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Processing of Inferences

‘\‘ 3

— . Language is characterized by.considerable sémantic predictability.

|
\

. Exp}jcftly presentgd information may be logically or probabilistiéaléf im= -

plied by earlier parts of a discourse. Hoﬁljs«tuch information processed

*

and *stored? The view typically espoused in discourse processing and repZ .
résen{ption theorfes is that all présented ﬁnformation, including inférenqes,
N 7 . . .

receives sufficient processing to be encoded in long-term memory (e.g.,

)

Anderson & Bower, 1973; Fredericksen, 1975; Kintsch, 1974; MeYer, {974).

.For example, Kintsch ass&mes‘"that subjects process and store [an inference]

-

(whether or not it is presented explicitly" (p. 154). This view will be

) ) R ' * ) .
referred to as the !'storage df presented inferences" (SPI) hypothesis.:

. »

Y
[

"An alternative hypothesis is that predictable information, however
[} - . R -
central to a discourse, is taken for granted, processed only superficially

and receives an atfenuated cognitive representation or no enduring repre- ‘.

& ]

)
]

~sentation at.all. This view will be referred to as the ""superfiicial processing
/ \ .

of presented inferences" (SPPI) hypothesis. It is importanthto déterminé.

“ .

whichmdf‘these hypotheses is correct for several reasons. Obviously, the .

*issue is basic for‘aﬁ? discourse processing or representation model. Addi-
[ N ~

'l * ‘tionally, the SPPI hypothesis‘i%,a crucial link in a theory f accommodat-ive

- -

N

» - =~
reconstrucgfon processes in memory for discourse (Spiro, 1977):-
<~ . -

- Spiro (Note 1) found a=pervasive tendency for subjects to produce
- - . . A J
- N \
redictable meaning-changing distortions and importations in-text recall

under.certain conditions. In general, when subseqyently encountered in-

formation contradicted continuation expectations derived from a target

. -

. . . . _ -
story, the story frequently was reconstructed in such a way as to reconcile

. * * - I‘
. 2> . or cohere with the continuation information. This process of inferring

k]

i
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the past based on the present was termed fccommodative reconstruction.
After a long retention intéfval;, subjects tended to be more confident that

o

. ¢ , . . » ‘. . .
their accommodative recall errors had actually been included in the story
L g ‘ ’ )

: . , . \
than they were confident about’ the accurate aspects of their recall. Why

should"sucH gros% errors occur and then be assigned such high confidence?

«

Part of the answer surely involves their function in producing coherence.

- .

. . ’ ’ - -
RI4AAN it‘js somewhat surprising that subjects should be so sure they read

information that bore not even a distant inferential relationship to what,
they actually did read. .
‘. : . . . R . /'
"Spiro (1977) suggested that the basis for such an ef fect may be -in

the way inferentially related informatign ‘is tréateg at the time of compre-

“hension. If the SAP( hypothesis is correct, individuals should know (at ¢

. = A
least tacitly) that considerable. amounts of predictable or der.ivable infor-

)
M .

1

. { v I
_mation they flave encountered- will not be available in.memory. in that case,

. . - , . \
recall "would typicglly involve-deriving”a lot of missing information. - Ac-

* B

cordingly, it would not be surprising ‘that- subjects faced with memories ‘that

-

.« -
lack cohqrence would assume that.missing reconciling information was presented

.

. buﬁ onlywsupgrfiéially processed at comprehengion. The inférmation could

then be derived at.recall witf high confidence. Hence the capéqity for
. ' ¢ .

restructuring the past based on the present.

. i

~

1 .

-~ The present experiments were designed to test the SPPI hypothesis.

- .

Stories were p;fsenéed which coﬁtainpd information A, B, and C_suchAthat
‘B was strongly implied by A exéept in the presence of C. For example,

l * = -
B, and C elements. in one story™(about a demonstration by a karate

a

the A,
e




»

y
§

Zcham7éon) could be ‘paraphrased as follows:

. " ®
A: The karate champion hit the block 5
€. . ! -
B: -The block broke

-
‘

He had had a fPght with his wife earlier. It was impairing
-~ U L
his concentration. He doesn't perform as ‘well when he can't
; . . ] ;
'concetrate..
. ‘e [

C |s erther presented prior to A and B (C- Before), after A and B (C-After),

Y

/ or not at all (No- CL, When, C sis not included in the story, if SPPI is correct,

the B element woull. be taken fos/granted, processed only superficially, and °

. not stably represented. It wolild be derivable if needed. However, if Cis
, ' a _
presentg after A and B, memory for B should be impdired since B was not stored

= ' - - ’ - )
and C will block its derivation from A at the time of test. On the other
: . ¢ T 2’ P
hand, if C occurs in the-t€xt prior to A and B, tHen B js not strongly im-

plied by A! B cannot be taken for granted with the assumption that it can be
. v

générated later if needed.- Here B should be stably represented and memory
for B should not be impaired. o . K .

\

' However, if SPI is cofrect, memory for B should not bJ affected by

]
’

whether C is before or after A and B, since B is stored whether it is implied -

1

by A ((-After) or not |mpI|ed by A (C- Before) Two obJections to this argu-
] []
‘'ment can be made. The |nformat|on mlght he stored, but fememberlng € might

*lead to a deci;ion that the memory for.B must be mlstaken_(a-kwnd~of output
interference). However, C is present whether it occurs béfore or after A

‘and B, so such an explanation would not account for differential effects of

, C-plécement. The other possibility is ghat B is represented in C-After, but

s - 1]
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- ) .

the representation Is altered or corrected'when the € information is encoun-

tered. This possibility will bé investaged in Exﬁérimentzll. . ) ..

<
3

v ?

In the first experiment, the following predictions of the SPPI .hypothesis ,
. : . . . . '\
were tested. More errors in response to questions about-the presented im-

plied information (B) should be madewin the C-After than in the C-Before

? y '
conditions. Errors can, be erronequs judgments that nothing about the im-

‘.

p]led 1nformat|on was pfesented, called B-Mention errors (e. q therstory did .
‘not mention whethér the block was’ broken) or, when the subject believes that////” ™

something about B was mentiohed, remembering |ncorrectly what was specifically

¢

said in the direction of conforming with the C information, called B-lIncorrect

- . oA 14

. errors (e.g., it said in the story that the block did not break when he hit
*it). Confidence in errors of the latter kind will also be analyzed. |If .

subjects are as confident.about these errors as they are about their accurate
- - . s : : b
responses, it would be even more difficult to maintath the hypothesis that )
- : . RN . \
the implied information was represente‘. . : ' ’

In the No C condition, B-Mention .errors may occur since B would not be -

’ represented according to the SPPI hypothesns TR? more |mportant prediction

oy
regarding the No-C condition is that B-#ncorrect errors should not occur more N
- : . \ ] .
often than in the C-Before condition. Otherwise, the differencfetween )

- . >

C-Before and.CtAfter might be attributable to heightened accuracy due to

T
v .

':{ greater‘salience of the implied information in the-former condition rather

than greater |ﬁaccuracy due to a failure to store the implied |nformat|0ﬂ in

L]
S

the latter coném%ooﬁ ) Ct L . . ’ .

~




Processing of inferences .

- ( ‘ 7

-

v T, Experiment | . .

» ¢ . ! - . . ¢ : ‘.. ?

A B , - ‘
Method - . . . - - . J
. o *
Subjects. " Twenty student§ in an introductory educational*psychologi

class at the University of Illinois sefved as subjects. -Participation in the -

. : . ‘ 4

experiment'partiall§-fulfilled a8 course requiremantg £ ) ',
i — . . :
Materials.” A 24 page booklet entitled, 'What Became of the 0ld Class=

. mates?'* was constructed: The story featured eleven character vignettes of

. .
. . - [ . t

, approximately 250 words each. ‘- Three of the Vvignettes were used as unanalyzed

L
t

buffers one at the beglnnlng of the book and two at ﬁ‘e “end. Also there was -

- an,lntroductory page whlch said the -vignettes would describe events |nVOIV|ng
' /
several old classmates who had gone their |nd|vudua| ways and were now: belng S

observed several years after graduatien. The other eight vignettes contained

)
.

"; the'target information for the study. -Each vignette contained information,
A and B,'such that A pragmatically implied B. The vignettes also contained

. ' ’ (Y .
information, C,.which lessened the extent to which B was implied by A (see

- - the karate champion example presented earlier). In one condition, C was pre-
. . ' . . . 4 /_/..._/—
*  -sented after A and B (C-After condition). In another, C was presented be-
’ ' B R
fore A and B (C-Beforecondition). Each vignette;was presented on two pages

. with C always on a separate page from A and.B -In a third condition, there
was no C information. (No-C condition). Book lets were constructed,is such
L4 . . . . \

. a way that there were two random orderings of the eight experimenta1'pes-
‘ . ‘ L] R

A

sages. T, . : . : , C '
IS - - . Y - [

A test Booklet was EOnstrqcted which contained 7 qQuestions for each of
M - * A M N ! * s
the-vighettes. The order of the sets of questions in the booklets Mas.tﬁe

same as the grder‘of>the vignettes which'each subject received.: The‘set
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of questions for each vignette was introduced by the character's name and -

-

a brief description (e,g., ''Steve: .theupaSSage about the karate'champipn”).

The first question in-each sét asked whether any B information had been

' ’
- L3

mentioned (e.g., 'Did it say in the story whether or not the block broke

when he hit it?"'). These will be referred to as B-Nentioq questioné.

.

‘

Remember that B was always 'mentioned. The second question had the following

form: '"'If you answered‘ihe last question 'no' do not answer this question.

‘'

v .. . ' .
If you answered 'yes',»did it say X in the story?'' For the karate. champion

example, X was ''The Block did not break.' -The questions:were phrased so that

yes'' and '"no'' resporises were correct equally often. The subjects answered

and rated the certainty of their response on a six-point scale Errors on

the second uestion will be called B- Incorrect respofises.” ‘Tﬁe next two
. \ )
questions had the same fgrmat as the two just described. - These dealt with

some other arbitrarily chosen information given in the vignette. The fifth

and sixth questions.called for subjects to make a judgﬁent about the char-
) : . *
acter's popularity and academic, success in high school. These questions were

intended to help mask fhe true intentions @f the experiment. The seventh
question elicited recall of the C informeion Ye.g., '"What was Stevé's prob-

lem the day of the demonstration?'). .

‘'

Procedure S

Subjects were randome assigned to conditlons and were run in groups of
four orf less. There were four subJects in the C-Before and C- After\condltlons
- L]
" and eiéht subjects in the No-G condition,, The same investigator tested all

subjects. An instruction sheet yas}basged out, and subjects were told to
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read it silently while the'inVegkigétor read it aloud tg.them. The dnstruc-

tions were as follows: \

<

3

.
K3

1

You will read a\story. Followung the completlon of the: story, you will

T

be asked some questibns gbout it. One kind of questton you wull~§e‘asked
' )

will involve your personal reactions to the characters in thuory as

A

they are described in various vignettes. *

» - »
A c?ucigl §§pect of this study is that we are interested only J
\.b [
T 1]

in ybur first reactions, rather than your reactions after you've

&/ takea time éo think about what you've read. Accordingly, we will ask
!

.‘;.

that you read as quick1§ 3s possible and that onge you turn a page'

__——%0ou neYer look back at the preceding pages. However, be sure to .

L4

undersfand all thet'ﬁbu read, or you will be unable to answer some

of the questions. Read and understand. Slmply do it as qulckly as is

reasonable. . )
. . ’
' «

Also, one again, to ensuré_raﬁid progress and to ensuyre that

your first reactions a?en't fe;evalusfed, never turn back to pre-

vnously completed pages! ' : , . B

Subjects werg allowed nine mlnuté//to read the story, To ensure that subjects

'

had sufficient time to complete,the target passages, subjects were instructed

. .
to circle the last word read when time was called. All subjects finished

"N

the target passages. The question booklet was then dustrlbuted and €he ex-

per imenter worked through with them the first set of questions (which dealt
L Y

— .
with a buffer passage). Subjects-were instructed to work through the ques-

Al
'

tions in order, to answer every question, and not to change any answers

»
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¢ .

after they were written, They were allowed sufficient time to completeqthe
' .
questions.

Results : ; . ' .

There were no significant effects involving list order. Accordingly,
N %>
all analyses.are collapsed across-lists.
s .

-

Two kinds of errors éould be made: saying B was not mentioned (B-Men-
tion errors) and saying B,yas_mentioned but responding with the incorrect |
specifics (B-Incorrect errors). Combinung both types of errors, signif-

icantly more errors weére made in the C- After than in the C-Before condutzon
1 . . .
t(48) =-2.37, p < .015 (means and stardard deviations are presented in

Ky

- Table T).

5

In this and all other analyses where significapt differences are reported;

the trends were in the same direction for each of the eight passages. G&roup -

; . . v
differences accounted for 23.7% of the variance._,  More B-Mention errors were

made in Qfoter than in C-Before (see Table 1), but the dtfference was non-
significant. Although the incidence of B-Mention errors in the No-C con:
dltiqp was not of particular interest, the high proportign of §uch’errors
provided aa indication that shg implied informationyws Het‘diﬁfctlx stored.
;A the most important analysis, the cond}tional probabil1ty of a B=lIncorrect
error given that B- Hention was corre&t was sngglfl;aptly hugher for C-After
than C-Before or No -C, F(®,25) = 4. 48, p < .025. The probabullty £ this

type of error was significantly higher (E.< .05 in each ‘Newman“Keuls:
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A 1

. compar i son) forLCJAﬁter than for the other two conditions, which did not'.

v
’

y differ from each other. Group differences accounted for 26.4% of the

. ‘ ,
., variance. . ' . A ) » \

N .

- B-Incorrect errors for C-After indicate that the predictable informa-

‘ tion is superficially processed and ‘not stably represented.-. Thé questiqb

remains whether these errors are guesses:or the

)

’
result of ‘a natural and

-

undetectable accommodative process'of reconstrugtien of the past "based on.
. ) . ¢
incomplete memorial data (Spiro, Note 1, 1977). > {f subjects are able to

® . -=
detect their errors, as indicated by theiﬂ‘%onfidence ratiggs, the gu?§sLng
interpretation would be supported. |f not, that would sudgest the operation

y

of accommodative reconstruction. ®n the filler questions ynrelated to ‘the

» L]

t - experimental manipulation, subjects were able' to detect thed errors. For

. i ‘
. subjects who madé the equivalent of B-Incorrect errors on the fillers, con-

v .

fidence was signifjcantly higher for correct responses (M = 5.19; SD = .823)
o than for intorrect responses S§_= hlhé; Sb = .996)" t(16) = 2.38,.p < .015.

However, for the B information in the C-Afte@txrditioh, confidence - when-
- L 1 e -

correct (§f= 5.37; SD = .586), did not differ significantly from copfidence

' - 4 ~ . - - {
in B-lncorrect errors (M = 5.06; SD = 1.32), t(7)- < 1.- For the eight C-After

] LA ' .
subjects who made B-lncorrect errors, four had-higher,mean confidence when

s

B was correct, three had higher mgan‘Fonfidence when B'‘was incorrect, qnd-
r . [

there was one tie. For these eight subjects, only one was better able to ‘
detect their B-lacorrect errors than their er:ﬁ‘s on ghe filler questions,ﬁés/

1

4 e 0 g0 ‘- . . . .
. indltated'by comparison of-average confidence when correct minus confidence
/ o : - , K _
T when incorrect for the two kinds of questions (p < .04 in a one-tailed sign
O '
.- . , .
. .
- v .
N 1 )
ﬁ*~$¥ ~ 11 ,
A4 KX N ] 3

- )Ly
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test} The cbndeencelanalyses support the accommodatlve reconstruCtlon
.\ ’- D i * , - . . .. ' .
°|nterp£e‘atrsn of. Bal@ﬁbrreg\ errors over the ghessnng-lnterpretatlon ot .
* 14 hes. 4 ) . » : . ‘
~ Flnally, Phete were no dlfferences ‘arhong the groups in comblned error
A ‘ ~ * L4 -
P frequency on the filler items, F < 1 (means of 2 6 2. 7, and 2 5 for the - } ?
. ] “
C-Aftér, C- Before and No c conan?ods resgectlvely). .
. , A s . . T
o . - . . . ,

Discussion - T ) L -
> ’ . +

The results support the hypothesis that pragmatic inferenées\presented
.

. . » ’ ~ N .
- ’

- ‘. . " * . ’
in text are superficially processed and do not receive a stable and enduring |

. A -
. ~ . AN \ ¢ 4

representatlon in WﬁTory. In the C-After condition, subjects‘tendéd either

. N ™
. to report that theJn‘rence was not vresented ?n the text or that the op-
-f./ » v & N
" posita.of the inﬁerence was presentéJ It is dlfflcult to retaln the n?tlon
- 1]

thet |nfer§nces arg deeply processed and,stabe encoded when the C Afttr =

- ~ .

manlpulatlon can produce errors like rememberlng thg block was not broken

when the karate champion hit .t. The results canﬁot be attrnbuted to mter'h

- n.y

ference’ produced by the inference-V|t|at|ng c |nformat|on at output, since

I . / ; - -t <
the L-Before subjects would also be subject to such ihterference. Neither )
R . .- o . - ° i - ,
¢ can the results be attriibuted tondifferentied availability of C at output,

perhaps due to primacylrecency effects related to the position of C in the
{ text, since the information was almost always recalled. Afso, unimportance~ -
4 .

- LI ¢

-,

of the- B |nformat|on is not a viable alternatlve 5|nce B tended»to be central ;7 .-
B l-\‘ﬂ.

/’ .
- , to the story (e.g., in a story about a karate champlon S performance, |nforma-
‘ . e . ‘ [§ . . B .
. tlidn about hig succesgl?n the demonstratlon is certaan|9 meortant).. If. one
» ;“_ / v

. were to argue that B is less lmportadt strueturally because it is predlctable,

[y A

that.;s a novel coneeptuna%f importance. This lssue W|T| be addressed in

the General Dlscusslon. . . ) . o,
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'4‘ .One interpretation that remains as a viab1e alternative is that sub-
jects do deeply process and stabLy encode the presented |nfenences, but

v

~

“correct” the|r representat ion whgn the” tnference V|ttat|ng rnformatlon

i,
is presented. The ‘second experlment tested this hypothesns
. . ' quperlmen N ) -
] : ! £ ¢
+" -~ If subjects ate- ‘storing B .and tQﬁ/ﬁg recting”it at the
tlme C.is presented, errors on B should od!ur |n the C-After condltloh nzf

4

matter how soon the test is admlnlstered after readlng However, |f the

‘SPPi- hypothesns is Eorrect, Q\EN delay intervals are brlef enough some surface
o o d

memory for the, superflclally processed ] |nforma§ton may remain, reducing

. o .

the number of B errors. ”Accordingty,lin this experiment subjects were tested

¢

¢ ’

either immediately after reading gach story (Interspersed Questi‘ons &ndition-)

-

, or,-&s in Experiment |, after the efitire set of storjes had been read (Ques-
13 N . N &, b‘ ¢ 3
—

. - .
, QionyAftercondition). Agait, the C-Befqre and C-After manipulations were

.
A . . n

‘employed:. s - ) )
‘ .' ‘ o ' "‘ ) - ~ \ .
Method . N , . . -N:x * L -
Ld \ ‘ N . ) .
Twenty four SUbJECtS from’ the same subJect pooI and partlclpatlng,for

o .
the same |nducements as in Experlment I were randbmfy asslgned to.one of

thq'elght between subject cells determlned by factorlal comb%natuon of the
..

» W

two IeVeIs of C placement the two ¥§Vels of question p§5Cement and two
Ilst orders tg the Interspersed Questjons condltlon subjects recelved .,

? a sungle booklet in which each story was followed«by ‘the teét on that story./\‘

¢

ln the Questlons -After condition, subjects read the—etorles |n one booklet

-

and then went.on to the test in a separate booklet. In all other details, .rR

the'method was the /same as in Experiment L. ! - : ) " -

. v . . PR
. N . -

- 25 > N A N e ' -
. o : T e
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.. results clearly. militate against.the corrected representations hypothesis.

.

. Processing of Inferences
. .

' B . -
‘ 14 ot
- 4 " - R

Results '‘and Discussion -

[
N ¢

S

™~ Once aga-in, no.effects involving list order were found and the analyses

. ¢

* were gollabé%d actoss that factor. . Two-way ‘(C-After and C-Before X Questions-

After and Mterspersed Questions) between-suqucté‘anaIyses.of variance were
¢ % N

3
2

caffied out with combined frequency of errors (B-Mention plus B-Incorreét),

.

frquehcy~of B-Mention/érroqs, and théﬁcondigional probability of B-Incorrect

8 -
*

errors given-a correct B-Mention respomrse as dependent.variables.

~

In the total error analysis, all effects were significant. More errors

3

were made in C{Afte} than C-Before: F(1,20) = th.31; ¢ < .00% (means and

e *

standard deviations for "all the-dependent variables are found in Table 2),
P .- - .

’

More errors were made in the Questions After thanm in the Interspersed

-

.. ) ] Iq
------------------- g _————- P
. ., ! ’ Y ]
Insert Table 2 about here
‘\’4_‘_ 4 . L ---— ' - ,
X - > ) M R r 3
Questions conditions, 5(1,20) = 5.91, p < .025. Most important, the ‘intere
N » ' 6 3 . r

action was significant, F(1,20) = 4.67, p < [05. - Looking at’simple effeéts,;

significantly more errors were made in the C-After than the C-Béfore con--~ ¢

»
di;ions only in the Questions<&fter condition (F{1,20) = 17.62, E,< :0017

for Questions-Aft;r;iE(l;ZD) = 1.31, p > .25 for #rtefspé?se& Questions).
Also, siénificahtly more errors wére made }n the Qu:stions-After than in

the Imterspersed Questiords condition for C-After subjects but not‘foQAC-Bgfore

subjects (F(1,20) = 10.53, p < .005 for C-After; F < 1 for C-Before). These

.

» »
4 . [ hJ
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With frequéncy of B-Mention errors as the dependent vériable; the

. -

»

¢,
c- Posntlon effect was 9|gn|f|cant and the other two effects were marglnally

- 4

“significant (see Table 2). More errOn? ‘were: madé in the C- After than in

the c- Before condutlons, F(1,20) =13.19, p < .005.. In Experlment I, fh?h

2

same trend ocaurred but” the dlffe;ence was not statistically significant.
More errdrs tended to be made in theAQuestlons;A£Ler that ln the Interspersed
Questions condition, E}1,Zb) = 3.57, p < .075. The interaction also appraaghed

stgnificance F{14,20) = 3.57, p < .075. Simple effects analyses indicated more
errors in the C- After than in the CrBefore conditions only in the Questions-
A&;er condntnon (Fér, 20) = 15 %} R.< 001 for Quest;ons After (1,20) =

4.52; p> .10 for |ntersper§ed Questions). More errors were made wjth Ques-

t {ons-After than with |ntersper§€d dueétions only for the C-After condition

™

-

<
(5(1,20) 7. 13 E.< .025 for C-After; F < | fBr c- Before)
Ve
Finé\ly, all effects were 5|gn|f|cqpt with the condltlonal probablllty ///

of a B-Incorrect error given a correct B-Mention response as the depgndent

~
[

variable (see Table 2). An'unWeighted\means’analysis was used because the
conditional probability was undefined (denominator equal to- zero)- for one
shbject in the C-Aftér/Questions-After condition. 'B-Incorrect errors were

more llkely to be made in the C-After than in the C-Before cond|t|ons,

“
~

F(1,19) = 5.04, p < :04, and in the. Questions- After than in the Interspersed
Questions conditions, Eﬂ1,39) = 6:26, p-<.025. The interaction was again
significant, (1,19) = 4.65, p < .05. lThe results of the simple effects
anleses paralTeled those w{th'the other two dependent ‘variables. Errors
were more like]y_in the C-@fter than in the C-Before conditione only ih the

¢ / "‘ ( ,‘c

-

»§




1]

- X Process#ing of {Inferences
v /, - ) N , v

: S 16
~ %"\. 1 © ‘ - h
-4 \v’- . . . '
Qqestiqns:After g¢ond ition (Eﬁi;]S)vévS.Zh, p < .01 for Quéstions After;

w/ > Y
F< for Interspersed Qqestlons) Errors were more Iikeiy with Questions-

After: t#n with ntenspersed QuEStlons only for the C-After cond|t|on

f(’(i 19) = }0. 62§ p < .005" for c- After, F <1 for C- Before) Agaln, the
S,
resuits strougiytconfiiot with the predictions of the immediately-corrected-

a
. o-

represéntatlon Qmpothesls i ) . R .
-, et : . .
The resui%s af E periment Il replidated those of Experiment |. Further-
» . . B . .

more,thgydemonsfrete that ‘the C-After effeet is not due to changing a stored

‘
N .
-

representation fﬁathe B inforhation (the explicit inference).
” Ll .
. % o ' . :
.. . . General Discussion . : e, .

’ . .
The present experiments deMbnstrated.that inferences\presented in text

-

are superflclaiiy processed and tend to have very unstable representations

s
)

Various alternative '

in sema;tlc memory, if they ‘are represented at all.

Such a conclusion is troublesome for many

,,hypegheses were discredited.
1 . ’

‘

°rememberin9 the $EE osite of what was presented

current structural approaches to discourse comprehension and memory (e.g-,
. \ ¥ _L_ . - ¢« * ~ ) ' .
Meyer, 1976)./\Aﬁi‘iemantjo information presented in text, including explicit

(as well as some 'implicit) inferences, is supposed to receive an interpal

. \ Ty - . - . N o .opr
representat’ion. The present experiments create doubts about such claims.

B
[}

It might‘bequdjd that the lnferences |n the present experlmeR\ fhe B in-
‘ - ~ .

formation) iacked structurai importance; i.e., they were lgﬁrip the hierar-

chlcai text reprqsentatlons ‘thereby explaining the poor mﬂmbry performance

&
s

Such an argumept/accounts for omlsslons better than it does the prevaience of

.
4 .

Furthermofe, -such an prgu-

, ment seems to re%onceptuailze structurai importance. In conventiona

~ " - N
[N .
. . . {
.

S

-
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a-"\ . ) ) . . . ) ]7‘ ..' )

conceptualizdtions,. the B information in the present experiments should have

- -

s

» . the éame.locafion in_a, text hierarchy Qhetbet.the,ﬁ iqformation comes before
. . - f o { ¢

. . - - LY \
or after; the stories contain the s?me content in both conditions. Further-

i;

i more, the B irformation fended to be central., Rather, it m}ght be.argued ,
. _ . 3

P ~

RN

’

o grom whate’v‘other inform'ati_on made it pre'dicu.able.'_Perhaps‘ some kind of.

that predictable information is less ""imporfant'' in the sense that one need

a

not pay as much attention to it. This sense of importadce.accounfs for ghe' '
present data_but extapt discourse structure theories de not provide for

importance variations on such a dimension. Clearly, 'such theories provide ¢

. o .

. - . . Fl o
no b&e?s for pFedicting the differential memory for imptied information found
Y . - \ :

. ¥ . . ;W
|n‘;he present study. ’ . ’

- The present éxperimen;s ?urther our understandiné/of the prscesses in=
vélved‘in accommodat ive reconstruction (discussed in the introduction).
] .

Spiro (1977) proposed a héuristic model, thé State of Schema (SO§)°mode1;
to account for the processes involved in accommodativg }ecoﬁ;truction. 'One

of the questions addressed by the S0S model was how subjects could be so sure

they had read what they had.not read. The answer proposed was that much of

-

what is read is predictahle. When predictable information is .encountered., *

»

it {s taken for granted- and passed:bver. If needed IéteF; it couid be'dé}WVeq

Py .

fast-fading ”Ieft-to-beider{eéd” marker‘is attaéﬁed'gé'inqumafion that:would
* ~ s

_ be the basis for generating themsuperficially.processed prechtab1e information.

o .
‘_.-d’ui', .

In any case, subjects would; know (at least tacitly) that memory tends to be

incamplete, with'derivable information missing. n readily retrieved i}:_ @£
. B , N . b

formation at recall is insufficient to produce a coherent view of the past, .

. ) .
\ I3 . . -

L

- ‘; A . Uaas = hd
1 , _

-

“
T

‘'

2
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the assumption is made that the lack of coherence is attributable to'the ’ :

absence of superficially processed derivable information. That information

<
®

would tHen be generated, even though:it may never have been presented. The .

N -
e

crucial assupption in this account, i.e., predictable information is super-

'ficially procéssed and not stably represented in memory, has been validated

\

. ‘ - . i‘ - . . . - .
in the present experiments. Briefly didressing, it remains for further in-

vestjga%ion to determine whethdf the sensitivity to 6péortunitie§?for super~-
ficial processing, a kind of-'semantic éhtoﬁézicity,“ may be a pre}equisite
' oa of skilled reading absent ih.ﬂFss able readers. |
. Finally, the present ékperime;t; prévided fu;tﬁgr evidence for acco

’ r . , +

: [ 4
dative reconstrattion itself. When subsequent information retroactively

affecte&,;ﬁb coherencgtof'previously comprehénded infprmatién; ebrors in
»risé}j-iq tﬁe directian of‘enhantiné)coherence weeq,evident. The accom
déi};n was §ometimés active{'as in remembe;ing (with high”confidence)
QpposJ;e of whetvéécurrgd (e:gf, the Elpgi did not break), and wés sonet imes
. . , .

passive, as in’'saying nothing was mentioned (e.g., about whether the plock /

' broke). o ‘ T ~ ] N /
5 /
i
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NG
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- " . - Tatle 1 ‘ :
L/ ) " . ab € . . . ' . . o

N . '

7 ) . o ’ " i e
Error FreqUencyas a Function of Condition
. " L

7 ‘e - .,
. M 3
f c .
.

. ana’;Error Type in ,Expev’,iment I .o .
f \ ’ v R o Probability of
- . . {
' B-Mentton ‘plus B-Incorrect given N\ .
. ; Condition B-Incorrect B-Mention ‘correct on B=-Menti )
N /. ) ol . ’ ﬁ" *
LI . - ’ - , ) ~
" C-After 3.8 (1.32) 2.6 (1.43) .21 (.15) . Do)
C-Before ©2.2 (1.62) 1.9 (1.52) .08 (.11) i i ’
<~ No-C 3.1 (1.25) 2.8 (1.25) - .06°1.10) N
- 1 . ‘ N . .
’
' . ~ )
‘ Note: Standard deviations are given in pare‘n,theseér The maximum possible
N error frequency is 8. . _ )
‘ - - . ‘ . . - y
! 6. ¢ . . .
A\
. B g L 4
." , " ) . {
; .‘ P "- "W - »
! ¢ .
. ) . -
s 2 4 “. -
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Error Frequency as a Function of €-Position,
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Table '2
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S0

¢ (3

v Question-Placemeﬁt, and Error Type in Experiment {1 R

Condition

B-Incorrect: B-Mention -
Question After
C-After 5.3 (2.58) b.5 (2.26)
C-Before ’ 1.7 (1.03) 1.3.(i%03)
.
Interspersed ) ’{’ (
< Questions
C-After 2.5 (1.05) 2.3 (1.03)
' C-Before 1.5 (0.55) 1.3 (0.82)
Note:' Standard deviations are given in parentheses.
error frequency is 8. 4
.E j a
' 4
"\_; \ w~ v 2’) ?’-

. B-Mention plus

¥

‘

Probability of
B-Incorrect given

correct on B-Mention

39 (.379)
.05.(.074)"

.03 (.0é8)
o
.02 (.0%92)->

The 'maximum possible
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