marble nor a shot put .

is called a ball, yet both meet\ the defuutlon, ""a heri(/:al or ovoid body .

J

/
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of any k1nd for throwing, hitting or kicking in games or sports" (Webeter's,
1964, p.l 166). Following Wittgenstein wes‘hall say that a word has a "family"
of meanings. In a human family there is a greater or lesser degree of re-
semblance between the members. The nature of the resemblance shifts, fram
menber to member, without there neceesarify being any one clear respect,in

which all are alike. The same is tr;ue, we argue, of the meanings of words. '
/

The set of criterial properties shifts from use to use. A propei'ty which
is- distinguishing in one case may be 1mimportant or even alisent in-another.

- To couch this position in the language of Smith, Shoben, and.Rips‘ (1974), )
there are no defining features, only characteristic ones. Tilere are, in
conclusion, persuasive a priori reasons for doubting that what we know of
the meaning of a noun is an irreducible core of elements common to all uses.

- Consider instead the possibility that meaning is closely tied‘ to particular
uses, and that arriving at an appropriate meaning is usually a matter of |
instantiation.

Anderson and McGaw (1973) have presented some results consistent with

1 e

the instar{tiation hypothesis. Sentences were presented containing general

concrete nouns listed in the Battig and.Montague (1969) norms. If“people '
do instantiate, it was argued, it “should ge possible to predict the e@ars

from the high frequency associates of the generalo terms. To illustrate, one

v

of the sentences was, The animal ran toward the bush. Dog is the most fre-

[N
quent associate of animal so the instantiation was likely to be in/terms of

some sort of dog. Also selected from the neuns were two equipro
associates of the general term, one signifying a case bearifig a greater'

resemblance than the other to the predicted msténtiat'qn In the cas®”of
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animal the low associates were wolf and squirrel. A wolf is more like a dog

than a squ1rre1 is, thus it was reasoned wolf would make a better retr1eva1
cue for the animal sentence than squirrel. 'I'he\research did show that among
' the two matched low assoc1ates, the one referri_:lg to é case that resenbl'ed,_
the most probable -e,xemplar of ‘the category named _by the general term evoked
the greater recall{of the rest of.the sentence. This suggests that people
use .exe'mplars to represent the meanings of nouns encoimtered in sen_tentes.
The Am of the present reseerch is to 'refine the instantiation hypothe-
sis and provide a_‘s‘tronger tést of it. Whereas Anderson and McGaw were able
to predict exenq)iification fairiy well lising tables oﬁ norms, their maferials
were de51gned to mmmlze the mfluence of context N Context usually has a

w
strong effect on mstantlatlon Ev1dence that thlS is the case has been -
N
obtained by Barclay, Bransford, Franks McCarrell and N1tsch (1974) and
\Anderson and Ortony (1975). In the latter study, subJecgs- saw, for 1nstance,
. L ]

either The container held the apple or The container held the cola and n

received both basket and -hottle as Tetrieval cues. Basket was a much more

effective retr1eval cue for the first sentence bottle for the second. The

, data seem to mdlcate that context guqaes instantiation.

A weak fo of the i antlatlon hypothesis could account for all of
2

the results re orted to date. It might be admitted that people make infer-
ences ,about details, and that these details may becane pgp: of the memorial -

represe‘ntatlon, hule at the same time 1n51st1ng that e essence of the
P \

\ repre entation to which an utterance g1ves rise consists of core meanmgs

Upon en teru."ng the word anmlal,people might encode the abstract set of
\

propertles wh1ch all an1mals possess and then, in add:itlon, guess that the
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an\un'al was a dog; or, having'.encoded the defining features of contar.ifner,

people mlght further pred1ct frau the context held the cola, that the con-
{

tainer was a bottle 'I'he detalls peopIe seem to mcor‘p?uthelr répre-

sentations of sen@ces could be merely mental footnote » Optional extras o

. in no way central to the representatlons

twul be superior. . ~ < _ -

The stronger and more 1nterest1ng v1ew is ‘that instantiation is ‘integral
to sentence canprehensmn and memory. This is the view which wis explored
in the present research. Sentences were constructed with general terms i
the subject noun position. The gemainder of each sentence was deslgned to.
cause a Certain instantiation of he general term. Here is an example

The woman was outstandlng in the theater. Most people will thlnk of this

R J

woman as an actress. , Later the cues woman and actress were presented The -

subject' was told to respond with the last word of the related sentence. | The

rat10na1e is that if an abstracted meam@g is the crucial part of a stored

LN

representatlon, the general term will always be the better cue, wh11e 1f a

specific encoding is integ¥al to the representation, the partlcular-- term
[ 2 . ) _ -

»

Of course, actress might work better,‘inQihe-case illustrated because

it has a stronger association to other words 'inwthe sentence. gontrols  for
%

preexisting associations were included in each of the experiments to be -

: - : /
re orted. In the first experiment there was a control sentencd containing
P Xp

the same general telm and same last word as‘each target sent For

example, “the sentence 'I'héWoma.n worked near the theater does ndt produce an
/ -

. actress instant1at10n, yet theater would be recalled to the cue actress if

an association between these words were Qf overriding importance. The strong

- .
. - S “ M "
. ‘ 3 B .

>
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version of the mstantlatloh hypothes1s w111 have rece1ved a measure of

¢
iupport if the part1cular terms are better cues than the ,general. terms for the

target @entences but worse cues. for the control Sentences, N

- ' o -
v

- . ’ “Expe riment 1 .+ .
LA s = — | \
Method .- . . - ® . ; o ) :

. v
' ] ts. " The SlﬁJJeCtS weTe, 40 ‘undergraduates enrolled in an mtroduc-
- tory educat1gnal psychology course An add1t1ona1 45 subJects from the” same

populat1on part1c1pated in a prelnnmary sﬁsdﬁc to norm the materials.
/ Mater1als. A total of 39 -pa1rs of sentences were created. The targEat

tence in each pair was designed to bias the interpretation of the subjec_t“

~ noun in the, direction of a certain exempl1f1cat10n The related control

-

SN sentence cc@tamed the same subJectmmm and the same last word, but 1t was "

constructed to. avoid constrammg the mterpretatlon of the subJect noun.
.

\ For purposes of a non\{mg study, two 11$tS werzzomposed each of which con-

’

tained one sentence from each pair: About hal¥-of the items within a list

4

were target sentences, the nenamder control sentences. SubJects saw one or\\
- another of the: lists. " They were asked7 ‘to Judge each sentence 1n'terms of .
whether a patt1cular example came to ind for the subJect n'blm and if so /
to write down that example. Select d for use in the exper:.ment were 20 |
pair‘s in which (a) the target senten e11c1ted a smgle example frequently,

and other examples seldom if at aIl and (bYethe cox;trol sentence elicited S

few examples or at least no one example frequently.

\ ' : Design and procedure. 'IWo complimentary lists were prepared consisting
0 - . . o ~ »
of 1{\ target and 10 control sentences. For each pair, the target serftence

was. in’one list, the control sentence in the other. The lists were presented

R ) o~

— - :
B *
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v in mimeographed booklets with 0;2 sentence pey page. -fhe experiment was

run in groups of about 20. Subjects were assijned to lists randomly and

received one exposure-of thetlist at a seven s ond.rﬁte; paced by tape
recorded '"beeps." Follow;ng) the list there was a six minute mterval durlng/

P

which subjects worked on the Hidden Patterns Test (French, Ekstrom, & Price,
1963), wh1ch requ1res identifying a pattern embedded in a serles of abstract -
\\ ‘designs. The pﬁrpose of the 1nterpolated task Was to mlntm;;e recall from |
shokt-term, nonsemantic memory Finally, subJects were g1ven the cued
re&ell test. * For each. senténce of the acqulslﬁlon llst two cues, aoneareo
(1 the' general term whigh had served as the sublect noun of pairs of sentences
and the particular term y_vhichwdesi.gnated thevgredic;ed instantiation of the
target version;‘;There ;ere a total of: 40 cnes,eagﬁ appearing on a separate
| page.of the test Hook}et.‘ In ‘order -to space encounters between related
N Bitems and to controlffor possible priming -effects, the cues were divided
into two blocks. One cue for each sentence peir appeared- in each block and
J;TQ 'helf the cues in a block were general tenmsuwnile heif were particular terms.
Block order yas counterbalanced,and there were two random orders of cues’
within blocks. Instructions to the subjects stated that for each cue, they

were to write down the last word of the sentence of which they were reminded.

(¥4

Resﬁlts and Discussion . - : -
Z

.Table 1 presents mean proportions of 1ast words recalled. Synonyms,
hyponyms, close superOrdlnates and close cohyponyms (cf. Anderson 1974%;
were counted eﬁ%réeiwas well as verbatlm responses The interaction be-
tween-type of.sentence and type of cue was s1gn1f1cant§/as predicted, Y
min F'(1,37) = 26.4, p < .01. fhere were no effects due to block position.

> . - ) ‘ . e . ' " e
. ‘e/ + . ¢ ) . ’ ) - -.’
{ < .

o T, ' o 10 .
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. Insert Table 1 about here ° o/

_____ mmmmmmm e m e e e san
The experjment g:a? precisely the results which wouid be expected on
N the basis of’fhe instantiation hypothesls The cue naming the expected
/) instantiation‘was substantially better at evokiné the target sentfnceithan
~ - the general term which had been the subject noqn of that sentence. " This
is striking evidence for the instantiation h?pothesis, for if the core |
meaning oﬁ the general term were encoded and stored~the general term'nould
f) inevitably make a better cue than-a oartdcuiar term which had not even -
l appeared in the sentence. However, it might be questioned whether there
\ ~ were adequate grounds for- dlscountlng the possibility that the results were
due to preexlstlng associations between the part1cu1ar cue and the 1nstant1a- i
t10n-gu1d1ng words in the tdrget sentence, A control for an association to’

for ‘the rest of thé sen-t

the response term had been included,but nog

—r x4 o

tence. In some cases the rema1n1ng sugges"%§e words were not very subtle,

‘as in The animal barked at the shadows and so' an. assoc1at1ve 1nterpretatlon :

remalned plausible. -The purpose of Experimeng £ was to see if it could,bei - ¢

- T \ 0 N
ruled out. s .
: }
! 4 . d - k )
I' . -Method A ‘

]

Subt cts. A total of Sé students in an undergraduate educational

. psychology course wers, recruited for the experiment and-received class credit
for their participation. < , .
Materials " -Twenty trlpies of senténces were constructed Each triple

1ﬂc1uded a target sentence 1ntended to encourage a part1cu1ar instantiation

~ e

11

o
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oJ tho subject noun. For example The fish attacked the swimmer ré likely "." -

i

to lead to an encoding of fish in terms of a shark. attempt )vas* made to A

@nr. The second senttnce. in a tr1p1e was a c’fontrol* </:[ntrol 1) .
, : ] Ve
~  which contained the same subject noun and last word as’ the targ'et" for in-.

(]
t

t
stance, The fish’ avoided-the swimmer. Thé third .senténce was ? control

(Control 2) for the rcmammg words in the target sentence, lr example,

o

The Comrmm1sts attacked the village. Two lrsts of .30 sentenc 10 of each

type, were made up in a manner judged 1if<e1y to 'ze 1ntra11st R

~

°

intrusions om the cued recall test. - For eachtrip e, the target 'senﬁence

was a551gne to one 11st and the two control 3%%&5 to the other.

%e and procedure. Subjects were run ‘in groups o@ZO Jo 25. . A suba -

e ject fecewed one or’ the other of the 1lists presented 1n a randomly ass(lgned
i m1meogr:1phed bookfet with one sentence per. page. There were four random1za- _

" tions of each llsr‘ Tape-recorded 'beeps" paced exposure tg the sentences

-
. at a rate of one; every 10 seconds Following dne s .
_ : o /
- on the Hidden Patterns Test for f1ve minutes. The sy jects were then given

Ry

th1s was to determme whether the level of leam'

? of sentence. F1na11y, the students reccwed a cued recall test in the
rm of a booklet with one cue per page. The C ‘

which had servcd as”subject /nouns and the 20 part1cular terms nammg the P

exnected 1nstant1,,dt1ons of the subJect nouns (e4g ” fish and shark) There

werc eight th f crcnt random orders of cues to preclude systemat1c p051t10n

v . \

®T sequence‘ei‘{ects. The -subject's task was to write down thg‘lz;fst word of

. i
! LA
/ : v,

the sentcnce related to the cue. / - . .
. - " : % 1 .
r') ' o \\, L

| . b

14 ’

{7 I

v

avoid instantiation-guiding words which 'bore Q sa11ent relati fo the expec-
!

- L - \“‘

LTt

-



o Instantiation of General Terms .

11.

. Results and Discussion -

P

h Analysis of the free recall pratocols, which were scored according to
substan‘ee guidelmes ,> showed :o d1fference accordmg to type of sentence,
. F <1, Table 2 contams mean propomons correct on the cued recall test,
which was also scor.ed using substance criteria. _~The last word of the C_mtrel
.2 eentenee was never recalled given the general cuekahdicelled only twice
given the particular cue. This type of ‘'sentence was, 'therefm:e, excluded
from eﬁbsethent analysis. .As in the first experiment, thexe was a signifi- )
© cant interaction between type of sentence (Target or Control 1) ax_xd typ’e of .
cue, &'n_g"u,u) =7.5,p< .‘01'. ; ‘ : C o L

-------------------------

The results were again consistent with the instantiation hypothesis.

z
“4

The gata do not support an interpretation in terms of a process -acting at
- t'n:: ivg of retrieval, based on associations betwcen the narticular cue and
- clercnts of the target sentence. The nature of the initial enco«iing ot’the
sentence scems to be implicated, instead, and a very sensible explanation
is that this initial encoding involves instantiation.

Experiment 3 was designed to test an interpretation that might be made
of Rosch's (cf. 1973, 1975) hypothesis that people represent cancepts in
terms of ''natural prototypes'' or ''focal examples'" instead of\ abstract, criti-
cal attributes. She theorizes that categories have an internal structure in
the sense that instances may vary according to their resemblance to the .
focal examples. She says (1973, p. 111),)1:0 illustrate, tht "some breeds

of 'dog' (such as retriever) are more. representative of the 'meaning'éof

. ,
A S

13
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) . Y ' |
'dog' than others (such as Pekinesd}l." While Rosch's views are in many
respects 51mllar to our own, there is one 1mp11cat10n that we must resist.
It could nOt be the case that a category 1s always represented by certain !
best examples. If we are cort?ct, the .appropriate exemplification should |
vary according to the cantext. |

_ In'Y bq;qrimeht 3, sentenées were constructed using general terms from
the Battig and ydntague (1969) norms as the subject nomns. A target sentence
was writfen for each term which, it wastjudged, would instanéiate the cdno -
cept signified by a certain low associate of thg general temm." A fecand ’
sentgnce (Control 1) contalned the same general term and last word but was
written so that it would not suggest any particular instantiation. :As in

" the previous study there was a third sentence (Contrel 2) to serv;<#B a con-
trol for the remaining 1nstant1at1ng elements of the target sentence. Pre-
sented as retrieval cues were the indicated low associate and the most fre-
quent associate of the general term. The id;; was that in the right context
almost any low associate can designate the ''best'' example of a concept. ®Thus,
"it was expected that the low associate would be more effective than the high
associate for retrieval of the sentence in which the instantiation was con-
strained. . ‘

* The reverse was expeéted for the Control 1 sentence; on the grounds
that when tﬂe context is not very helpful people will tnstantiate by @efault
with a high probability exemplar, such as the one named by the most frequent
associate (cf. Anderson § McGaw, 1973): A low associate names a less prob-
able example which is unlikely to-Seyve as a default instantiation. There-

fore, the low associate should be a relatively poor cue for the Control 1

sentence while the high associate should be a good one.

0. | 14, | =
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Experiment 3
' Method ~ B -
Subjects. Sixty-}wo introcixctery educational psychology students par- -

ticipated in this e)?brlment in order to fulfill a course requxrement.

. _
Materlals Fifteen triples of sentences o‘the sort described above

‘were prepared ‘The sentences were a551gned to three lists in a way:- mtended
to minimize intralist intrusions. - Each list contained one sentence from

. | - . ‘ *
each triple and, in all,.five sentences of each type. . s

Design and procedure. Subjects got one of the thr“ee lists, the cued
recall test was presented in counter'balanced blocks &s in Experiment 1, and
o
. subjects were asked to recall whole senten(:es otherwise, the design and

L]

procednre were the same as in Experiment 2.
. ¥® L h [

4
Results

»*

)

There were no differences among sentence types in free recall. Table 3 .
shows the mean proportions of senterxcei on the cued recall test that met
lenient, gist scoring criteria. The predicted Ainter.action between type of '
sentencend type of. cue appeared on the cued recall test, whether scores
on the Control 2 sentences were excluded fr ‘ the analysis, min F'(1,78) =
8.79, p < .01, or discounted by subtracting them from scores on the target »
sentences, min F'(1,78) = 7.39, p < .0l Block position was not sign¥fi-
cant, nor did it interact with an;' other variable, indicatirig that there

were no priming effects due to the sentences having been cued twice.

BN
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General Discussion o

The present experiments showed that aword naming the expected instantia-
tion of a general term was an especislly effective cue for retrieval of
other werds in the sentence containing that ‘general temf. If you accept
the principle that what people can recall ‘depends upon what specifically they
have encoded and stored (Tulvmg § Thompson, 1973 Reder, Anderson, E Bjork
1974), then the eV1dence presented here mdlcates that general terms ‘are
encoded on the basis of exemplars. 'I‘he fact that the part1cular terms were
" better cues for recall of target sentences than general terms actually con; "
tained in the sentences is difficult to square with any view which presumes
“that 1t is the fixed core Tganing of a term wh:.ch is encoded and stored

Nor could it be that, the meaning of a term is always captured in the
same focal exanke The last\experiment showed that a low assoclate of a
general term can tter than the highest associate, a word which
presunably_ names the most,---re'iu‘esentativeL or typical.ex\ple. Our interpreta-
tion of this fa'cti is" thgt, depending on the context, any instance can be a
good example of a concept. Without context a robin may be ideally bird-

like, but at the Thanksgiving table a robin is not the best instantiation

/
~

of bird.

-

The experiments were desighed to try to preclude the interpretation that
the particular terms were the best cues for target sentences bet:ause of
strong aSSOfiatims to the constituent words. The technique was to con-
struct cont®Pol sentences which involved the same words as a target sentence
but did not constrain the intefpretltion of the subject noun to a certain

exemplar. Particular cues were about twice as likely to evoke target sentences

[ .
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\than control sentences. An explahation. in tefins of associgtiéns to oge or
another constituent of the~targef sentence can be<deéis:ive1y rejecte&.‘ ' . '
ver, ft might be maintained that the strengths of the associations \to‘ . \
| ﬁe several constituent words ‘a important in aggregate, rding to §ane - ”
su&x rule as that their stren are summed 'an‘d that recall does not-occur ’
unless a threshold is reached. x\ c s . *ﬁ*

PP ) That. this interpretation is ni§

e . : S A
..‘{ " from a clear ¢ase: Surely one wouff not wish/to claim that actress evoked

'the 1a5t ‘word of The woman was outs;andLng in the theaté more than tw1ce

v as often as the last word of The w woman worked near the theater because the

. assocnatlon betvgeen actress and outstanding tipped the scales. An actress,‘

A}

it should be further emphasized, is a woman who works, and it could hﬁrdlya :
. be the case that everything hinged on the relative strengths of preenstm%
"associations of, actress to in and near. )

We are not arguing, of course, that relétionshlps whlch may exist be-
tween the concepts signified by words are 1rre1evant. Opr claim' is rather 2~
that these relationships must be worked oué when the words occur together
in an utterance. Words do not have the same significance in isolation as e

~ they do in context. Hence, in the studies described in this paper, the '
processing crucial for the differential effects must have occurred at the
time the sentences were encoded rather than whén they were retrieved.
One aspect of the present data suggests that the general term itself
| was encoded. If only an mstantzatlon were stored and remembered subjects gj‘
would frequently substltute the particular term nammg this example in place '

of the general term. However, the free recall data from Experiments 2 and

-
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v 3 1nd1cated that partlcular terms were ‘substituted in énly about 11% of the A
cases in which sentences were.recall ‘at.all. Thus there must have been \\\;
same sort of rebresentatian of the general term. On the other hand, instan-
tiated representations must also have played a rple 0therw1se neither the f
.h . cued recall data nor the fact that there were some subst1tut10ns of par-
t1cu1ar terms in free recall could be explained.
. The failure to‘obtaiﬁ a iarger number ef'substitutions of particular'»:
. ' terms for general ongs can be accommodated'w1th1n the instantiation hypothe- oo
\\-’Sis. It is simply necessary to assume - that every stage of process1hg leawes
PR a ‘memorial trace SpeC1f1ca1Iy, -there must be a trace for the surface fbrm
‘ of the message. Wh@le eari} studies seemed to 1nd1cate that” memory for -
asurface structure 1s extremely shortlived (cf. Sachs 1337~ Jarvella, 1970),,.
there is a grow1ng body of evidence which shows longer'term memory for sur-
face features (df Anderson 1974; Andersonr& B1dd1e, 1975; Brewer and- Bock, eg
1976; Hintzman, Block & Inskeep, 1972; K1ntsch 1974; Kolers § Ostry,
1974). If memory';;r the surface 1nformat10n is ava11ab1e.when recall is
attempteq, theu inStaqtiatiansﬁnay fail to appear.in-subject protocols due
to output editing (cf. Cofer, 1961, 1967). The idea is'that remembering

begins with retrieval'or'generation of the semantic representation. Then <

thlS representation is coded 1nte language and there is<a check to see if

= ’..

v there is a trace for thls surface form. If there -is"d match, the response ..
- is made. _Ifﬁnot, depending upoh demand characterisgj cs ‘a search is made
. for the original woraing It'will ofteh be avaiiti }ﬁpartlcularly when’
'the 1nterva1 is short, so it is not surprising that the general terms in

a

the original sentences “tended ‘to be reproluced in free recall, asid this
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‘fact is not inconsistent _Vwith the izlsta;;tiation hyi)otlleéis.

Why. do people appear to enc¢ode general teﬂhhe basis of exemplars?
"I'here is no well-motivated re on why instantiation shm’ld occur from the
perspective of theories wh1ch assume fixed, abstract emcodings for words.

As was explained in the mtroductlon the whole raison d'étre of such theories

is to account for the generality of language., The rich and variable par- -
B A

ticularity of actual instances of lanpuage ccmprehenc‘éion is, éherefore, N

. ’ Vo ’
somethmg .of an embarrassment to -this v1ew ‘

. Two p0551b1e explanations for instantiation will be con51dered The
first follow; in a'straightforward way fxom the c%a.l code t}ieorwf Pa1v1o
(1969, ‘1971): - People require a concrete level of representation so that an
image can be .formed: There are 'gm-reason; why an appeal to imagery is
not sufficient to account for the phegomenon of instantiation. First there
is the matter of 'jus_t what an image of an instance is (Pylyshyn, 1973). g
couldn't be a "raw" record of an encounter with an example because a single
example has to be recogmzed in various guises and perspecuves If an .
image of a particular case is argued to be an idealized, canonical form, :
some measure of abstractlon has already been adnutted

A second problem with the view that the meaning of a term consists of
nothing but images of the cases whic‘h it names is that a person i§‘ left in
the grip of his/hei' history. How previously unencountered cases are identi-
fied, sor'nething people are presumably able to do becomes a puzzle. It is
no solﬁtion to say that a new instance will be labeled the same as known
ones if it is similar to them, for the"the question be~omes, "SirL}ilar in
what respects?' All of the answers boil down to positing abstract -

) 19 '\/ >
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characteristics ‘which the new case shares with -the eld. Thus while.an

iy A

imagery theory doeshgwe an explanatlon fPr 1nstan__,t1?t10n, it WJJld appeax

to be vulnerable to serious objections. It is at ‘least an incarlplete~ ex-
Alanation. L v R ¥y
L ,
Consider next what can be called a coherence formulation ‘of mstantla-

tion. ‘The idea is that a person\'often must~make assymptl‘bns about particu-,

" lars that go beyond that wh1ch is given in a message in order to tongtruct a

4.. a W/ which selects fran

- 293 108
Y . Ia‘
£y - . “'
£ L)
e
P

Py

R It could take on, and which fits .

up for the message as a whole. Evei:ry

v)

dlstmct senses of woyds as in bank, a financial institution, and bank
the 51de of a r1ver’.w All we are proposing is to extend th1s prmc1p1e to .
what tradltlonally would have been called the "same' sense

Our conjecture is that people 'mstantlate in orc_ler to give-utterances
a coherEnt inte@retation. Here we can gi\}e anly a sketch of what we mean
by coherence, and-how the process of giving an interpretation mlght work.
Extended d1scu551l:ns generally con51stent with this one can be found in ’
Schank and Abelson (1975), Rumelhart and Ortony (1976) and Anderson (1976).
It is supposed that knowledge is incorporated in schemata, wh1ch are ab-
stract and stereotyped des'criptigns of things and events. Schemata are

abstract in.the sense that they contain 3 slot or placg holder for each

chstituent element in a knowledge structure. They are stereotyped in that

20 Y,
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they indicate the typical relationships among the elements. Cauprehensmn
| of a message entalls filling the slots in the’ relevant schemata with Ppar- ‘e
t1cular cases in such a way as to Jomtly satlsfy the constraints:pf the |
nlessege.and the schemata. In other wofds, the instantiated cases will be

the.ones quired for the representation as a whole to make sense.

)

Fillmore (1972) has provided an anal);sis' of verbs of judging, such as
accuse blame, cr1t1c1ze, and pra1se that-makes a good jllustration of the

§chema notioy. Each of the cap1ta112ed words in the ﬁ)llowmg designates

.a type oﬁ "slot’ Verbs of judging involve a Sltuatlon which is an actionm,

- deed, or statekof affairs, that may impact favorably or mfavorably upon

the Affected. 'I‘he Sltuation may have been brought about by a Defendant A
Judge renders a moral Judgment about the Situation or the Defendant's res-
ponsibility.l His judgmerit is offe@ to an Addressee. According to Fillmore, '
the "tole structure" or schema for 'accuse is: A Judge says to an Addressee

that ‘a Defem‘ig\t”is responsible for a bad/ Situation. An utterance can be

intetpreted in terms of tWis schema if the slots can be filled with particu-

&a! cases that interrelate in the spec1f1ed manner, John accused Harry of

wr1t1ng the .letter permits of a coherent mterpretatlon when John is the

Judge Harry is the Defendant and writing the letter is the bad Sltuatlon.
b

ey L The Addressee is indeterminate from the information given. Perhaps it is
The ingredients needed to fill the slots in schemata will not always
 be found in the message itself. Writing a letter is not usually bad, but

the accuse schema in the'foregoing illustration requires that the Ju{ige

regard the act as bad. An analogy will make the point more-foré:efully. .

-
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e has no trouble Vlsuahzmg that an object is a cube even though some of
Q /

its faces are not in view: A coherent account requires assumptlons about

the faces wh1ch are not directly percelvable and 'ordmarlly the conviction

" about assumed elements mli e as strong as the b)ellef in features.that are
acce551b1 to the eye (Kulpers, 1975) So it is Mith, language comprehension.
We supp y such particulars as are needed to make the nlessage coherent.

. , » v
Applying these notions to on€ of our sentences, The woman was outstand-a Q

Y - ;

. ing in the theater, the intez"play%e the schemata for theater and out-
< i . . . .

#*  standing may be supposed to deliver the i

outstanding in the theater by oir;g an extellent job of acting. Therefore,

lication that a person can be

the woman mentioned is' likely to be a woman who“- acts, and a woman who acts

ﬁ?m actréss. A farfetched interpretation is otherwise required for the -
se‘htence.to‘ be meaningful. To be sure, the woman have been a doctor | N
from the audlence whose outstanding fut was to perf a tracheotémy on

a member of the cast, but in the absence of extraordlnary inférmation it

is likely that people will instantiate on the ba515 of high probability
. \”

inferences. o

The schema consistency explanation of instantiation does not require ' .
.
any commitment with respect to the modali{y of¥a mental representation. It
need not be emb I ed as an image or as subvocal speech. - Nor, un11ke an.
imagery interpretation, does the\V1ew force one to conclude that instantia-
tion always mvol\‘res a great amotn)t of detail. Quite the contrary. Ai/per-
» son may even ighore specifics available in a message if these specifics are
irrelevant to or inconsistent with the schemata from which he/:he is trying

pry

to comstruct an interpretation.

22
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One final caveat. An imagery theory by itself_ %s not give a clue as
th théater is going to

be re\garded as an actress rather than a doctor. - If all that is ~required is

"a cgncrete instantiation of woman, so thak an image can be formed, a doctor

o, .
or B waitress or a secretary will do as well as an actreE.
.
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Table 1

~

Mean Proportion Recalled as a Function of Type of
" Sentence and Cue, Experiment 1

Sentence

Cue Target Control

PR W 2 R IR
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’ Table 2 o
Mean Proportion Recalled as a Function of Type of
Sentence and Cue, Experiment 2 e

Sentence

o . Cue Target Control 1  Control 2

8.
Particular .42 .23 003
- - General .33 .31 . . (_)p
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Table 3
Mean Proportion Recalled as a Punction of Type of

Sentence ‘and Cue,)Experiment 3 - \) -

’

Sentence

Cue Target Control 1 . Control 2

Low associate .45 .23 .04

High associate .31 .33 . &.02
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