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'"waShing'c1othes" passage -SubJects,w re informed of the pa'ssage

tiLle prior t04en¢oding,-prior to testing, or not at all. T{t1e

_arailability during encoeding signifigantly increased both

'recogn1t1on of target sentences“aﬁghreJezzTg; of d1stractor
’sentences. Providing the title im ed1até]y prior to testing did
ndt improve performance over the "no'tit1e" coﬁdition Thus it
3'appears that awareness of conte t during encod1ng enab]es ) o
subJects to engage in un1que en od1ng processes wh1ch benefit

recogn1t1on as we11.as recall memory.
"'- Lo :
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vﬂ\ Research in human memory over the‘past 15 years has .
~repeated1y denonstrated that the presence of approp;1ate" 3 ei f {p
contextua] 1nformat1on dur1ng encod1ng fac111t&tes sentence; _L ff":si
memory (Doo11ng % Lachman, 1071; Bransford & Johnson 1972 :* ‘tu‘:;'

Schustack & ‘Anderson, 1979) The spec1f1c ro1e that contextua1

information p1ays in a1d1ng memory 1s not un1versa11y agreed upon3
[

however. &ne w1de1f'he1d view is that the act1vat1on of prior

- contextua] know]edge enab1es subJects to perform encoﬂ&ng' ,é

operat1ons wh1ch wou1d not - otherw1se be carried out (Bransford &

Johnson, 1972) These operat1ons are assumed to 1ead to a un1que

and e1aborated encod1ng of tﬁg test mater1a1 wh1ch allows it to

be more eas11y retr1eved. Alba, A1exander, Hasher & Can1g11a
) - ' j
(1981) offer an a1ternat1ve to- th1s encoding" exp1anat1on Pt

) These authors po1nt out that contextua1 1nformat1on may aid - ’
sentence reca11 simply by prov1d1ng a. retr1eva1 cue.” During ‘?;
retr1eva1vcontextua1 information may serve to 11nk one sentence?
to the next thereby fac111tat1ng reca11 without p1ay1ng a-maJOr;

“vole in determ1n1ng what has been encoded from each 1nd(n1dua1 g:hm9
sentencei h |
-"A1ba et'a1. (1981)‘offer several recognition memoryf
experiments to support their position; Us1ng Bra sford “and
*  Johnson's (1972) "washing c1othesﬂ and mak1ng and flying a kite" ‘
passages_as.stimu1us materia1s,-these researchers exam1ned recaTTfK\;/'
and:recognition memory for passage sentences These passages are
ent1re1y referent1a1 1n nature with no exp11c1t mention made qf

the particular obJects involved in each act1V1ty » jhey are




_therefore rather vague and un1nforma11ve in the absence of the1r
: L

t1t1es. AWha'et al‘ (1981) rep11cated the f1nd1ng that subJects
who .were to1d the passage k1t1e pr1or to study [T1t1e Before
‘subjects] reca11ed stgn1f1cant1y more. accurate1y than subJects
who were not g1ven the t1t1e [No T1t1e subJects] However

SR

recognition memory performance by, the;two groupsld1d ‘not . dif e

significant1y Th1s 1ack of s1gn1f1cant group d1fferences_in .
‘recogn1t1on memory 1s consistent" w1th the hypothes1s/t9at TB and

NT inJects encode equ1va1ent 1nformat1on. The results therefore

.seem to support the' Alba et a1 01981) contention that /contextual -

1nformat1on has 11tt1e effect on what is encoded

2

A1ba et al. (1981) go on to suggest that a11

3

-prevfous
reports of contextua1 1nfbrmat1on a1d1ng sentence memory ar%
Ws1mp1y due to the use of reca14 as the dependent measure
However, the resu]ts of other exper1ments (Thorndyke 1977;'
smith' Adams, & Schorr 1978; Schustack % Anderson »1979) using
ﬂs11ght1y d1fferent methods and mater1a1s from those of Alba et
~al. (1981) 1nd1cate that conte&tua] information aids sentence
- recodnithn' A poss1b1e bas1s for reso1v1ng th1s d1screpancy can
"be found in the recent work of’ E1nste1n and Hunt (1980 "Hunt &

E.inst‘exin 1qs1)

T

E1nste1n and Hunt (I980) suggested a d1strnct1on between
re]at1ona1 process1no and 1tem-spec1f1c process1ng Relational

process1ng refers to subJect activity at tﬁme of encoding wh1ch

emphas1zes simit; 4t1es or relatiens among input events whz]e

item-spdciFic roaef
individud dtems... In studies of list learring the

€. |

. investig.ars |
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'pr0cessing'iquUence both recall and recognition memory but do so
in ways that are largely ihdepenpent. For‘examp1e, keletional
‘ . . i v' .-v. . - . " .‘ -
processfng‘produces much greater clustering.in recall than does

_ 1tem specific- process1ng However tem spec1f1c process1ng leads, -

My o
to more hits and,fewer fa1$e alarms 1n,;ecegn1t1on memory. The
authprs suggest theée-findfngyfindjcate ghat relational

_'processing fa£i1itateshthe formation of.ef%ective retrieval
schemes whereas‘1tem spec1f1c process1ng fac111tates 1 -

d1scr1m1nat1on among 1tems

. Y . _ F e S et

The Alba et a1 (1981) and" Bransford and-Johnson (1972)
exper1ments can ‘be de;cr1bef in terms of these two types of
phocessing:as f6110w§. For TB suhjects; awargness of the passege
topic[pkesumabayfa11;ws for hoth relational processing (focusing

. on how the sentehces relate to each other ahd to the topic) and
1tem spec1f1c process1ng (focus1ng on individual sentence
chanaeter1st1cs). In the absence. of a t1t1J\ﬁT subjects
pﬁégahab1y berform far less relational prbcessing andrmainjy
h};enggge intitem-specjffc proeessing. If this anéiysjs is]c0freet,

.A1ba“et al.'s (1981) results seem to sugqest-thet relational’

- process1ng doe;?not ‘facilitate recognition memory This 4‘!

conc]us1on, however, is not consistent with E1nstc1n ‘and Hunts

-c (1980) find%ngS'in,wh1ch both re1at1ona1 and 1temrspec1f1c ¢

p}ocessing inf]henced item recognition. A more:viéb]e ‘

ihterphetﬁtion'of A1ba.et ai. (1981) might be'th;; the ~xtra

helat%ona1 ph&cessing engaﬁed in by [IB subjects yes at the
l?gxpense of item-specific processing. The,benefits of relational

brocessﬁng;wou]d thus- be negefed and similar performance by TB
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-and NT subjectsgyoqu'not be surprising. The present research
involved a'partiaT repTication of the ATba et al. (1981) study in
order to evaTuate this 1nterpretat1on of - the1r f1nd1ngs.

L ’

Two.- exper1menta1 cond1t1ons were 1nc1uded aTong “with the
'standard TB and NT cond1t1ons fn the present exper1ment A

second TB cond1t1on was added 1n which the subjects were

!

1nstructed to try to relate each sentence to the titLe..BThus the
‘exper1ment 1nc1uded a TB group rece1v1ng re1at1ona1 1nstructions
(TB+) and a TB group rece1v1ng no such instructions (TB-). The

two TB groups were necessary to: determ1ne whether supp1y1ng the

title was suff1c1ent to ach1eve 1mproved recogn1t1on performance

through 1ncreased re1at1ona1 process1nd “or whether add1t1ona1

v

instruct1ons were requ1red, A Title After (TA) cond1t1on was
also included Subjects in this condition received knowledge of -
the t1t1e after studying -the passage This condition was incTuded
“to’ determ1ne the extent to which knowTedge of the t1t1e alds

performance when re1at10na1 process1ng-1nvo]v1ng passage and

I

'title coqu not be'V'Carried out during encoding. Co ‘ ‘

3

A1l subJects in the-experiment were asked to remember the
n%aml!hater1a1 If, as Alba et al.’(1981) claim, the ava1]ab111ty
,' _ of appropr1ate contextjhas 11tt1e or no effect an enc iing ' @
processesﬂ then no reT1ab1e differen. 25 woqu be expected among

. the experdmenta] groups. This result would prov1de stronger
evidence in sufport of Alba et al.'s (1981) claims than is

@

presently available.
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Method T -
TR |

‘Subjects. o : S : . . : : L

Seventy-two undergraduates were random]y assngned to the

.

four exper1menta1 cond1t1ons. TWenty—one ézbaects were .tested in_

~ the TA condition while seventeen subJects were tested 1n each of.

the other cond1 1ons._ The groups were of unequa1 s1ze due to

4 o
variablility in subject attendance at experamenta1;sessions;_

- -

Materials. . 7\ : L S
- ' fn "X = v"""‘».,_d T TR T v-al,,‘\ [t
The twelve sent nces from- the* shorter Version of‘Bransford
. / . R -

and Johnson's (1972) "washina c1othes" passage were used as ,
stimulus matertals; The passage was typed on an 1ndex card for

presenfation. The title of the passage did not appear on the .

-
h

card. ' C ' _ . ,
.The recognition test materials consisted of -a dé‘k of 48

cards, each containing & single hCi - and an answer sheet
"numbered 1 to 48 with the words "0 d" and "new" following each

number. The-test was composed of the 12 target sentences and 36
d1stractor sentences Two d1stractor sentences were produ!}d
ﬁrom each target sentence by removing or replacing one or more °
words The remaining 12 distractors were .created bv combining

F/phrases from two target sentences to form each new sentence. The
target and d1stractor sentences were randomly ordered w1th the
constraint that nn two sentences related to thel same target
sentence appear consecutively. |
Procedure. L : . \ e e

Subjects were tested in small groups. Afiwsybjects in a

group were assiganed to the'same experimental conditon.. ATl

o
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_quJects were told that the exper1ment.had to do with memory and

IS

prob]emeso1v1n% ab111ty Théy were “told they wou]d read a short-
Y

passage, which they were to remember, and that ther would then be’
- - ) . o . .' . i "

given a problem solving test.followed by,a memory “test. SuPJects

were- then given soeeific instrUptionsAprior to reading the -

passage. ATl subjects were jnformed that they«wou1d have three
minutes to study tﬁe'oassage and that the memory test to follow
would require recogn1t1on of passage sentences These'were the

> gnly 1nstruct1ons prov1ded to TA and NT subJects at th1s pé\nt.

- = Ty
F v Ty -:rf.us-y-_;-m_,s_v_,~ﬁn ST A

T8+ and TB- subJects rece1v£d add1t1ona1 1nstnuct1ons. These two,

‘groups, were 1nformed of the passage top1c. In-add1t1og, TB+ ~
P §ubjeot§ were 1nstructed to:"relate each sentence to- the activity .

of washing clothes". " TB- subjects did not receive these -

"relational" instruétions. t T
_Fo11owingv6Kesentation of the passage, subjects performed a

10 minute distractor task tonsisting of numerica1 prob1ems

k4 f

s Afterathe distractor: task, the reco&th1on memory test was
admini;tered;“’Subjects'were to1d.that the deck of cards tney
were given contained”sentences from the passage as well as nem‘
sentenoes, They were inStructed,to?go_throLgh the deck and:
identify each sentence as”o1d or new. TA sUbjects were given the'
title of the passage a't_t’ljis point gnd d’nform’ed' that(itshod]d

aid them on the memory test. - - . L ¢
. e y .t p . 4 /_,\

' Resu1t5'

~

Both mean and percentage correct recogn1t1onrscores for

5ubJects in each experimental cand1t1on are q1ven in the Tab1e 1.

Performance on target (hits) and ‘"distractor (correct rejectdons)ag

- . q .
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1tems are g1ven seperate]y and s'

and corrbct rej A one- way ANOVA conf1rmed that

presentat1onxcond t1on had a s1gn1f1cant effect oy/overa11 -
- correct performance (hits + cor&ect reJect1on§) F(3, 68) —10 139

4 \_\

p<. 00%*mA Tukey s HSD test showed that the two TB groups“

o

"‘ performed s1gn1f1cant1y better than any of the other groups
(p< D1). Performance by- the TB+ and TB- gronps andvby~zthe TA‘
andtNT groups did- not d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y " L : "L

' wh11e the performance of the TB groups was super1or to that

of the otherﬁgroups on,both.target and distractor items, tHeir

®

relative advantage was'greater in rejection of distractors than

in recogn1t1on of targets. ‘In fact, an ANOVA us1ng number of

h1ts alone as the dependenu var1ab1e did not show a s1gn1f1cant v

< effect of presentatJon condition. An ANOVA using correct

rejections"asuthe dependent’v riable showed'the,sahe patttern of

@

results as the ANB®VA using.hits + correct rejections (i.e., TB
subjects had a significant advantage). This resglx, that

confext's (i.e.,” relational processing's) major facilitory:

influence is in increasing correct rejections, has also been - - *

reported by B1rntaum, Johnson,

3 ~

However, re1at1ona1 processing

Hart1ey and Taylor (1980).. o
ay aid in the recognition of

targets as we1]. Examination of| the Tabie 1 shows that the two T8
.grou95’had the highest percehta of,hits. Although an ANOVA

using hjts alone ddes not *show th experimenta1 groups to

beignificant]y differ, thes 1ack 0 ’s1gn1f1canf d1fferences may

Y.

have been due to a lack of power rather than to 1ack of an actual s
' .. ,
1 . -
{ "8 V4
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di fference. The use of a sma11 number of target %entences ahd. a

1arger number of d1stractors may exp1a1n wﬁy the/TB groups .
v : A 1

- super1or performancex1s s1gn1f1cantJy superior on correct
r

reJect1ons but not’ on ths '\Using ‘the grouping produced by the
Tukey S HSD analysis of the(h1ts'+ correct ‘rejections data, a .
t-test examining number of h1ts by TB. subJects versus all other

subjects was performed. TB subJects recogn1zed sngn1f1cantfy -

. ~ \
_more targets, t(70) =2.07, B}.OS. Thus it appears that the

presence of appropriate context during encoding; which affords

-

the.opportunity to engage;in reLationalwprocessiﬂg,1aidé

_ performance on both targets and distractors. |
. . Discussion,

The main finding,of,the present research is that subjects

~who encoded the sentences with réferencefto the‘passage topic

~(i.e., relationally) outperformed all other subjects on sentence
. recognition. ‘This finding may not seem surprising to many since
» it is ,essentially the one expected given Bransford and Johneon's‘

(1972) exp]anat1on of the resu}}s of experiments using the same
. ’ . : \
mater1a1s and exam1n1ng reca11 memory (i.e., an encoding -

_explanation). However, in view of recent work emphasizing the

importance of context during retrieval, and minimizing its

. v ’ ¢ .

importance during enceding, (Ander%pn and Pichert, 1978; Hasner &
Griffin, 1978; Alba et al., 1981)‘thefpresent results are -
~' important. L : K | o }/h‘:
Anderson and Pichert (1978) demonstrated .that subjects

) . . ] .
encode information unrelated to the presentation context and that

supplying an alternative contexf. at test can make this

.informatien available. It should be pointed out .that these

) S ¢ ' ~ z PO ) )
o / . /'( k | : N 11 - \
ERIC i N
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Cauthors did‘not‘suggest that context ‘as no- effect ~on the -
\ engoding‘process. ‘Alba “et a1 (1981) however have taken this« ' <E
' p‘ itionl’ They suggest that prev1ous demonstrat1ons of context <
:’ R Y s

o>

»

a1d1ng memory are due.to the use of rec§11 as the dependent T,
L2 measure They ponnt out: that ‘the. 1ange agount of retr1eva1f

4"
reqqued 1n reca11 makes it 1ess sens1t1ue than recogn1t1on as a

A s . e

. measgre of what 1s~encoded Th“y'then report nu11 resu1ts from
severa1 recogn1t1on exper1ments s1W]1ar to the one reported here

’ and take these results as ev1dence that context has no effect on

wbat is encoded 'Therrob]em w1th th1s reason1ng is that nulil
, ,

resu1ts shou]d not be taken as proof of the null hypothes1s.

After mak1ng certa1n reLat1ve1y m1nor chanqes in Alba et a1.sv°

~

(1981) methods the present experK%ent ‘showed entirely d1fferent‘ v
h

“results. These results suggeét that avai]abi1ity‘of the passage

topic during étody énables subjects to_ehcode information which

other sbbjects do not and.that this.uniQue encoding aids’

recogn1t1on memory - | _i _ o _ L .
~ The . quest1on remavns as to why the resu1ts reported here

‘were not obta1ned in the Alba et al. (1981) exper1ments An ‘;

Tmportant d1ff@rence between the1r exper1ments and the present

» , ¢

one may besubJect know]edge about the memory test u:be‘gtven;i

. : ‘e . . . o
A11 subjects in the present experiment were aware they would be
\ .

tested for verbatim sentence recoqnition Presumably, ¢h1s .,“

-

encouraged subjects (1nc1ud1ng T8 subJects) to engage in a o

~ ! ~

%onéideﬁab}g amount of item- spec1f1c process1ng, focusing on

_’gndividual sentence character1st1cs _ A1ba et a], (1981) did -not

-

inform subjecte about\the ty@e of memory test to be used. This -
o 7 - - ’ . ’ N ’ ’ }

0 . ‘ L - -‘ \ %




. may have neg}¢1ve1y affected performance by, TB subJeats to a- ~-f§}

\ L

greater degree than other subJects s1nce B subJeots who assumed

tKEYﬁTou]d be aﬁked to reca11 the passage may have focussed on

process1ng the passage ‘as a. semantic whole (d.e., re1at1ona1

?

e
process1ng) and neg1ected to focus on the spec1f1cs of eacg
- S .
1nd1v1dua1 sentence (1 e., items spec1f1c process1ng) NT ’ s

_sub1ects,.on _the other hand presumab]y wou1d engEgeﬁ%n 11tt7e

1

re1at1ona1 process1ng and concentrate on 1tem spgc1f1c process1ng‘

Sreqard]ess of the1r assumpt1ons about the type of -memory test. to.

be given. As a resu1t TB and NT - subJects m1ght be expected to
demonstrate roughly equ1va1ent recognition performance even

though d1fferences~between these cond1t1ons djd exist durmng
~ encoding. ' ’ o ;." SN
7 In the present experiment, 1nform1ng subJects that verbat1m

sentence recogn1t1on would. be\requ1red maxjhave encouraged both
.re¥ationa1 and itemaspecific-processing by TBdsubjects which l
nesu1ted'in superjor recognftion performancer .Furthermore it
.. appears.that~exp}icit instructions encouraging.redationa1_ .
proeessing of the passage had.11ttté‘effect on performance of
lsubjegts ;upp]ied.nith\the.t{t1e;‘ }he sfmi1ar performance'of the
h.TB+'aWd:Té- groupns suggests that they processed the passage in a
'Bcomparapfe~manner. TB— subJects apparent1/ en;aged in, re1ational‘
process1ng w1thout be1ng exp11c1t1y 1nstructed -to do so wh11e T8+
-subJects d1d not neg1ect 1tem spec1f1c process1ng~as a resu1t of

relational’ process1ng 1nstruct1ons ‘ -

- A]ba et a1 m1ght exp1a1n the present resu1ts by po1nt1ng

A

out that know]edge of the story top1c s1mp1y a1ds~1n the

remect1on of dlstractors wh1ch violate subJects genera1




know]edge of the topic and recoqn1t1on of targets wh1ch do not

V1o1ate th1s know]edge Th1s wou1d exp1a1n .the super1or-

: performaﬂce of the TB groups versus the NT group w1thout pos1t1ng

d1fferences in what 1nformat16n was encoded # The performance of

the.IA group, however s not. eas11y handled by this formu]at1on.

&

These subJects had general knowledge of the top1c va11ab1e

~dur1ng testing but\performed s1gR?Tﬁcant1y poorer than the TB
) .

groups Th1s resu1t makes: an encod1ng expﬂanat1on seem more .

5 s ~.

appropr1ate Only 7B subjects had the opportun1ty to encode the

test mater1a1 with respect to the topic (i.e., engage in

' re1at1ona1 orocess1ng) and th1s unique encod1ng apparent]y

_fac111tated the1r performance

In summary, the present :asu1 5 demonstrate - contrary to

»

”*c1a1ms by A1ba et a1 (1981) - that re]at1ona1 encod1ng proceSses

'wnvo1v1ng contextua1 know1edge fac111tate recogn1t1qn memory for

prose. Wh11e an exp1anat1on of contextua1 1nf1uence on memory

' ,'wou]d be s1mp1est if aun1tary encod1ng (a1a Bransford &Johnson

.

(1977)) or retrieval (a la Alba et al. (1981‘ description were

;'tenab1e,_1t is not. Rather, the present results and tho;e of~7

others suggest that contextual information has important
inf]uences_on:memory~performance during both enco ing and

retrieval.
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