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Thesis Abstract

Goneng Kara, “Autobiographical Memory Transmissiath Phenomenological
Change over Time”

Previous studies have revealed some differencgshiEmomenology between
imagined and perceived events. In the present spidgnomenology for
autobiographical memory of someone else was explorparallel with own
autobiographical memories. University studeits=(68) were invited to a
laboratory for two interview sessions one week afpam each other in order to
also discover the effect of retelling over time-A@transmitted memory with
either positive or negative emotions was presetaedch participant either
through video or transcript. Participants were ddkereport phenomenological
ratings to one of their most important memoriesval as to the presented
transmitted memory after they were asked to nathetge memories. Results
showed that the time factor was important for bmtim and transmitted memories
especially with regard to some measures of balietccuracy which were found
to be lower in the second session. Some sensorp@uents were also found to
lose their strengths over time for transmitted meeaso Transmitted memory with
negative emotions had higher ratings for feelings/ong than transmitted
memory with positive emotions while the latter tagher ratings for belief in
accuracy. There was also some evidence for theangbgresentation type on
belief in accuracy in that memory transmission tigto video returned higher
ratings than memory transmission through transcfipé results show that
phenomenology for autobiographical memory of soreeglse could depend on
emotional valence as well as on how it is preseatetiwhen that phenomenology

is measured over time.



Tez Ozeti
Goneng Kara, “Zamaitindeki Fenomenolojik D#simi ile Otobiyografik Ani
Aktarimy”

Onceki calgmalar hayal edilngive algilanmy olaylarin fenomenolojileri arasinda
bazi farklar bulundgunu ortaya ¢ikarngtir. Bu ¢algmada, bir bgkasinin
otobiyografik anisi icin olgan fenomenoloji, kinin kendi otobiyografik anisi ile
paralel birsekilde kefedilmistir. Universite @rencileri (N = 68) zaman iginde
yeniden anlatmanin etkisini desketmek amaciyla, birbiriyle bir hafta aralikli iki
milakat seansi icin laboratuara davet ediimiPozitif veya negatif duygulu bir
aktarilacak-ani herbir katilimciya video kaydi yatchnskript aracgyla
sunulmuytur. Katilimcilardan, kendilerinin en énemli anitatan biri ve onlara
sunulmy aktarilan-aniyr anlattiktan sonra, bu anilar feimomenolojik
degerlendirmeler rapor etmeleri istengtni. Sonuglar, 6zellikle aninin gou
hatirlandgina dair inancin ikinci seansta dahgigkibulunan bazi dl¢timleri
acisindan, zaman faktoriniin hem kendi anilar heakéearilan-anilari igin
onemli old@gunu gostermsitir. Aktarilan-anilar icin bazi duyusal bglenlerin de
zaman i¢inde gucinu kaybegitbulunmutur. Negatif duygulu aktarilan-ant,
pozitif duygulu aktarilan-anidan daha yiiksekayana hissi dgerlendirmeleri
almisken; pozitif-duygulu aktarilan-ani, aniningdo hatirlandgina dair inang
acisindan daha yuksekgdglendirmeler alngtir. Aninin d@ru hatirlandgina dair
inan¢ agisindan video kaydi aragjia ani aktariminin transkript aragilyla
aktarimdan daha yuksekgilendirmeler alngiolmasi, sunum turiiniin de
etkisine dair kanit olmgiur. Sonuglar gostermektedir ki birgg@asinin anisi igin
olusan fenomenoloji, aninin duygusalgéeine, nasil sunulduna ve

fenomenolojinin ne zaman Olgllgiine bl olabilir.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

For the definition of what an autobiographical meyns, the existence of some
phenomenological qualities attached to the episioalewe remember is generally
regarded as essential. This sense of relivingas as a major part of the process of
remembering our past (Brewer, 1999). When humamgisedperate on their memory
for communicative purposes, they do not only méntapresent the past to
themselves but also to the others. This is appanemir everyday conversations; we
transmit memories to each other. In fact, humand=eiability to get information
about non-observed physical environments and q@ibeple is argued to be one of
the important factors in the evolution of languéfanbar, 1998). The main interest
of this study is to reveal how phenomenologicaperties are shaped in the
receivers when people transmit their autobiograahmemories to them. More
specifically, the study aims to explore whetherghenomenological qualities
experienced by the receivers are dependent on é¢deum of transmission and affect
contained in the to-be-transmitted memories as agelWhat happens to these
phenomenological qualities over time in parallepb@nomenology for their own
memories. Therefore the related literature abaaiptienomenology of
autobiographical memories (Rubin, Schrauf, & Greegh2003) and the research
tradition interested in retelling of stories (Berm& Roediger, 1999) served as the
basis to construct the current study.

Although later disregarded by behaviorists, phenuwitwgy had been a focus
in psychology starting with the early psychologstsh as Wilhelm Wundt and

Freud. Today as more researchers aim to study ioussparts of the experience,



phenomenology has again started to be a focusme slomains of psychology. The
research about autobiographical memory is no eiaref that and especially the
relation between memory phenomenology and individifeerences might reveal
valuable information about how people guide themesehccording to these
conscious aspects of the process of rememberingnArediate example would be
the revealed relation between self-esteem and sl of some kind of
autobiographical memories. People whose self-est@ame higher reported higher
vividness ratings for their self-defining memoraswell as their earliest memories
(Sutin & Robins, 2007). Besides, there have betmgts in the literature to relate
individual differences also to the metacognitivetpée.g. belief in accuracy) of
memory phenomenology (Rubin & Siegler, 2004). Cdasng this effort, the
present study aimed to discover the general pattrout how the phenomenology
of memory receivers was formed despite the possitiktence of a vast array of the
personalities of these participants. The aim wasveal some basics of the
autobiographical memory transmission so that thiemesdividual differences might
also be taken into account.

The other research area used in combination withiitst one for the present
study starts with Bartlett's (1932) original stuslebout retelling of stories (Bergman
& Roediger, 1999). In the method of repeated repetidn, Bartlett (1932) used a
folktale which is offered to the participants irder to be studied and then the
participants were asked to recall the story latewatimes. The main interest of
these studies was how schemas guided subsequalhiofdbe material, the schemas
being especially the cultural ones. He found tbates parts of the story which
seemed supernatural to the subjects from a moussindlized society were ignored

or distorted by them in subsequent recalls. Invalar vein, in the contemporary
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autobiographical memory literature, researchersreeested in how memories are
constructed from a social constructionist pointiefv and how consistently these
memories are (re)told over time (Pasupathi, 20@1addition to this line of research
in the literature, the present study aimed to douate by putting phenomenology into
this framework of retelling over time in a paralteinner with the memories which
people originally own and the memories which aa@gmitted to them.

Emotionality of an event seems to have an impa¢hemphenomenology of
memories (Christianson & Safer, 1999). By the séoken, recognizing emotions in
the autobiographical memory of someone else arrélationship with the
phenomenology of memory might be important. Thersfthe present study also
aimed to consider the emotional valence of autobjolgical memory as an important
aspect of the memory transmission in order to cepgame essence of how it might
be important with regard to the memory phenomenolog

One of the functions of autobiographical memoryisigais argued to be
emotional regulation which was found to occur mehen listener responsiveness
and agreement were high (Pasupathi, 2003). As suizedan Alea and Bluck
(2003), responsiveness of the listener might beodtiege underlying factors in
developing intimacy which is a social function at@biographical memory sharing.
Responsiveness could increase the amount of ensadimh details that are included
in retelling. The phenomenological qualities ofaartobiographical memory might
well be one of the important factors for responsess, therefore revealing the
transmission of autobiographical memories and #teiched phenomenological
characteristics in basic laboratory conditions Wsaim of the present study which
might have future implications. For instance, cépescof individuals for some

phenomenological characteristics (e.g. imageryhirg trained through meditation
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techniques which are already known to cause chandesin structures that are
supposed to be the underlying mechanisms of enaitregulation (Luders, Toga,
Lepore, & Gaser, 2009). This might in turn be difecin encoding new experiences
of the self and of the others thus in increasispoasiveness as well.

Another extension to be considered might be abowtmarratives can carry
phenomenology and thus might change habitual phenological tendencies of
memory receivers. For instance, point of view inmoees (field vs. observer) has
previously been suggested to be related to depredRecalling memories with a
field perspective has been found to be a protefie®r against depression.
Therefore, intervention through asking depressegleeo recall memories with a
field perspective has been suggested. In this degyansmission of memories of
other people with a field point of view to depraspeople might be studied to see
whether it might change their tendency to recalrtbown memories with an
observer perspective which has been found to le@ssd with negative self-
evaluation (Kuyken & Moulds, 2009). Thus, the preastudy aimed to reveal some
basics of phenomenology for transmitted memoriesparallel manner to
phenomenology for own memories.

As summarized above, the phenomenology of auto@pigcal memories
might have important implications in this framewafkmemory transmission
therefore next comes a section of some findingsigpleenomenology in the

literature in order to analyze its importance nibie@oughly.



Phenomenology of Autobiographical Memories

Autobiographical memory and self have recently bamrceptualized as constituents
of an interactive system, called Self-Memory Sys{&MS) (Conway & Pleydell-
Pearce, 2000). In this mutual relationship, autgiaEphical memory serves self as a
database while self is engaged in the constructidhe past according to its current
goals (Conway, 2005). Therefore personal pastlistemporarily constructed and
represented in consciousness (Conway & Pleydelleeed000). Regarding this
argument, Horton, Moulin, and Conway (2009) haweuied participants who
started university education and looked at thecesfef change in self as it was
reflected in the content of their dreams sampletirae different times in a period.
They found that students’ self-concepts were melated to the themes in their
dreams in the analysis when they utilized pairselifand dream samples from the
same points over time. The basic idea behind teggmt study was relying on this
theoretical background; if the changes in a pessealf is found to be effective in
that person’s retrieval of events, then it wouldrideresting to see what happens to a
memory if the self (hence the person) to whom tlkeenary originally belongs is
totally changed.

Some other researchers move away from this intradhdhl level towards a
more interindividual level emphasizing the sociaidtions of autobiographical
memory (Pasupathi, 2001, for a review). Since theed change in memory
ownership in the present study would take pla@nanterindividual level, it is
worth looking at some of what those researchersemted. Included in this emphasis
of social functions is the fact that listeners dlsve their own goals and

autobiographical memory which are in interactiothvthe speaker’s self-memory
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system. This interaction is apparent in the findimat younger and older children
might differ in their preference with regard to tender of the person whom they
would like to talk with and also that children midtave a tendency to talk
specifically with either boys or girls for differeaommunicative objectives (Clark,
1994). Speakers also have been known to accommuatiatehey speak to the
knowledge base they assume that is owned by ik&nérs (Krauss, 1987).
Moreover, memory construction is believed to beat#d by social aspects of the
retrieval context, particularly by one’s conversatl partner (Hyman, 1994). One
remarkable study showed that social effects wemperation even on the
retrospective judgments of phenomenology. Skaggraed Wright (2009)
employed an eyewitness paradigm in which they esgh@grticipants to a crime
video and subsequently asked them to identify gregn from a line-up. After
identification, they told participants that theydheghosen the same answer with either
the majority or the minority of either high credityi (police officers) or low
credibility (children) assumed other participaftsey found out that when the
source of feedback was presented as coming fromigecredibility assumed group
and when the feedback was confirming, participaeteeved much more in their
own memory strength. They also believed much mothe memory strength of
high credibility assumed source. Basically, papacits did not even need the actual
presence of the others for social constructiomefthenomenology of their
memories which was important for the design offitessent study since there was no
actual interaction between the original memory avarel memory receivers who
were not in the same place during sessions of metrammsmission. Instead, the
effect of using different mediums for memory tramssion (video vs. transcript) on

phenomenology was investigated in the present study
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Still other researchers move further away fromléivel of individual and look
at the effects of culture on the organization dbaiographical memory retrieval.

For instance, some early studies examined the @é¢leminiscence bump in the
distribution of life-span autobiographical memoriesmmigrant groups who
presumably went through an acculturation procemsying relative stability after
rapid change) that might have an effect on thegndmn (Schrauf & Rubin, 1998;
Schrauf & Rubin, 2001). In a more recent study,nBen and Rubin (2004) in their
life script account argued that socially sharedvidedge structures guide recalling of
autobiographical memories. They showed some evalthat the reminiscence bump
seen for positive events via especially strategazch (e.g. when participants are
asked for their most important memories) rathen thssociative retrieval (e.g. when
participants are asked to use words as cues fomttgnories) might be based on the
existence of life scripts. For instance, when thgked participants to write
according to them what would be expected to ocsuiha seven most important
events in the life of a newborn, positive eventsenraore likely to be reported to
occur in the bump period than negative events wéogeover, the standard
deviations of age estimates for the occurrenceents were higher for the negative
events than for the positive events. Berntsen ararRargue that the findings
indicate the existence of an idealized understandinife supported by a script
(generally marking positive events) shared by tleenitmers of a culture.

It seems like culture to some extent is a critg@aitributor to label which of
our experiences worth mentioning. In the presarmtysttwo to-be-transmitted
memories to be used have been chosen among sorme@npogant memories
collected at a pilot study phase. One of them vesstipe and the other was negative

so that the effect of emotional valence on retlie¥anemories of other people could

7



be investigated. Perceptions by the receivers abqudrtance of the memory and
retrieval difficulty were of special concern.

There are some related studies to the point stdiede which confirm that
culture is probably effective at not only guidingmory search but also shaping the
relationships among the underlying processes thadtouct the phenomenology of
autobiographical memories. Testing this hypothdgigin, Schrauf, Gulgoz, and
Naka (2007) found some differences among parti¢goram three different
cultures, Japan, Turkey and USA. One patrticulatifig was that Turkish
participants showed a stronger relation betweein soeind and language-related
component processes and their metacognitive judtgnedioelief and recollection
phenomenology. Rubin et al. discussed their fingllwgh regard to probable
differences in cultural orientation and persondiiifferences across these cultures. It
would be interesting to see how those componergsses would shape the
metacognitive judgments for the to-be-transmittesimaries in the present study so
that the effect of cultural orientation on autolvegghical memory transmission could
be investigated in future studies.

On the other hand, when it comes to discussingmpect of personality on
memory, one study should not stand out of sighk &wl Barnier (2009b) reported
that participants were capable of selective prongss information about some
characters in a story under hypnotic conditionsi@tieugh the suggestion directed
them to an opposite personality than their own Wwinight implicate that there is
room in one’s mind for different selves and diffgrenemories related to them.
Therefore the present study might reveal intergstsults with regard to
autobiographical memory representation for sometseand its phenomenology.

Of particular interest here were any differenceldaliscovered between the
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phenomenological ratings given for memories of etiesd of someone else. In fact
in addition to the mentioned study about memorycfaracters in a story, Cox and
Barnier (2009a) also reported that under hypnairddions participants recalled
autobiographical memories from the perspectivdneirtdeluded identity. As we
have some evidence in the literature that autobjgcal memory mistakes of this
kind can also be found without necessarily emplgyigpnotic induction, for
instance as in the case of twins (Ikier, Tekcarg@u & Kuntay, 2003), and it is not
possible to take pure reports especially of metaitiog phenomenology (e.g. belief
in accuracy) under hypnosis, the present study niiigthe gap in the literature
about autobiographical memory for someone elsehd@bend, some items in the
guestionnaire regarding the typicality (Kuntay, @ad, Tekcan, 2004) of the
transmitted memory were directed to the receivaraddition to these items of
plausibility, items of likeability were also dirext to participants to check if there is
any version of the mere-exposure effect (Zajon©,12@n operation which might
have revealed interesting results with regard &ir #valuation of the same
memories in a retelling.

Additional evidence about humans’ ability to havepomenology for
autobiographical events of non-experienced enviemsof possible selves which is
the idea behind this study comes from a differer@ of research that was done by
Johnson, Foley, Suengas, and Raye (1988). Theseradtave compared perceived
autobiographical events with imagined ones andddbat perceived events had
higher ratings with regard to perceptual and cantExphenomenology than
imagined events had. Destun and Kuiper (1999) dutced the event valence
(pleasant vs. stressful) as a variable to this éssork and their results revealed that

pleasant events had higher scores in some senstaijscand contextual information
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than stressful events. Arbuthnott, Geelen, and Kg402) also replicated earlier
results and argued that guided imagery, whichasreept that might be considered
closer to a transmitted memory with regard to itecpss of creation, stands between
natural imagery and perceived events, sharing ssmiéar qualities with each of
them. Other researchers included time as a faetared to imagination and examine
phenomenology in the framework of mental time ttgBerntsen & Jacobsen,

2008). One related study by D’Argembeau and VarLdeten (2004) found that
there were much more sensorial details in positiaa in negative events.

In summary, under various research paradigms hdiaraans have been
found to have phenomenology for non-experiencedtsyand to some extent this
phenomenology seems to be affected by the selfrendmotionality of an event. As
an addition to the literature mentioned above pifesent study aimed to put
autobiographical memory into this framework throegiploring the possibility of
memory transmission. For comparative purposesicgahts were also requested to

tell their most important own memory and reporirtipbenomenology for it.

Retellings of Autobiographical Memories

In Bartlett's (1932) studies mentioned before, rgults showed the reconstructive
nature and fallibility of memory against repeatesting. More recently, Wheeler and
Roediger (1992) tried to replicate his results bgsidering the opposite results
found by Ballard (1913) in which repeated testiagulted in remembering of the
material which had not been remembered beforeomsequence, they commented
on the issue after taking the interval betweerstesb account and argued that when

the intervals are short, it can create a kind @iengnnesia, while if the intervals are
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longer, testing can reveal forgetting. Later Bergraad Roediger (1999) reported
experimental results that confirmed this argument.

As it was mentioned before, some researchers la&ea & more ecological
framework underlining the importance of whom wé ¢elr memories and for what
purposes (Marsh, 2007). The necessity of focusmtihis point is supported by the
empirical finding which revealed that many of tie¢etlings of personal events were
regarded as inaccurate by the participants themseRhey also reported that they
retell personal events for purposes other than Ipngr®rming, such as in order to
entertain or to elicit sympathy (Marsh & Tversk9(02). Regarding this point of
purpose of retelling, Dudukovic, Marsh, and Tver§k904) designed experiments
which involved different purposes for participamamely with entertainment and
accuracy emphases and they found that for the fottmeee was much more
mentioning of affect while for the latter sensanjormation took more place in the
retelling. Since the present study just aims toslaye basics about the possibility of
autobiographical memory and its phenomenology tresson, it employed no
variation in the purpose of retelling when the pgrants were asked to report the
memories. The only emphasis present about retellaggthat it should include as
much detail as possible.

There also exists another group of studies whichbeaconsidered closer to
the aim of the present study about combining pheammogy and retelling. Suengas
and Johnson (1988) made a comparison betweenfdut ef rehearsal on events
which are perceived and which are only imaginedim@urehearsal, some of the
participants were asked to focus on sensory clersiits while some others focused
on apperceptive characteristics such as thoughit$emtings. They reported that

sensory characteristics lost their power fastermf@mgined events than for perceived
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events. In a similar vein, Lampinen, Odegard, antlifgyton (2003) examined
participants’ memories for actions that are perfedror imagined. Among all the
others, the most relevant finding from this studyswhe positive relation between
the number of imaginings and the possibility of fasion which simply meant that
rehearsal of imagination might cause those everite remembered as performed.
This implication of rehearsal is also seen in aapgtudy by Arbuthnott (2005) who
reported similar findings with regard to autobiqgumecal memory and imagination.

In her study, imagery ratings of imagined events &xdsen up to the level of those of
autobiographical memories after three repetitidimgs finding stands somewhat
contrary to Suengas and Johnson’s finding that inggevents lost their sensory
characteristics after repetition so considerindghlmftthese findings together, the
present study might give a better understandingdmyparing ratings of imagery for
to-be-transmitted memories reported at the eneéadrsd session with those reported
at the end of first session. As for participantlidf in the accuracy of what they
remember, it was expected to follow whichever watyngs of imagery moves

between the two sessions which were held one-we&# &tom each other.
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CHAPTER Il

METHOD

Participants

There were two groups of participants, one of whahicipating for the pilot phase
of the study and the other participating for themsudy. Seven participants
volunteered for the pilot phase the aim of whiclswachoose the to-be-transmitted
memories to be used in the main study. For the staitly, 74 students from
introductory psychology courses in Bogazici Uniwgrparticipated in the first
session in return for course credit. Sixty-eightients (49 women, 19 men) among
those who participated in the first session comthparticipating for the second
session thence constituting the final number ofigpants the data of whom are
used for the statistical analyses. The age of thadeipants ranged from 19 to 27
(M = 20.68,3D = 1.35).

Materials

To-Be-Transmitted Memories

To-be-transmitted memories to be used in the stuehg chosen after collecting
candidate autobiographical memories from sevennie&rs in the pilot study.
Volunteers were invited in their free times to aafiquiet room where video
recording took place. After the scope of the stwadg explained by the experimenter,
they all agreed to participate. Thereupon they vasked to tell one positive and one

negative autobiographical memory which are mostiaant to them from any
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period of their life. They are given as much tinse@quired to choose the
autobiographical memories. Then video recordingahetyring which they told the
selected memories in front of a camera in a monedgshion while the
experimenter only attentively listened without amtgrvention. When they finished
telling both of the memories, they were asked te tiaose memories for some
properties with an adapted version of AutobiograpghMemory Questionnaire
(AMQ) (Rubin, Schrauf, & Greenberg, 2003; Rubin &@er, 2004) which was also
used in the main study (Appendix A). Then they wially debriefed and thanked.
Among these memories collected in the pilot phasamories of four
participants have been found more appropriaterémsimission in general with
regard to their contents. Both the positive andniiagative memory should have been
coming from the same person in order to matchdHeettransmitted positive and
negative memory as much as possible. So memoribe®sé four participants have
been transcribed and then put into analysis byrgater programme called
Linguistic Inquiry and Word Count (LIWC) (Pennebak€hung, Ireland, Gonzales,
& Booth, 2007) to give an idea to the researchbaathe similarity of various
aspects of these positive/negative memory coupl@¢C is a computer programme
for text analysis which can calculate the amounwaids for different categories of
cognition, emotion or linguistics. For the purpadé¢his study, the dimension of
affect was the most important one for selectiometfuge these four couples of
candidate memories have been compared with regdhe trelative amount of
positive and negative as well as total affect wondtuded in each of them. The

result of the comparison is shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Comparison for Dimension of Affect in Catade Memories

Affect Positive Negative
Affect Affect

Memory couples

la 1.14 0.76 0.38
1.b 3.61 0 3.09
2.a 1.71 0.57 1.14
2.b 3.89 1.6 2.52
3.a 2.47 0.77 1.7
3.b 4.53 1.6 2.93
4.a 3.03 2.31 0.72
4.b 3.1 0.44 2.65

Note. “a” denotes the values for positive memorg @i denotes the values for
negative memory of a memory couple narrated by padiicipant.

Since the amounts of total affect words were moréla and positive and negative
affect words were well-balanced for the positivel asgative memory, the fourth
couple of the memories were chosen as to-be-tratezhmemories for the main
study. A screenshot from the corresponding recovitieb depicting the person
telling the memory has been put on top of the tapts to be used in the main study
in order to make them as realistic as the videortBngs themselves. The length of
the positive memory was 692 words while it was @a2ds for the negative

memory.

Own Memories

Participants of the main phase of the study wekedto tell an autobiographical
memory of their own specified by the instructiordaaport phenomenological
experiences for it.

Questionnaires

A Turkish adapted version of The Autobiographicaivbry Questionnaire (AMQ)
was used (Rubin, Schrauf, & Greenberg, 2003; R&lBiegler, 2004) (Appendix

A). In the adapted version, some items from thgioal questionnaire have been
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excluded since what they measure would be ambigifitlusy were applied for the
phenomenological experience for the memory of sore@tse (e.g., “As | remember
what | have been told, it comes to me in wordsY)géneral, this questionnaire aims
to measure phenomenological experiences that aamontpe act of remembering
autobiographical memories. ltems measure metagoegmpitdgments (e.g. about
recollection and belief), as well as component psses (e.g. sensory information)
and reported properties (e.g. importance, rehgaldateover in order to be replied
for the to-be-transmitted memories, participantsenggven an adaptation from AMQ
which might be called Autobiographical Memory Queshaire - Transmitted
Memory (AMQ-TM) for the sake of clarity in the teXaMQ-TM aimed to measure
the phenomenological experiences related to artridiesi autobiographical memory
and has items exactly corresponding to the on@&d4€ (only differing in some
extra items). The wording in AMQ-TM instead haseamphasis on the receiver’'s
own memory about the event that they learnt frootlear participant’s
autobiographical memory account. AMQ-TM was wordedordingly to whichever
condition participants belonged to with regardie medium of transmission. AMQ-
TM used for video and transcript conditions caridaad in Appendix B. Also items
of likeability and plausibility aiming to test sorspecific hypotheses were added to
the questionnaires mentioned above. Same questieaneere used for the second
session except the extra questions added aborghbkarsal of the to-be-transmitted
memory.

Procedure

Participants signed up for the experiment in tihoéssof one-hour chosen by

themselves according to their available times.h&tdcheduled time, they came to
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the laboratory where the interviews took placestRine scope of the study was
explained to them without revealing the experimecwadition they have been
randomly assigned to. Participants who agreeditdfiiied an informed consent
form. Then they were requested to tell their magtiBcant memory from any
period of their life. The full instruction read participants requesting them to tell
their own memories can be found in Appendix C. Tiveye given as much time as
required until they chose their memory to be télfler they decided, voice-recorder
was turned on and they told their chosen memosyrmonologue fashion while the
experimenter only attentively listened. When tmgirrative was over, they were
asked to reply the AMQ for the memory they justltol

After they finished replying the questionnaire jtheere told that next an
autobiographical memory of someone else would bsgnted to them to which they
should pay attention because later they would kedao retell that memory as well
as answer some questions regarding it. Accordimgrtdom assignment, they were
given either the positive or the negative to-b&dmitted memory. Along with this
variable of emotional valence, they were also ranig@assigned to either video or
transcript conditions as the presentation typéefto-be-transmitted memory. The
full instructions read to participants accordingeth condition can be found in
Appendix D. After the to-be-transmitted memory wassented to them, they were
asked to retell it as detailed as possible in aoto@ue fashion while the voice-
recorder was turned on and the experimenter wastately listening. When their
narrative was over, they were asked to reply theQAIM for the memory they just
told. After they finished replying the questionmaiparticipants were thanked and
told that the study was over for the first week #mely were expected to come for the

second phase on the same day of the following week.

17



In order to see the effect of retelling, the pgraats who showed up for the
second session one week later were asked to ttedaethemories that they had told
the previous week. The order was the same saliiegtwere asked to retell their
own memory (Appendix E). This was followed by teguest of retelling the to-be-
transmitted memory (Appendix F). Their narratiorsvegain voice-recorded in a
monologue fashion while the experimenter only aivety listened. Each of their
memory narration was again followed by replying thgpective questionnaires.
When it was all over, participants were thanked fafigl debriefed.

In summary, the factorial design was 2 (presentatpe) X 2 (emotional
valence) X 2 (memory source) X 2 (time) mixed. Wpresentation type (video vs.
transcript) and emotional valence (positive vs.atieg) were between-subjects
factors with random assignment of participantsachecondition, memory source
(own memory vs. transmitted memory) and time (ses$ivs. session 2) were

within-subjects factors regarding the ratings git@the questionnaires.
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CHAPTER 1l
RESULTS

First, the recorded sessions were transcribedderdo make them available for any
analyses aiming to see the effects of the independegiables on narrated memory
lengths. Series of univariate ANOVAs were run fibtlze dependent variables
separately. For all the analyses, questionnainegatvere entered into a 2
(emotional valence) X 2 (presentation type) X thf) mixed design analysis of
variance (ANOVA) by taking emotional valence (pb&tor negative) and
presentation type (video or transcript) of the ésttansmitted memory as between
subjects variables and time (session 1 or ses$ias & within subjects variable.
Results for participants’ ratings given in respottsthe questionnaires are presented
separately for the transmitted memories (TM) andHeir own memories (OM) in
the following sections. Items in the questionnaaesgrouped according to three
broad categories of recollection and belief, congmbmprocesses, and reported
properties of events or memories (Rubin, Schrauir&enberg, 2003). Also,

analyses for word counts are included.

Analyses on TM Ratings

Recollection and Belief

Dependent variables entered into the analyses uhderecollection and belief
category, their definitions from the correspondiugstions and related descriptive

information could be seen in Table 2.
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Table 2. Descriptive Information for Dependent Vdates of Recollection and Belief
in Transmitted Memories

Session 1 Session 2
Variable M D M D
Living (yastyormus gibi hissetmek) 3.5651 3.34 1.22
Back in Time (olayin zamanina dénmek) 410 1.28 3.99 1.33

Remember/Know (bilmekten 6te hatirlayabilmek) 404. 1.26 4.09 1.08
Real/Imagine (hayal edilmbgeler katmamak) 5.74 1.04 5.3961

Accurate (hangi dlclde carpitilgtir) 5.32 1.25 5.21.17
Testify (mahkemede ifade guveni) 4.60 1.47 429 1.45
Persuade (yanhgina ikna olma) 3.2831 3.65 1.22

Note. Short definitions from the corresponding dioes are given in parenthesis.

For the dependent variable Living, there was a reffect of emotional valenc&(1,
64) =13.24p< .01 MSE = 2.23,;7p2 =.17). When the question whether the
participants felt as if they were living the origlrevent while they were
remembering the to-be-transmitted autobiographeahory was asked, the
participants who were given a memory with negaginetions 1 = 3.93,3D =
1.40) stated that they felt like living the origireent more than the participants who
were given a memory with positive emotions £ 3.00,SD = 1.19).

For the dependent variable Remember/Know, partitgoiended to state that
they remembered the event rather than just knowimgre so in the first sessiol(
= 4.40,3D = 1.26) than in the second sessibh=4.09,SD = 1.08),F(1, 64) = 3.84,
p =.054 MSE = .86, = .06).

For the dependent variable Real/Imagine, thereaappgea main effect of time,
F(1, 64) =10.01p< .01 MSE = .50,;7p2= .14). The amount of reported belief in the
reality of what is remembered against the possgjttitiat it was all imagined was
found to be higher in the first sessidvt € 5.73,3D = 1.04) than in the second one

(M =5.35,9D =1.06). Another main effect that appeared sigaift was that of
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presentation typd;(1, 64) = 11.43p < .01 MSE = 1.32,;1p2: .15), in that
participants to whom the to-be-transmitted memaoniese presented via videbl (=
5.87,9D = 0.96) reported a higher amount of the mentidredf in the reality than
the participants to whom the to-be-transmitted meesovere presented via
transcript M = 5.21,9D = 1.07). There was also the main effect of emation
valenceF(1, 64) =7.40p< .01 MSE = 1.32,;1p2: .10), indicated by the finding that
the mentioned belief was higher for participantowlere given the to-be-
transmitted memory with positive emotiomd € 5.81,SD = 0.95) than for
participants who were given the to-be-transmittentnory with negative emotions
(M =5.27,9D = 1.11).

For the dependent variable Accurate, the analgsisaled a Time X
Presentation Type interaction effefe{l, 64) = 7.84p < .01 MSE = .44,77p2= A1).
While there was not any difference in the repogeduracy between the first session
(M =5.35,9D =1.23) and the second sessivh< 5.56,3D = 1.05) for participants
in the video conditiont(33) = -1.42, p > .05; reported accuracy was sicguiitly
higher in the first sessioM(= 5.29,9D = 1.29) than in the second sessibh<
4.85,D = 1.18) for participants in the transcript cormitit(33) = 2.52, p < .05 (see
Figure 1).

For the dependent variable Testify, there was aretiect of presentation
type. Participants in the video conditidvl € 4.85,3D = 1.38) were more confident
in what they remembered than the participantsertridinscript conditionM = 4.06,
D = 1.44),F(1, 64) = 7.25p < .01 MSE = 2.94,;,° = .10).

For the dependent variable Persuade, there wasneeffifiect of time F(1, 64)

=6.34,p<.05 MSE = 0.73,;7p2 =.09). Participants reported that they could e
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more persuaded about what they remembered to begvimdhe second sessiav €

3.64,9D = 1.22) than in the first sessiod € 3.27,SD = 1.31).
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Presentation Type

Fig. 1 Accuracy ratings for transmitted memories &snction of presentation type
and time. Error bars indicate the standard erreh@imean.

For the dependent variable Back in Time, there mgasignificant effect.

Component Processes

Dependent variables entered into the analyses uhidetomponent processes
category, their definitions from the correspondipugestions and related descriptive
information could be seen in Table 3.

Table 3. Descriptive Information for Dependent \dhtes of Component Processes
in Transmitted Memories

Session 1 Session 2
Variable M D M D
See (olay! zihinde gorebilmek) 4.65 1.09 4.34 1.02
Setting (mekan hatirlayabilmek) 472 1.67 4.46 1.62
Spatial (kimin/neyin nerde durgdu) 3.65 1.55 B.41.40
Hear (olayi zihinde duyabilmek) 3.74 1.29 3.46 1.22
Coherent Story (butunliakli hikaye) 453 1.20 4.03 1.17
Emotions (ani sahibinin duygularr) 3.74 1.30 3.53 141

Note. Short definitions from the corresponding dqes are given in parenthesis.
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For the dependent variable See, there was a ntaict ef time,F(1, 64) = 6.19p <
.05 MSE = 0.54,;7p2: .09). Participants reported that they couldtheesvent in
their own minds more clearly in the first sessibh< 4.66,3D = 1.09) than in the
second sessiot(= 4.34,SD = 1.02).

For the dependent variable Setting, there was a sféact of emotional
valenceF(1, 64) =6.12p< .05 MSE = 4.38,;7,,2: .09). Participants reported that
they could remember the setting more clearly if/tivere given the to-be-
transmitted memory with negative emotiods£ 5.04,SD = 1.71) compared to the
to-be-transmitted memory with positive emotiohs% 4.15,SD = 1.46).

For the dependent variable Hear, there was a nfi@ct ®f time,F(1, 64) =
445p<.05 MSE = 0.60,;7p2: .06). Participants reported that they could hiear
event in their own minds more clearly in the fgsssion = 3.74,SD = 1.29) than
in the second sessioNl (= 3.46,3D = 1.22).

For the dependent variable Coherent Story, thesanaain effect of time,
F(1,64)=11.50p< .01 MSE = 0.75,;7p2: .15). Participants reported that it seemed
more like a coherent story to them when they reneetbthe to-be-transmitted
memories in the first sessiol = 4.54,9D = 1.20) than in the second sessibh={
4.03,SD =1.17).

For the dependent variable Emotions, there wasia efizct of emotional
valenceF(1, 64) = 4.60p < .05 MSE = 2.73,;1p2: .07). Participants reported that
they could feel the emotions of the original memowner more clearly if they were
in the to-be-transmitted memory with negative eoricondition M = 3.94,SD =
1.35) than in the to-be-transmitted memory withifpges emotions conditionM =

3.33,5D =1.31).
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For the dependent variable Spatial, there wasgrofgant effect.

Reported Properties of Events or Memories

Dependent variables entered into the analyses uhdereported properties
category, their definitions from the correspondiugstions and related descriptive
information could be seen in Table 4.

Table 4. Descriptive Information for Dependent \dates of Reported Properties in
Transmitted Memories

Session 1 Session 2
Variable M D M D
Importance (ani sahibi icin anlamhlik) 540 1.42 5.38 1.15

Positive Emotions (pozitif duygular icerme) 4.04 231 4.00 2.16
Negative Emotions (negatif duygular icerme) 3.35 2.26 3.31 2.24

Point of View (birinci/i¢lincigahis) 1.88 0.32 1.93 0.26
Difficulty of Recall (hatirlama zorlgu) 2.16 0.91 2.8490
Representativeness (olayin ani sahibini temsili) 4.96 1.01 491 0.85
Likeability of Memory (aninin hga gitmesi) 3.85 1.83 3.69691
Plausibility for You (baa gelme ihtimali) 3.32 153 3.63 1.62
Plausibility for Another (bgkasinin baina gelmesi) 4.94 1.28 490 1.30
Similar experience (benzeriningaagelmesi) 272 291 2.6582.
Likeability of Owner (ani sahibinin sevilmesi) 4.40 1.02 4.25 1.06
Rehearsal/Thought (olay hakkindssdime) - - 2.1908
Rehearsal/Talked (olay hakkinda kema) - - 1.00.29

Note. Short definitions from the corresponding dioes are given in parenthesis.
The rehearsal variables were only measured aetend session.

For the dependent variable Positive Emotions, the®a main effect of emotional
valenceF(1, 64) = 327.44p < .01 MSE = 1.57,;7p2= .84). Participants reported that
the event included more positive emotions if theyeuMn the to-be-transmitted
memory with positive emotions conditioM & 5.90,3D = 1.09) than in the to-be-
transmitted memory with negative emotions condifidn= 2.01,SD = 1.06).

For the dependent variable Difficulty of Recalleté was a main effect of

time,F(1, 64) = 26.57p < .01 MSE = 0.58,;7|02 =.29). Participants reported that it
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was more difficult to remember the to-be-transrdittgemory in the second session
(M = 2.84,9D = 0.97) than in the first sessiod € 2.17,SD = 0.91).

For the dependent variable Likeability of Memolherte was a main effect of
emotional valence; (1, 64) = 28.96p < .01 MSE = 3.84,;1p2= .31). Participants
reported that they liked the memory more if theyenia the to-be-transmitted
memory with positive emotions conditioM & 4.64,9D = 1.53) than in the to-be-
transmitted memory with negative emotions condifidn= 2.83,SD = 1.47)

For the dependent variable Plausibility for Yolerthwas a main effect of
time, F(1, 64) = 6.09p < .05 MSE = .52,;1p2: .09). Participants reported that the
probability of the event in the to-be-transmittedmory happening to them was
higher in the second sessidvi € 3.65,3D = 1.62) than in the first sessiav &
3.34,9D = 1.53). There was also a main effect of emotioaénce (1, 64) =
15.91,p < .01) but Levene’s tests for the first sessiefl(64) = 15.91p = .05) and
the second sessidi{1l, 64) = 15.91p < .05) indicated that the homogeneity of
variance assumption was broken. Some cases wettditirough calculating
Cook’s distances and in the new data set the nifEote@f emotional valence was
preserved without violating the homogeneity of &ade assumption. Participants
reported that the probability of the event in thde-transmitted memory happening
to them was higher if they were in the negative mmgnecondition 1 = 4.14,D =
1.14) than in the positive memory conditidvt € 2.55,SD = 1.38),F(1, 61) = 30.41,
p<.01 MSE =2.69,7, = .33).

For the dependent variable Likeability of Owneg #nalysis revealed a Time
X Presentation Type interaction effele{l, 64) = 4.10p < .05 MSE = .25,;7p2 =
.06). While there was not any difference in thengg between first sessioll (=

4.41,9D = 1.10) and second sessidh € 4.44,9D = 1.19) for participants in the
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video conditiont(33) = -0.26, p > .09jkeability of owner ratings were significantly
higher in the first sessiodM(= 4.38,3D = 0.95) than in the second sessibh<

4.06,3D = 0.89) for participants in the transcript cormitjt(33) = 2.60, p < .05 (see

Figure 2).
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Fig. 2 Likeability of owner ratings for transmittesemories as a function of
presentation type and time. Error bars indicatesthadard error of the mean.

There were not any significant effects for the defaent variables Importance,

Negative Emotions, Point of View, Representativensausibility for Another,

Similar Experience, Rehearsal/Thought, and Rehiéaatieed.

Analyses on OM Ratings

Recollection and Belief

Dependent variables entered into the analyses uhderecollection and belief
category, their definitions from the correspondiugstions and related descriptive

information could be seen in Table 5.
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Table 5. Descriptive Information for Dependent Vdates of Recollection and Belief
in Own Memories

Session 1 Session 2
Variable M D M D
Reliving (yastyormus gibi hissetmek) 529 1.15 535 1.14
Back in Time (olayin zamanina dénmek) 5.35 1.44 5.32 1.40

Remember/Know (bilmekten 6te hatirlayabilmek) 885. 1.00 5.71 0.99
Real/Imagine (hayal edilmbgeler katmamak) 6.46 0.78 6.1/80

Accurate (hangi dlclde carpitilgtir) 5.72 1.23 5.81.01
Testify (mahkemede ifade guiveni) 6.32 0.90 6.03 0.98
Persuade (yanhgina ikna olma) 2.58334 2.79 1.15

Note. Short definitions from the corresponding dioes are given in parenthesis.
For the dependent variable Real/Imagine, thereaapdea main effect of timé&1,
64) = 10.30p< .01 MSE = .50,77p2: .14). The amount of reported belief in the
reality of what is remembered against the posgiftitiat it was all imagined was
found to be higher in the first sessid £ 6.46,SD = 0.78) than in the second one
(M=6.17,9D = 0.78).

For the dependent variable Testify, there was amfect of time. Participants
were more confident in what they remembered irfitsesessionl = 6.33,SD =
.90) than in the second sessidh£ 6.03,SD = .98),F(1, 64) = 10.38p < .01 MSE
=.29,7,7= .14)

For the dependent variable Persuade, there wasneefifect of time F(1, 64)
=4.06,p<.05 MSE= .60,77p2 =.06). Participants reported that they could e
more persuaded about what they remembered to begvimdhe second sessiav €
2.78,9D = 1.15) than in the first sessiod € 2.52,SD = 1.34).

There were not any significant effects for the dejent variables Reliving,

Back in Time, Remember/Know, and Accurate.
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Component processes

Dependent variables entered into the analyses uhideromponent processes
category, their definitions from the correspondiugstions and related descriptive
information could be seen in Table 6.

Table 6. Descriptive Information for Dependent \dhites of Component Processes
in Own Memories

Session 1 Session 2
Variable M D M D
See (olayi zihinde gorebilmek) 5.66 1.07 5,51 1.04
Setting (mekani hatirlayabilmek) 6.32 1.07 6.24 1.08
Spatial (kimin/neyin nerde durgdu) 5.32 1.36 (%.4.28
Hear (olayi zihinde duyabilmek) 4.84 1.39 4.66 1.45
Coherent Story (butunlukIi hikaye) 504 141 5.06 1.23

Emotions (0 zamanki duygular hissedebilmek) 5.16 1.64 5.04 1.42
Note. Short definitions from the corresponding diees are given in parenthesis.

For the dependent variable Coherent Story, theyasisalevealed a Presentation Type
X Emotional Valence interaction effe€i(1, 64) = 5.55p < .05 MSE = 2.65,;7p2 =

.08). While there was not any difference in théngg of how much participants’

own memory seemed like a coherent story to themvd®t the conditions of to-be-
transmitted memory with positive emotiomd £ 5.25,SD = 1.16) and to-be-
transmitted memory with negative emotioMs£ 4.88,SD = 1.66) in the video
condition,t(54.49) = 1.07, p > .05; participants gave sigaifiity higher coherency
ratings in the to-be-transmitted memory with negagmotions condition = 5.50,
D = 1.02) than in the to-be-transmitted memory witisitive emotions condition

(M =4.56,9D = 1.24) in the transcript conditiot{t6) = -3.42, p < .01 (see Figure

3).
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Fig. 3 Coherent story ratings for own memories asation of presentation type
and emotional valence of the transmitted memormortyars indicate the standard
error of the mean.

There were not any significant effects for the dejant variables See, Setting,

Spatial, Hear, and Emotions

Reported Properties of Events or Memories

Dependent variables entered into the analyses uhdereported properties
category, their definitions from the correspondiugstions and related descriptive
information could be seen in Table 7.

For the dependent variable Importance, there waaia effect of timef(1,
64)=7.80p< .01 MSE = .59,77p2: .11). Participants reported that their memory
was more significant for them in the first sesqibh= 5.26,3D = 1.49) than in the
second sessioM(=4.89,SD = 1.48).

For the dependent variable Point of View, there avasain effect of timef(1,
64) =4.00p=.05 MSE = .03,77p2: .06). Memories were reported from a third
person rather than a first person point of viewenarthe first sessioM = 1.23,9D
= .43) than in the second sessibdh=£ 1.17,3D = .38).
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Table 7. Descriptive Information for Dependent \dates of Reported Properties in
Own Memories

Session 1 Session 2
Variable M D M D
Importance (aninin anlamli olmasi) 5.26 1.49 490 1.48

Positive Emotions (pozitif duygular icerme) 3.18 2.32 3.07 2.25
Negative Emotions (negatif duygular icerme)  4.37 2.28 4.38 2.19

Point of View (birinci/i¢lincigahis) 1.24 0.43 1.18 0.38
Difficulty of Recall (hatirlama zorlgu) 2.04 1.19 1.9496)
Representativeness (aninin temsil etmesi) 4.66 1.49 457 1.40
Age of memory (kac yil dnce) 6.22 4.41 6.18 4.47
Age at event (ka¢ yanda) 14.4429 1451 4.33
Likeability of Memory (aninin hga gitmesi) 297 154 2.81621
Plausibility of Memory (bgkasinin baina gelmesi) 4.68 1.43 454 1.46
Rehearsal/Thought (olay hakkindadiime) 454 1.46 449 1.34
Rehearsal/Talked (olay hakkinda kema) 416 1.56 4.04 1.38

Note. Short definitions from the corresponding diees are given in parenthesis.
For the dependent variable Rehearsal/Thought,thkysis revealed a Presentation
Type X Emotional Valence interaction effeg(l, 64) = 6.60p < .05 MSE = 3.27,
qu =.09). While participants in the to-be-transndtteemory with positive emotions
group M = 4.78,SD = 1.44) gave higher ratings to their own memaoites the
participants in the to-be-transmitted memory widgative emotions groupi(=
4.09,9D = 1.38) did in the video conditiot(66) = 2.00, p = .05; participants in the
to-be-transmitted memory with positive emotionsugrdM = 4.12,SD = 1.47) gave
lower ratings to their own memories than the pgodicts in the to-be-transmitted
memory with negative emotions grouy € 5.03,9D = 1.09) did in the transcript
condition,t(66) = -2.90, p < .01 (see Figure 4).

There were not any significant effects for the dejant variables Positive
Emotions, Negative Emotions, Difficulty of Recdlepresentativeness, Age of
Memory, Age at Event, Likeability of Memory, Plahbgity of Memory, and

Rehearsal/Talked.
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Fig. 4 Rehearsal/thought ratings for own memorgea function of presentation type
and emotional valence of the transmitted memormortrars indicate the standard
error of the mean.

Analyses on Word Counts

As for the length of own memories, there was a neffiect of time F(1, 64) =
6.80,p<.05 MSE = 17847.75np2= .10). Participants told their own memories
longer in terms of word count in the first sesgiph= 413.45SD = 301.56) than in
the second sessioM (= 353.67,SD = 252.49).

As for the length of transmitted memories, thers &anain effect of times (1,
64) =22.42p< .01 MSE = 3393.88np2: .26). Participants told the transmitted
memories longer in terms of word count in the fesgssion1 = 298.203D =
130.86) than in the second sessibh«251.22.3D = 116.84). There was also the
main effect of emotional valence(l, 64) = 16.72p < .01 MSE = 22609.21np2=
.21). Participants told the transmitted memory kmig terms of word count in the
to-be-transmitted memory with positive emotionsditon (M = 327.48D =
122.36) than in the to-be-transmitted memory withative emotions conditioM(=

221.23,SD = 105.18).
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION
The present study investigated autobiographical ongmhenomenology for
individuals’ own memory and transmitted memoryherh. Transmitted memories
were presented to the participants via either violemanscript and emotional
valence of the transmitted memory was either pasir negative. The effect of time
was also examined by designing a second retelesgian one week apart from the
first one. Memory phenomenology was assessed thrqugstionnaires with regard
to three categories, component processes, recolieamd belief, and reported
properties of events or memories (Rubin, Schrauir&enberg, 2003). The results

will be discussed separately for these three categyas well as for word counts.

Component Processes

According to participants’ reports of the phenomnegyg for transmitted memories,
time was apparently an important factor. These niEwaevere reported to be more
clearly seen and heard at the first session cordgarthe second session as well as
their stories being perceived as more coherenhgaseand Johnson (1988) found
that sensory and clarity ratings had decreasennfagined events over time. This is
somewhat in contrast with the results of Arbuthii®®05) in which repetition was
found to increase the imagery ratings. If the pnegology for imagined events
could be considered similar to phenomenology famgmitted memories, the present
study supported the finding of Suengas and Johragber than that of Arbuthnott.

As another variable of component processes, thiage&tas found to be
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affected by the emotional valence of the transmhitteemory. The setting of the
transmitted memory with negative emotions was rebeed better than that of the
transmitted memory with positive emotions. This \wagnteresting finding when
compared to what Destun and Kuiper (1999) hadezddund. In their study,
pleasant events had higher ratings for contextualacteristics such as time,
location and setting which is in contrast to thesant findings. One possibility is
that perhaps the distinctive contents of the twonmrges might be responsible for
the discrepancy in that the event in the transchittemory with negative emotions
was taking place in a common location of the cityali might have assured
participants of their memory strength with regardkt

There was also an effect of emotional valence athem variable of
component processes which is Emotions. Ratingsdar clearly the emotions in the
transmitted memory were felt were higher for ttEmsmitted memory with negative
emotions than for the one with positive emotionsc& the amount of affect words
were found somewhat similar in these two memorsearalyzed by LIWC, it could
be suggested that negative emotions might have déxestar to be recognized.
Nevertheless certain generalizations would reduither research since only one
memory for either kind was used in the presentyshahce the finding might well be
due to differences in the idiosyncratic contentthese two memories. Further
research would also be necessary in order to exfilailack of finding an effect of
emotional valence on the sensory component Sexe Biastun and Kuiper (1999)
had found otherwise, namely a higher rating fouaigletails in the pleasant events
compared to stressful events. Yet it should be keptind that imagining an event
for oneself and encoding a memory of someone @lglel be employing different

cognitive processes.
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The present study failed to find any effect of preation type on component
processes of the transmitted memories. Even thiiugiuld be thought that
presenting the transmitted memory via video shotddte an advantage for
participants, this possible advantage might be letpehby the fact that participants
had the opportunity to read the transmitted menmgyself-paced manner when it
was presented via transcript.

As for the component processes of the own memdhesxnly effect found
was that of an interaction between presentatioa sypl emotional valence for which
it is difficult to come up with a plausible expldiwa since these factors originally
belonged to transmitted memories rather than owmaonies. On the other hand, the
lack of finding an effect of retelling over time any variables of component
processes for own memories is compatible with Arbatt’s (2005) similar finding
which showed that repetition did not change ratiioggutobiographical

experiences.

Recollection and Belief

Participants’ reports of how much they felt likeiig the original event were found
to depend on the emotional valence of the tranethitiemory. Higher ratings of
living the event were given in the case of transedimemory with negative
emotions compared to the transmitted memory withtiye emotions. This finding
could somehow be expected since the participastsraported that emotions were
more clearly felt in the former than in the lattase and feeling the emotions had
been earlier found to have a predictive value éetihg of reliving an event (Rubin,

Schrauf, Gulgoz, & Naka, 2007) . However, a soméwhazling situation arises
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when one considers the finding in the oppositective with the variable
Real/lmagine in the present study. Interestingdytipipants in the positive memory
condition believed more strongly in the realitydiat they remembered than the
participants in the negative memory condition ditl@igh the latter group reported
higher ratings for feelings of living the event ahé emotions included in it. If one
feels like they live the original event more strigngvhy would they then feel less
certain about the accuracy of what they recalled@ @bssibility could be defended
when the study by Rubin, Schrauf, and Greenberg3R8 considered. They found
that the variable Real/Imagine is related to mdadre specifically, they found that
negative mood decreases the belief in the recaflatent. For the present study, if it
could be assumed that transmitted memory with megamotions might have
created a negative mood in the participants indbatlition, than it would not be as
surprising to expect low Real/Imagine ratings gsosed to high Reliving ratings.
Another factor in the present study on which beahediccuracy measures for
transmitted memories seem to be depending is peggEntype. Both for the
variables Real/Imagine and Testify, participantthivideo condition reported
higher ratings of belief than participants in thanscript condition. Although there
was no advantage of video over transcript revefaedariables of component
processes, it seems like this is not the caséné&set metacognitive judgments. This is
also supported by an interaction between presentigpe and time for the variable
Accurate. While participants’ belief in the acciyaemained the same between
sessions in the video condition, it decreased fsession 1 to session 2 in the
transcript condition. The effect of time decreadimg strength of belief in accuracy
was also revealed by the variables Remember/Kne@al/Rhagine and Persuade for

all of which the belief was lower at the secondsemsthan at the first session.
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There was also the effect of time for some measuirbslief for own
memories. For the variables Real/Imagine, Testity Bersuade, the belief in the

accuracy ratings decreased from session 1 to se3sio

Reported Properties of Events or Memories

One of the reported properties that turned a saamft effect was Positive Emotions.
Participants gave higher ratings of positive emwifor the transmitted memory
with positive emotions which could be considerddna of partial support for
manipulation check. Apart from that, there wasiphstupport for an asymmetrical
relation of plausibility and likeability of the maary with the emotional valence of it.
While likeability of the memory was found to be héy for the transmitted memory
with positive emotions, plausibility for the memamgceiver was found to be higher
for the transmitted memory with negative emotiddist before drawing conclusions,
it should be considered that this might again Hg due to idiosyncratic contents of
these two memories.

Also another interesting result was found for pililisy. Participants reported
that the event was more plausible for them at étersd session compared to the first
session. This result was interesting because ttyeseene participants reported that it
was more difficult to recall the memory contenttet second session than at the first
session. Although they recalled the content mdifecditly, they thought the event
was more plausible for them at the second session.

As for the reported properties of own memories, efifect was that of time on
Importance. Participants regard their own memomnare important at the first

session than at the second session.
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Word Counts

Memory lengths were found to be shorter at the sg@session for both own and
transmitted memories. Transmitted memory with posiemotions was told longer
than the transmitted memory with negative emotiwhih is an expected result
since the original versions of the transmitted meesowere different from each

other in the same way.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION
The present study explored the phenomenology flmb&agraphical memory of
someone else. Phenomenology for transmitted memasyfound to be affected by
the emotional valence as well as presentation tgpee ratings of phenomenology
also differed between two sessions over time.

One important limitation of the present study iatttlelay and retelling were
not manipulated independently from each other sodifficult to conclude to which
one of them the effects of time that were founaigicant are due. The transmitted
memory might have been also given to another gtibapwould not tell or report
phenomenology for it.

Another limitation is that there was only one int@rwhich was set as one
week to discover the effect of time. Different lémgmight have been employed to
better understand the effect of time. Also moraetbiae memory could have been
used for each condition in order to rule out thesillity of specific content being
responsible for the effects.

The measures of personality, mood or cultural ¢aitgon could be used in
future studies in order to explore whether theyld@lso have some effect on
memory transmission. Also the present study emplayevariation in purpose or
accuracy emphasis for retelling the memories dature studies the present
paradigm could be combined with eyewitness (e.gshlarversky, & Hutson, 2005)
and earwitness (e.g. Campos & Alonso-Quecuty, 2688j)mony literatures.

Further studies are required in order to betteeustdnd the determinants of

this kind of phenomenology.
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1. Olay! hatirladiimda,

1 2
Hic
hissetmiyorum

2. Olayi hatirladiimda,

1 2
Hic
géremiyorum

3. Olayi hatirladiimda,

1 2
Hi¢
duyamiyorum

4. Olay! hatirladiimda,

1 2
Hic
hissedemiyorum

5. Olayi hatirladiimda,

1 2
Hic
hatirlayamiyorum

6. Olayi hatirladiimda,

1 2
Hi¢
hatirlayamiyorum

Appendix A

Autobiographical Memory Questionnaire

olayin kendisini yeniden gigormus gibi hissediyorum.
3 4 5 6 7
Belli belirsiz Belirgibir bicimde Sanki
su anda
gercekipormus
gibi net
onu zihnimde gorebiliyorum.
3 4 5 6 7
Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
su anda
gercekigpormus
gibi net
onu zihnimde duyabiliyorum.
3 4 5 6 7
Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
su anda
gercekipormus
bonet

0 zaman hissettin duygularisimdi de hissedebiliyorum.
3 4 5 6 7
Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
su anda
gercegirmus
ibignet

olayin gegti mekanin neresi oldiunu hatirlayabiliyorum.
3 4 5 6 7
Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
su anda
gercegirmus
ibignet

olayin gegi mekanda kimin/neyin nerde durglinu hatirlayabiliyorum.
3 4 5 6 7

7. Bu olay sizin icin ne ol¢ide pozitif duygulaeig/or?

1 2
Hic pozitif
degil

Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
su anda
gercekiormus
ibignet
3 4 5 6 7
Biraz Biyik olctde Tamamiyla
pozitif
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8. Bu olay sizin icin ne 6l¢ciide negatif duygulagrigor?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic negatif Biraz Biyik olclide Tamamiyla
degil pozitif

9. Sizce olaya dair aniniz, tarafsiz bir gézlemcohizru bir aktarimina kiyasla hangi 6lctide
inanclariniz, niyetleriniz ve beklentileriniz galtusunda carpitilngtir?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
% 100 carpitilmy % 100 gou

10.1nsanlar bazen bir olayin biitiin ayrintilarini hathsalar dahi garindan ne gedgtini bilirler.
Bu olay hakkinda djiiniirken sadece ne olglunu bilmekten 6te olayi gercekten hatirlayabiliyaru

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
hatirlayamiyorum su anda
gercekiormus
ibignet
11. Bu annizin dgruluguna bir mahkemede ifade verebilecek kadar guvemywmsunuz?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Bira Bilyuk 6lcide Tamamiyla
glvenmiyorum glveniyorum

12. Olayi hatirladgmda,simdiye balanms disaridan bir gézlemci gibi olmak yerine, olayin
gerceklatigi zamana geri dongiimd, olayin iginde yine bir katilimci oldumu hissediyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Bira Buyuk olcude Tamamiyla
hissetmiyorum hissediyorum

13. Bazi anilarimizi hatirlagimizda olayi dgrudan kendi géztiimizden gortrken bazi anilarimizi
kendimizi de dyaridan gorebilecegekilde gozlemci perspektifinden goériiriiz. Bu olagdr dniniz
hangi perspektiften ofmustur?
1 2
Birincisahis Ucuincgahis/gozlemci

14. Olay! hatirladiimda, bana yalniz bir gerceklik, gézlem ya da sailask dgil de, kelimeler
veya resimler halinde akan btunltkli bir hikaygavelayseklinde gorunuyor.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hic Belli belirsiz Belirgin bir bigcimde Son derece

gorinmuayor belirgin
bir bicimde

15. Eger olay sirasinda yaninizda genelde giv@nidi bagka bir kisi bulunsaydi ve size olayin ¢ok
farkh bir sekilde gergeklgtigini anlatsaydi hangi 6l¢tide aninizin yamiduguna ikna olurdunuz?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic ikna Bazi ayrintilarda Bazi esas noktalarda dianen
olmazdim ikna olurdum ikna olurdum ikna olurdum

16. Bu ani 6nemli bir mesaj icermesinden, hayatikidi bir kavsagl veya bir déniim noktasini
temsil etmesinden dolayi benim icin anlamhdir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Belli belirsiz Belirgin bir bicimde Tamamen
degil

41



17. Bu olay gercekigiginden beri, olay hakkinda siiindiim .

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Hayatinkdalaylar
degil arasinda en sik

gundigiim oldu
18. Bu olay gercekigiginden beri, olay hakkinda kogtum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Hayatimdalaylar
degil arasinda en sik

kostugum oldu

19. Hafizamdaki olayin onu hatirlgen sekilde gerceklgtigine ve ona hayal edilmiveya
uydurulmy 6geler katmadiima inaniyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
%2100 hayal %2100 gercek
edilmis

20. Aniniz, belli bir yer ve zamanda bir defa g&tegmis bir olaya mi, gok defa yanmg benzer
veya alakall olaylarin bir 6zeti veya bieis haline mi, yoksa bir giinden daha fazla bir siureye
yayllmis kabaca aralarinda stureklilik bulunan olaylaraekabil ediyor?

1 2 3
Bir defa Birlesmis Yayilngi

21. Bu aniyi hatirlamak sizin i¢in ne kadar zatud

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic zor Biraz Buyuk olcude Cok zor
degildi oldu

22.Bu ani sizi ne 6l¢cude temsil ediyor?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic temsil Biraz Uik olclde Tamamiyla
etmiyor temsil ediyor

23. Lutfen olayin tarihini (gun/ay/yil) mimkin olglukadar dgru bir bicimde hatirlamaya cainiz.
Latfen tahmin etmeniz gerekse bile bir ay, giin ¥didiriniz. Eger ani belli bir sireye yayilgsa,

bu sirenin ortasindaki yakl& bir tarihi veriniz.

24. Sizce aninizi bir Bkasiyla paylstiginizda bu ani kar tarafin ne kadar gana gider?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hi¢ hosuna Biraz Buyuk olctude didikle
gitmez ¢cok

25. Sizce aninizdaki olayin bir gk@sinin baina gelme ihtimali ne kadardir?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hic yok Biraz Buylk olclde Kdiile
cok
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Appendix B

Autobiographical Memory Questionnaire — TM

1. Anlatilan aniy hatirlagimda, olayin kendisini ywayormus gibi hissediyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
hissetmiyorum su anda
gercekigpormus
oitet
2. Anlatilan aniy1 hatirlagimda, olayi zihnimde gérebiliyorum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
géremiyorum su anda
gercekiyormus
oitet
3. Anlatilan aniy hatirlagimda, olayi zihnimde duyabiliyorum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
duyamiyorum su anda
gercekipormus
gibi net

4. Anlatilan aniyi hatirlagimda, ani sahibinin olayda hissgitiluygulari bersimdi de
hissedebiliyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
hissedemiyorum su anda
gercekiormus
ibignet
5. Anlatilan aniyl hatirlagimda, olayin gegi mekanin neresi oldiwnu hatirlayabiliyorum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
hatirlayamiyorum su anda
gercegirmus
gibi net

6. Anlatilan aniyl hatirlagimda, olayin gegi mekanda kimin/neyin nerde durglinu géztimde
canlandirabiliyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
canlandiramiyorum su anda
gercesiormus
ibignet
7. Anlatilan anidaki olay size gore ne dlgude pbditygular iceriyor?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic pozitif Biraz Biyik olcide Tamamiyla
degil pozitif
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8. Anlatilan anidaki olay size gore ne 6lgcude riédatygular iceriyor?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic negatif Biraz Biyik olclide Tamamiyla
degil pozitif

9. Sizce anlatiya dair hatirladiklariniz, tarafsirzizleyicinin/okuyucunun dgru bir aktarimina kiyasla
hangi 6lgiide inanglariniz, niyetleriniz ve bekltatniz dasrultusunda carpitilngtir? *

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
% 100 carpitilmy % 100 gou

10.1Insanlar bazen kendilerine aktarilagkzsinin baina gelm§ bir olayin bitiin ayrintilarini
hatirlamasalar dahi ogihin bagindan ne gegtini bilirler. Anlatilan anidaki olay hakkinda
distinirken sadece ani sahibine ne gidw bilmekten 6te olay! gercekten hatirlayabiliyaaru

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Belli belirsiz Belirginir bicimde Sanki
hatirlayamiyorum su anda
gercegirmus
ibignet

11. Anlatilan aniya dair hatirladiklarinizingdoluguna bir mahkemede ifade verebilecek kadar
guveniyor musunuz?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Bira Bilyuk olcide Tamamiyla
glvenmiyorum glveniyorum

12. Anlatilan aniy1 hatirlagimda,simdiye balanms disaridan bir gdzlemci gibi olmak yerine, olayin
gerceklatigi zamana gitiiimi, olayin icinde bir gézlemci oldiwmu hissediyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Bira Bilyuk olcide Tamamiyla
hissetmiyorum hissediyorum

13. Bize aktarilan bazi anilari hatirlgeinizda olay! dgrudan ani sahibinin gézinden gérirken bazi
anilari ani sahibini de ghridan gorebilecejekilde gozlemci perspektifinden goririiz. Anlatimya
dair hatirladiklariniz hangi perspektiften ghustur?
1 2
Birincisahis Ucuingiahis/gézlemci

14. Anlatilan aniy hatirlagimda, bana yalniz bir gerceklik, gozlem ya da saitamk dgil de,
kelimeler veya resimler halinde akan butunluklutkaye veya olageklinde gorintyor.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hic Belli belirsiz Belirgin bir bicimde Son derece

gorinmuyor belirgin
bir bicimde

15. Eger anlatilan ani size sunuigluhaliyle genelde givengiz baka bir kisiye daha sunulsaydi ve
bu kisi size olayin ¢ok farkli bigekilde gerceklgtigini anlatsaydi hangi dl¢tide olaya dair kendi
hatirladiklarinizin yandiolduguna ikna olurdunuz?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic ikna Bazi ayrintilarda Bazi esas noktalarda dianen
olmazdim ikna olurdum ikna olurdum ikna olurdum

16. Bu ani, ani sahibine énemli bir mesaj icermbesim kritik bir kagagi veya bir doniim noktasini
temsil etmesinden dolayi onun i¢in anlamhdir.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Belli belirsiz Belirgin bir bicimde Tamamen
degil
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17. Bu anlatilan ani bana sunuigimdan beri, anidaki olay hakkindasdiidiim**

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Hayatinkdalaylar
degil arasinda en sik
diindigiim oldu
18. Bu anlatilan ani bana sunuidindan beri, anidaki olay hakkinda ketum**
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Hayatimdalaylar
degil arasinda en sik

kostugum oldu

19. Hafizamdaki olayin onu hatirl&dn sekilde bana sunulguna ve ona hayal edilgweya
uydurulmy 6geler katmadiima inaniyorum.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
%2100 hayal %100 gercek
edilmis

20. Hatirladginiz kadariyla size anlatilan ani, belli bir yerazananda bir defa gercekieis bir olaya
mi, ¢cok defa yganmg benzer veya alakali olaylarin bir 6zeti veya Bimig haline mi, yoksa bir
gunden daha fazla bir sureye yaygrkabaca aralarinda sureklilik bulunan olaylaraekabul

ediyor?

1 2 3

Bir defa Birlesmis Yayilngi
21. Anlatilan aniyi hatirlamak sizin igin ne kadar oldu?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic zor Biraz Biyik olclide Cok zor
degildi oldu
22. Tahmininize gore anlatilan anidaki olay anitsahne 6lctide temsil ediyor?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic temsil Biraz Uik olclude Tamamiyla
etmiyor temsil ediyor

23. Tahmininize gore ani sahibi bu olay! ka¢ yd@rka¢ yanda ygamstir?

24. Size aktarilan ani kenuza gitti mi?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hic hosuma Biraz Bulyik olclide esinlikle

gitmedi cok

25.Bu anida size aktarilan olayin sizingtmaza gelme ihtimali ne kadardir?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hic yok Biraz Biyik olctde didikle
cok
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26.Bu anida size aktarilan olayin sizirsjazda, sizin cinsiyetinizde bir leasinin baina gelme
ihtimali ne kadardir?
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hic yok Biraz Buyik dlcude Kesinlikle
¢cok

27. Bu aninin aynisi veya bir benzergibeza geldi mi? Cevabiniz evet ise aradaki bergerli
asagidaki ylzdelik dilimlerden en uygununu secerekrrieli.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
hayir agmni
gelmedi geldi
28. Sizce size aktarilan olaydaki aninin sahibidlessaydiniz onu ne kadar severdiniz?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Biraz Biyilk olcide Kesinlikle
sevmezdim cok

* The wording “izleyicinin” is used for the vide®ndition and the wording
“okuyucunun” is used for the transcript condition.

** These two questions related to rehearsal wetg applied in the second session.
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Appendix C
Memory Instruction for Own Memory at the First Seas
Hayatinizin herhangi bir dénemindestvaza gelmg bir olay1 anlatan en dnemli
aninizi mimkun oldgunca ayrintili anlatiniz. Aniniz surekliggaliginiz tekrar eden
olaylarin bir 6zeti dgil de, bg! ve sonu bir giin icerisinegain somut bir olay ya da
durum hakkinda olmalidir. Litfen aninizi anlattrk&onra aninizin nitelikleri

hakkinda takip eden sorulara cevap veriniz.
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Appendix D
Memory Instructions for Transmitted Memories at st Session
For Transcript Condition:
Simdi size bir anlatinin transkripsiyonu gosterilietie Bu anlatida bir ki kendi
basina gelen bir olayl anlatmaktadir. Litfen bu amgiadikkatlice okuyunuz.
Okuduktan sonra sizden bu anlatiyr mimkin glohea ayrintih bir bicimde ses

kayit cihazina kaydedilmek suretiyle anlatmanienstektir.

For Video Condition:

Simdi size bir anlatinin video kaydi gosterilecekBu anlatida bir ki kendi bgina
gelen bir olay! anlatmaktadir. Lutfen bu anlatikatlice izleyiniz.izledikten sonra
sizden bu anlatilyr mimkin olgunca ayrintili bir bicimde ses kayit cihazina

kaydedilmek suretiyle anlatmaniz istenecektir.

48



Appendix E
Memory Instruction for Own Memory at the Secondssms
Gecen seansta anl@tnhiz kendi aninizi mimkin ol@unca ayrintili bir bicimde
hatirlayarak ses kayit cihazina kaydedilmek suesiplatiniz. Litfen aninizi

anlattiktan sonra aninizin nitelikleri hakkindaipeéden sorulara cevap veriniz.
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Appendix F
Memory Instructions for Transmitted Memories at 8exond Session
For Transcript Condition:
Gecen seansta gk bir kisinin bagina gelen bir olaya dair transkripsiyonunu
okudusunuz anlatiyr mimkun olgunca ayrintili bir bicimde hatirlayarak ses kayit

cihazina kaydedilmek suretiyle anlatiniz.

For Video Condition:
Gecen seansta gk bir kisinin bagina gelen bir olaya dair video kaydini izlgidiz
anlatiyr mimkan oldgunca ayrintili bir bicimde hatirlayarak ses kathazina

kaydedilmek suretiyle anlatiniz.
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