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ABSTRACT 

The influence of age and collaborative expe:rienc·e o_n 

individual ano. dyad performed memor y-related tasksr 

including inunediat.e and delayed story recall, working 

memory , memo~y self-efficacy, and memory monitoring1 was 

investiga ed. It was .expected that typical age-related 

dif f erences in these tasks would be moderated by 

collaborative experience. Participants included younger 

marz;ied couple.s (M = 30 .19 years old), younger mixed-gender 

stranger dyads (.M = 2.9. 78 years old) , older married couples 

(M = 70.32 years old), and older mixed~gender stranger dyads 

(M = 70.37 years old) ~ Participants performed most of the 

tasks twice, once when wor-king alone and once when working· 

with a partner. It was found that older couples did perform 

slightly better, al tho.ugh not significantly, th·an o.lder 

stranger dyads on memory tasks. In contrast, younger 

couples and younge_r · stranger dyads pex·formed similarly. In 

general, both younger and older adults seemed to 

overes t im·a te the benefits of working with a spouse • 

E·xami ners , 

Dr. R,A. Dixon, supe·rvisor (Department of Psychology) 
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COLL.ABO:Et.ATIVR REMEMBERJ:NG: 

Alla THERE AGE-RELATED DIFFERENCES IN W0RKl.NG WITH A 

STRANGER QR WITH A SPOUSE? 

Chapte:r- l 

Int:rodu·c.t ion 

People work together to remember informat·ion. Whether 

working with a strang~r to remember the location of a 

forgotten restau,rant or wo.rking with a spouse to .remember a 

funny event, individuals work. with others to remember. 

Collaborative remembering, or remembering in cooperation 

with two or more people, bas recently b~come a topic of 

research interest in the field of cogn~tive aging {e.g., 

Gould_, Kur.zmanc & Dixon, 1994; Go:u.ld, Trevithick, & Dixon:., 

1991). 

There are two theoretical reasons why collaborative 

remembering research may p_rove usef.u.l to the field of 

cognitive aging. First, m.uch everyday remembering oocilrs in 

c .oll.aborative situations (Dixon, in press; Gre.eno &: Mo·ore . ., 

1993; Meudel-1, Hitch, &: Boyle1 -1995). Working with others 

to solve cognitive problems is a common occurz:ence for 

ad-µ-lts o:f all ages. Individuals may consult others· for 

everything from the mun-dane (e.g., remembering -birthdays) to. 

the -profound (e.g., reminding onef£J spouse to take 

medication). Research on collaborative remembering will 

further our understanding of the everyday cognitive· 

functi"oning of ad:ults and how that functioning may change 
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wi.th age. With research we can learn more about the 

in£luence of environments " partners, and tasks on the 

effectiveness of c .ollahorative ·r _ememberi.ng. We can also 

learn whether the effectiveness of each of these factors 

changes with age. 

The second way collaborative remembering research may­

p~ove useful, iij that age-related changes in cognitive 

performanc~ may differ between indiviaual and colla.Qorative 

situations. ·For examJ;>le, typical age-aas-ociated deficits 

found with individual episodic memory tasks (Cra"ik & 

Jennings, 1.992; Hultsch & Dixon, 1990), or tasks iu which 

subjects are instructed to remember, may be attenuated when 

subject·s work together. In ·other wo.rds, older individuals 

may overcome their individual age-re·latea· decline by 

r~embering aollaborati.v~ly. This is of theoretical 

~ortance~ as older adults would be adapting t .o a·ge-relp.te-d 

decline by working with others. 

The intent of this study is to examine the roI·es of age 

(younger vs. older adult~), recall condition (individual vs. 

dyad recall), and c.o ilaborative experience (stranger dy<ads 

vs. married couples) in performance on several memory tasks, 

principally reca·11 of· stories:. ReQarding story r <ecall there 

ar~ three main research questions. Firetr will typical age­

related differenc<es in story recall (Hu.ltsch &- Dixon, 1984), 

be <f .ound when comparing the performance of younger and older 

individuals? Second, will t _ypioal age-aa.e<ooiated deficits 
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in story ~eoall also be found in collaborative recall? 

Specifically, will olde·r dyads recall significantly 1·ess 

story information than younger dyads? Fina.lly, ia 

colla:bo_rative story recal_l performance influenced by 

interactive e~erience working with task partner? Is 

workµig ith a partner with 'Whom one hae had extensive 

collaborative expar_ience 1 such as a spouse, m.ore benefictal 

to dyadic remembering than working with a partner with whom 

one has had no experience col labor at ing (e.g. , a st.ranger) ? 

The perforniaiice of younger and older m.arried couples .and 

younger and older stranger dyads, working alone and working 

together on s·t _ory recall and ·other. memocy-rel_ated tasks, 

will be compared. 

In the fo·llowing literature review chapter, reaear.ch 

pert-inent to collaborat.ive remember·ing and collaborative 

experience~ ae well as the major research questions, will be 

presented. Although this research primari1y involves 

younger adultec recent research involying older adults 

(e.g., Dixon,. in press) is highlighted. scholarship rela.ted 

to the i.µflue:nce 0£ collaborative experience on recall, such 

as Wegner' e transactive memory sys.tem. (1986) ,. is diacus·sed. 

Finally,. all hypotheses are presented in detail. Although 

there are three principal ques·tions, as stated above, 

several ancillary· issues will also be a~dreae.ed, including 

the hypothesized age-re.lated and collaboration-related. 

effedte on, de·layad or second recall, memory self-efficacy, 



wor~ing memory~ memory monitoringr and: beliefs about 

collaboration .. 

4 



Chapter -2 

Literature- Review 

Collaborative Remembering Rese·arch 

5 

As a predecessor of collaborative remembering research, 

Ringelman (as cited in Latane, Williams, & Ha:rkins, 1979) _, 

nearly 70 years ago, examined the effects o·f collaboration 

on rope-pulling-. Participants worked alone, with a partnert 

or with seven partner~ to pull a rope. Ringelman measured 

individuals' and groups' productivity with a str•ain gauge, 

which measures the amount of pressure exerted. He found 

that with increasing group ai,ze, individuals exerted less 

pressure. :en faot" in the gr.oup of eight, the averag~ 

amount of pressure exerted per individual was half what -was 

exerted by individuals working alone ( as cited in Latam~ et. 

al • L 19:7 9 ) • 

This early study of collaborative rope-pulling ia an 

ef.fective tool for discussing Steiner's (l:966) influential 

approach ta evaluating the ef'fects of collaboration on 

.Productiv"ity-. Steiner (1966} proposed that collabo.rati.on 

research should examine the. potential productivity in 

groups, ae compared with the aotµal productivity. To date, 

research had focused bn the accom,plislimenta of group work 

rather than on the potential of group work. S.teiner (1966) 

developed many mathematical models· of estimating group 

p,roductivi.ty, each of which depends on the t ·a ·sk demands. 

Steiner (1966) suggested that actual productivity is 
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the difference between potential productivity and- loss du.e 

to faulty or suboptimal col.laborative processes~ Process 

loss could be linked to either problems of motivation or 

coordination (Steiner, 19~6). Mo·tivat 'on-rela.t:ed process 

losst as in the ~ope-pulling· case, would occur when 

individuals wo.rking with others exert less effo:rt than when 

they are working alone. Coordination-related process losses 

may occur when members of a group fail to pull at tbe same 

moment or at the same angle. For both reasons the 

col.laborative performance of a group may be less than 

optimal. 

Others have argued (e.g .. , Hill, 1982) that 

collaboration can also· lead t .o pro.c .ees gain. p·rocess gain 

occurs when performance is facilitated ae a . f :unction o.f 

collaboration. Rill suggested 2 ways in which process gains 

cou.ld occu ·: (a) cognitive. stimul.ation or eme.rgent. features 

from the group (e . g., ideas that would not. been thought of 

or items th.at would not have been remembered by any one 

member of the group alone) and (b) membe·rs' capacity to 

mode·l or learn fr_om one another. rn a review of 

col·laborative. research" Hill (1982.) found evidence for 

capacity to learn leading to process gain, but little 

evidence for cognitiv-e st-ilnula.tion . Furthermore, across a 

'Variety of t-a·sks 1 group performance was routinely 

quantitative1y better than the average individual, but still 

poorer than the optimai or potential productivity (Hill, 
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1982) . 

Because of this difference between optim.al produGt.ivity 

and actual performance, some argue that remembering alone is 

more e f fective than remembering with others. For example, 

Andersson and Ronnberg (1995) compared the delayed or second 

word and story recall pert:ormance p.f. individuals and dyads 

to their initial individual performance .. They found that 

the recall performance of dyads was less than their 

potential- productivity, as me~sured .by a poo1ed score of 

each individual's '•'alone" performance, called ·a nominal 

group. Thus, two individuals working in pairs remembered 

fewer words and story information than would bave resulted 

had they worked separately and simply summed their 

indi vidu.al. perfo:rmancee, It should be· noted, though, that 

the average performance of dyads was better than that of 

ind·ividuals. Dyads recal.led a higher numbez:: of words~ as 

well ae more· story information, than did individuals. 

As a measure of the cognitive stimulation or emergent 

proceaee~, Andersson and Ronn.berg {1995) examined newly 

generated items. Specifically they SUIDilled the number of 

recalled items from the delayed recall which were not 

recalled in the immedia,te 'first. recall condition. Items 

recalled only· at a delay oonditi.on have ·b~en referred to as 

reminiscence (Payne, ·1987) ~herefore, if groups are .able 

to reminisce more items than individuals, it would be some 

preliminary evidence that groups show emergent properties. 
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In ~act. Andersson and R6nnberg (1995) found that 

individuals had a higher number of reminisced items than 

groups. Other reaearchere have also found that groups 

reminisced fewer itemp than individuaJ_e (Meudell et al.. " 

1995; Meudel1., Hitch, .&: ltlrby, 19.9.2). 

Andersaon and- ltonnberg (199.S) also summed the nwnber of 

forgotten itelll:B from the first to the delayed recall. They 

found that group~ forgot more items than individuals in 

delayed recall To examine the eftecte of social 

interaction on reoall, An.derason and Ronnbe~g (1995) 

calculated the difference between the number of reminisced 

items· (RI) to forgotten items (FI) Social interaction 

would affect recali in a positive way if groups, compared 

with individuals, reminisce many items while forgetting few. 

Andersson and Ronn.berg found that individuals had a 

significantly higher difference than groups, indicating that 

individuals, in comparison to groups, .gene.rated more 

reminisced items ~hen t .akiI1g into account the Il1.l1Ilber of 

forgotten items Andersson an9 Ronnberg (1995) suggested 

that the deficits of group performance can. be minimized when 

group members are friends (or eyen a couple) rather than 

strangers and when the task is complex rather than simple. 

In contrast, other oolla.bora.t.i ve ·remenibering research 

supports a more optimis~ic evaluation 0£ group productivity. 

This res~arch focue·es on absolute performance rather than 

optimal productivity. Research involving younger ad·ults has 
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shown tbat groups outperform. individuals on recogni tion 

memory t asks (Hine z, ·1990), on the completeness and 

correctness of' testimony (Clark-, Stephenson, & :Kniveton, 

1990_; Stephenson, Abrams, Wagner, & W.ade, 1986; Stephenson, 

Brandstatter, & Wagner, 1983Jr and on the total amount 0£ 

information recal1ed (.Meuae1.1 :et al., 19951 Meudell et al ,. 

1992) . Hinez (1990) suggested that collaborative 

remembering is more successful than 'individual remembering 

for three reasons. Firstly, groups. have a larger 

informa.tion pool than indiv~duals. This• is valuable becaus.e 

groups have more individual memories to draw from and, thus, 

a more complete representation of tbe presented material can 

be created. Secondly_, groups are able to discuss 

inconsietenc'ies found in remembering and are able to corre.ct 

.erroJ:1s. Finally, w:b:en compared with individuale 1 gr:oups 

have more effective decision-making strategies, some of 

which are unavailable to individuals . For example, groups 

m.ay choose a 11Diajority-wine" strategy, in which the majority 

of the group (in a group of· at least 3 members) 'must agree 

on the correctness of the infonnat.ion. Al.t.ernatively;• 

groupe may choose a i•trutb-wins."' s·trategy,. in which. a 

response must be identified as correct. Hinsz (1990) showed 

that the most adequa.te decision schemes us.ed in group 

:recognition performance are "majority-winsn etrate_gies 

rather than 11 truth-win:e .,. strategies . 

Wha:t are the effects of collaboration with older 
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aduits? Do older adults benefit, like younger adults. from 

collaborations? Dixon {in press) found ·benef·its t .o group. 

reca.l.-1 when using a story reca.11 task with young.er and older 

adults - When comparing the. performance of indj.viduale, 

stranger dyads, and B·trange:c tetrade, .Dixon found that both 

younger and o1der groups benefit from additional members. 

Thus, dyads recalled more total story information than 

i ·ndividuale, and tetrade recalled more story information 

bhan dyads .. He also found age-associated differences in 

:recall perfo.nnance for all group. le'(f'els. Older indiv.iduals 

recalled let:is story information than younger individuals, 

older stranger dyads recalled lees than younger stranger 

dyads w and olde:.r st·ranger tetrads recalled lees than younger 

stra·nger tetrada (Dixon, in _pre·s ·s). 

Collaborative Experience .Research 

E.ngestrotn. (1992) argued that experience at interactive 

cognitive problem solving may be a crucial factor in 

detennind.ng the productiv-ity of .group performance. 

Experienced oolJ.a:borative groups may coordinate their 

efforts more effectively, reault:in:g in better productivity, 

than unacquainted groups. For similar reasons·, Wegner and 

hie colleagues argued that inti.mate ·couples may be 

particularly efficient at collaborative rememb.ering (Wegner, 

1986; Wegner, Erber, &:. Raymond, 19.91; Wegner, Giulian o, & 

Hertel, 1985}. 'I'.brough their experience at collaborating en 

a variety of ev.eryday cognitive problems, couples develop a 
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shared or a transact•i'lire memory system ('Wegner, 1986) 

Wegner et al. ( 1985) suggested that intimate ~OU:ples. create 

a transaotive memory system: by 1earning and differentiating 

areas of e.xpert1.se, so that. the responsibility o~ 

relllembering is delegated to tbe most expert member of the 

couple. rnaividuals in a couple will retain information 

central to their expertise and paas on information to their 

spou~e central ~o their spouse's expertise. This enables 

intimate couples to share infonna~ion storage and to ensure 

that a broad .spectrum of information is retained. While a 

tran.e:active memory system is more com~lex than an indiv'dual 

system, more information 1s remembered (Wegner, 1986; 

Wegner et al., 1985) • 

.In support., Wegner et al. ( 1991) compared tb.e 

performance of dating couples and unacquainted dyads. one­

half of the couples and unacQUainted dyads were given a 

remembering structure (e . g., they assigned one member to 

rem«amber: all items from a certain category) and one-half 

wer.e not given a structure. They found that younger couples 

remembered more than younger stranger dyads when the 

remembering structure wa.s lacking~ When the rem.em::bering 

structure wae imposed the unacquainted dyads performed 

better than the couples. ·wegner e·t a·1. (1991) argued that 

couples performed poor1y with an imposed remembering 

structure ·because their transactive uremory sys.t.exn was 

disrupted. Members of a couple were assigned to some 
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categories in which they were not, and their partner was1 an 

expert . 

R.ose and a:olmberg (1990). examined several factors 

.r.el.ated to (younger) married couples' coll.aborat.ive ·recall 

of thei first date, their last vacation, ·and a recent 

argument. one factor that was asse·seed was the vividness. of 

memories. Part'icipants. rated the vividness of their own 

memori.es and, using transcripts of actual .r·ecall 

conversati:0ns, experimenters independently rat.ed the 

vividness of the part·icipante' memories. Roes and Holmberg 

(1990) found that women rated their memories of these events 

as .more vivid than did men. The exp·erimenters 1 ratings 

supported this gender difference. The participants were 

aleo asked to report memory failures. Whereas in the 

collabol:':ative recall men reported more memory f:ailu-res than 

wom0cn, when :recalling alone men and women reported 

equival.ent rat·ee of memory failures. Finally, both spouses 

were asked to rate which of the two· of them had the 

11 superio:r 11 memory. It was found that women were rated by 

bath spouses as having superior memory for such 

autobiographical events. notably, whether the women 

actually .remembered more than the men was not as.sassed in 

this study ·Ros:s and Holmberg' s (1990) explana:t.ion f ·or 

these finding are in partial support Q~ Wegner (1986). As 

women often assume the role of ":relationship expert'' in many 

couples, they are believed to be able to recall more of 
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about highly interpersonal events, such as a first date 

(Ross & ·Holmberg. 1990). Similarly, according to Wegner 

(1986) and Ross and Holmberg (1990), men may perform. better 

than women on recall tasks for which they have an expertise 

advanta~e (e . g., sports ) . 

Row might Wegner'e (1986) model apply to older conples? 

Older couples, like younger couples.- seem to benefit from 

their transaotive memory systems. Di~on (in press) found 

age-associated differences in collaborative story recall 

when same-gender stranger dyads worked togethe~, but older 

coupl~s remembered as much story information as younger 

couples. Although the stranger dyads and the couples were 

not directly compared in thie experiment (and the strangers 

were same gender), it suggests that older coup1es ~ould 

recaJ.l more story information than older at.ranger dyads. 

In another study, the conversational processes through 

which younger and older stranger dyads and couples actually 

collaborated in a sto.ry memory task were compared {Gould et 

al. , 1994) ~ Gould et al. (l.994) div:ided the statements made· 

by these dyads and couples int.o story-related, including 

individua.1 and collaborative stocy-based recall, and 

conve1:1sation-rel..ate·d,, i:ncluding task and s-0ciabil.i ty or 

suppor-t discussions. Younger and older cou~1es and younger 

.and older stranger dyads ~egan with a high proportion o~ the 

conversation relating to individual story-based recall. 

Supporting the notion that effic•iency may b.e as·sociated with 
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likely to engage in strategic actiona late in the recall 

conversations Younger couple·s engaged in late strategic 
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actions discussions to a lesser extent, and younger and 

oider stranger dyads not at all. Indeed, older stranger 

dyads engaged in arguably less effie:ient discussions 

conce~ning mutual support .and friendliness. Therefore, this 

re earch demonstrate.a a possible mechan-ism, erpecifically 

late task-related discussions, in which older couples· couid 

improve recall over that ·of older et.rang.er dyads. 

This study, as well as. Dixon's (in press), has 

important impl•ications for thi,s thesis. Both of these 

studies support the notion that collaborat.ive r~embering 

may vary with age and collaborative experience, mainly to· 

the benefi of older ·couples. Both younger and older- dyads 

engaged -in little late task-related diaoussi;ons (Gould et 

al.; 1994) and age differe.nces in recall performances 

between stranger a ·yads were still observed (Dixon; in 

pree.s-). Older cou.ples en·gaged in more 1.ate task-r.elated 

discuas-ions than younger couples (Gould et al., 1994) and 

yet,. these age groups recalled a similar .amount of atory 

informat:ion (Dixon, .in press). Jt seems that collaborative 

experience may mediate the influence of age on story recal.l. 

Whether this generalizes to other memo:ry-rela.ted tasks and 

is replicable is deteonined here. 

Research Plan and Issu·es 
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Overview of Design 

The performance of you~ger and older married couples 

and younger and older mi1ed-gender stranger dyads1 working 

a.lone and working together on stocy recall .and other memory.­

related tasks, will be. compared. The ·major feature ·of thi•s 

de.sign is t.b.at one·-ha1f of the indiv-iduals were tested firS:t 

with the dyada teste,d second and one-.half of the individuals 

were teated second with the dyads te9ted first. ~herefore, 

for most of the memory-rel~ted taa~s participants were 

teated twice, once individually and once dyadically. One 

unique feature of the desi.gn is that :the story· presented and 

recalled in. the first phase of the experiment is recalled 

again in the second phase, after a brief delay. The de1ayed 

recall pe:r ormance of dyads (after being tested- .initially as 

individuals) and individua_le (after being tested as dyads) 

can be compared acros:S age and collaborative experience. In 

thi.s section, the major research ieeuea and h:ypothes_es are 

pref!ent·E!d. De·ta•i1s on :measurement, design, and scoring ar.e: 

pr.esented in the next chapter. 

Tasks and HYDothesee 

st·ory recall. One of the principal tasks is to 

remember inf•ormation from personal narratives. ~ge-related 

deficits are typically found with di,ec.ourse recali tasks 

(e.g., Cohen, 1988; Raltsch & Dixon~ 1984r Zelinski & 

Gi lews·ki, 1988}. The.ee findings should be replicated, such 

that younge~ individuals should recall more story 
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informat-ion than older individuals~ Dix.on (in press) also 

found age-associated differences in collaborative story 

re.call when comparing young.er and older same-gender stranger 

dyads. Renee, older stranger dyads should recall less story 

information than younger stran,ger dyads. 

What about the collaborative recall performance of 

married couples? Dixon (in press) found older cou~les 

remembered as much story information as younger couples. 

Per.haps older couples recall well becau.ae they have 

interactive expertise. In other words, they are experts at 

interacting with one ·another and are able to inaintain high 

coll.abor:ative p.erformance through this expertise. 

Hypothetically,, another p,i)ssible reason that older couples 

may remember story information as well as younger couples is 

that the individuals making up older couples have preserved 

high individual-level memory ability (Dixon, in press) • 

Perhaps long-tenn. marriage somehow leads to maintained 

memo:r:y abilit·ies in older individuaJ_e. This (unlikely) 

possibility will be examined by comparing the performan:ce of 

individual story recall of older adults who work with 

strangers (in the collaborative portion of the experimen) 

and older adults who work with spouses t -t is unlikely that 

there will be any d.i-ffere_naea between older individuals• 

recall p·erformance relat.ed to collaborative condition. 

Therefore.1 age-related differences should be seen between 

younger and olde·r individuals from the spouse and the 
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stranger (in the collabor_ation portion of the experiment) 

Condi ti--ona. In other words, individual story recal-1 

performance should not vary as a function of collaborative 

condition for younger or older adults. 

Delayed story recall. 'l!his task invol es a "delayed 0 

or ••second'' recall of story information (the former label 

will be used here). The purpose of this task ie to examine 

the influence of age, collaborative remembering, and 

collaborative expe:rie-nce on delayed recall. fypically with 

delayed recall of te~t there is some decay or loss of 

information (e.g., Dixon, simon-, _Nowak, & Hultech, 1982,. 

Will collaboration produce a different decay pattern than 

individual remembering? Wi11 the decay be moderated by the 

collaborative experience working with task partner? Will 

t _here be age differences in the decay pattern? The·ee 

questions will be addres_sed. Moreover, whether group 

di-fferences are a pr.oduct of differences in r~niecence, 

forgetting, or a combination of the two can be examined by 

comparing the items recalled from the initial and items 

recalled from the delayed_ recall. 

It ie expected that older couples will 

disproportionately benefit from collaboration fn the ~elayed 

recall task. Younger ind.i.vidua-1s should have less de.cay of 

story information than older individuals in a·elayed r~ca:11. 

Based on Dixon e.t al. (1982), older ·individuals, having just 

remembered with a partner, will lose more of the story 
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Similar age-related 

differences in decay of delayed story recall are e~ected 

for stranger dyads. Older couples, however_, should have 

less decay with delay than old~r stranger dyads. When going 

from working alone to working with a partner, olde~ couples 

should benefit from their interactive _experience and los~ 

less story information than ,do older stranger dyads . 

Reminiscence and forgetting . . ·Reminis·cence in story 

~ecall -refers to the number of items reca1ied in t~e delayed 

condition that were not recalled in the initial recall 

condition.. Forgotten items a.re those items that -were 

remembered in the initial recall but not produced in the 

·delay~d recail. There are .eeve·r 1 ways of measuring the 

extent of rem.iniscenc~ and forgetting . Andersson and 

Ronnherg (1995) used a difference score, in which th~ number 

of forgotten items -is subtracted from the number of 

reminisced items. In this study, this difference score is 

used, as is a ratio of reminisced items to forg_ot:ten items. 

~he rationale for the ratio indicator is that it affords a 

more direct eval~ation 0£ comparisons between reminiscence 

and forgettingc in which baseiine rates of recall are not a 

factor. The nwnber of reminisced itema per forgotten item 

is be examined. For story ~ecall, the item is a 

propo.s it ion . 

Andersson and Ronnberg (1995) found that individuals 

(as compared to groups} had a higher difference between 
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reminisced itema and forgotten items. These deficits of 

groups were m.inimized1 though,. wll:en the group members were 

f -riends rather than strangers. That is ( ce>llaho-rating 

friends had a higher positive difterence score than 

collaborating st:rangera (Anderss-On &: :R.onnberg, ·l -995) . This 

indicates that exper.ience working with a t .ask partner may 

facilitate remlniscenae and minimize forgetting. In line 

with this avidence, it is hypothesized that couples should 

reminisce more story recall items to forgotten items than 

stranger dyads. Aleo, age-related d.if.ferencee "in the ratio 

of reminisced item.a to forgotten itemg for stranger dyads, 

but not couples, are expected. Finally, like Andersson and 

Ronnberg-'s· (1995) finding_e, indivlduale should generate more 

new items when taking into account forgott_en it-enie than 

st.ranger dyads and couples 

Spousal knowledge and agreement of expertise. Dixon 

(in press) ·used ,a spousal. kn9wl:edge and epousal expertise 

questionnau::e to assess younger and older individuals' 

knowledge of, and agreement pf_ expertise with, spouse. Whe:n 

compa~ing the cognitive performance~ of younger and older 

coup1ea, age is confounded with collaborative ex:p_erience; 

although it is possible to test older couples married for .a 

short time (e.g., five years), it is impossible to test. 

younger couples married a long time (e.g., 40 years). Thus1 

Dixon (in press) used these two dimens~ons. spousal 

knowledge and spousal expertise, to equate younger and older 
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couples. Speoifica1ly, ea·ch indiV'idual answered a series of 

quest.ions concerning knowledge of their spouse (e.g.# "What 

•is the birtbdate of your spouse?", ... What high echool. did 

your epouae graduate from.?~) and which spouge actually 

perf-o:rme or is best at. performing a series o.f t:ypic·a1 tasks 

(e.g., balancing the cheque book). It should be noted that 

the spousal expertise dimension is intended to tap tbe level 

of expertie~ spouses show in regar<la to their relationship 

(e.s;r .• they are experts in knowing who does what) and not 

the 1evel of eJq;ertiee in collaborat.ion as proposed by 

Wegner (1986). 

Dixon cin press) showed that the younger and older 

cou~lee were similar in performance on both dimensions. A 

spousal expertise _questionnaire, simil•ar t .o. the one used by 

Dixon (in press), will be used to equate younger and older 

couples. Differences between younger and older cou~les on 

spousal knowledge and spousal agreement of expertise should 

not be found. Spouses should agree on knowledge and 

exper·tiae to a high extent and there should be no age­

related differences in relation to these agreements. 

·Memocy self-efficacy. Mem.oq se:·lf-efficacy are the 

beliefs of ·one I a own abil"ity to undex.-take actions required 

for successful memory performance (Berry, West7 &. Dennehey·, 

1989). Memory sel,f-efficacy is thought to be one aspect of 

meta:memory, which is the knowledge, belie-fa, and self 

evaluations, individuals have regarding their memory 
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processes (Hertzog&. Dixon, 1994; Hertzog, Dixon1 & Hultsch, 

1:990). !!emory self-efficacy typically accounts for most 

age..-differencee found with ·metamemory questionnair.es 

(Hertzog & Dixon. 199~; Hertzog et al., 1990). Older 

adults·, when com.pared with younger ap.ults, often report 

iower efficacy in relation to their memory. 

lehough age-related differences in memory self­

efficaoy are important in their own right (Hertzog & Dixon, 

1994} ~ they account for very little of. the age-related 

deficits found with memory tasks. The correlations between 

memocy self-efficacy and performance usually vary up to 0.3 

(Hertzog & Dixon, 1994). Hertzog et al. (1990) argued that 

this smal:1 relationship betwe·en memory eelf-eff.icacy and 

performance· may be a f:unct·ion o.f the fact that metamemocy 

queat=ionnai es are tapping global mem9ry eelf-eft:icacy. 

Memory self-efficacy may vary depending on the task at hand 

(e.g. e recalling names, performing math caloulation·s), as 

well ae the context at hand (e.g., recalling names. at 

conferences, performing math oaloulations in the 

supermarket). Hert.z_og et al.: (1990) argued that perhaps a 

t~k- and context-sp_eciflc memory self-efficacy 

questionnaire would better: explain performance differences. 

Both g'lobal, using the General Rating Saal·e of the Memory 

Functioning Quee ionnaire (Gilewski & Zelinski, 1988), and 

taek-specif·ic memory self-efficacy judgments, using the 

Memory Self-Eff icaoy Questi'onnaire (Berey .et al., 1989), 
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were made,. 

Individuals and dyads (including couples) made global 

and taak-specifi•c memory eelf-eff.icacy judgments. Hence,. by 

emphasizing "when working toget·her1 " .memory self-efficacy 

judgments ·can be mad·e in regards to working with a. partner. 

lt is eJq>ected that older couples should have high global 

and specific self-efficacy in their collaborative efforts 

with their ~pouee.~ Aware of the benef·its of working with 

one another~ older oouplee may feel more self-efficacious 

when working with their spouse rather than when working with 

a stranger or working alone. Like previous research (e.g.,. 

Hultsch1 Hertzog, & Dixon, 1987), younger individuals should 

repo_rt higher memocy .ael:f--efficacy and memory functioning 

than older individuals. Similar age-related differences are 

~ected with stranger dyads, whereas older cou1>les and: 

younger couples will report similar 1evela of memory self­

efficacy and memory functioning. 

Based on Hertzog et al.'s (1990) arguments, it is 

:expected that task-specific memory s·elf-efficacy rat:ings 

should correlate more· highly to memory perfoDDanc·e than 

global ·memory self-efficacy ratings. Therefore, the memory 

self-efficacy judgments of one's. ability to recall story 

information (the story scale. of MSBQ) sh.ould be highly­

related to story recall performance~ Similarly, judgments 

of oners ability to succeas~ully complete working memory 

tasks (the hardware scale of the MSEQ) should be highly 
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related to working memory performance .. General Ratings of 

memory funcbioning {MFQ) though, should only be mildly (if 

at a ·ll) correlated to ato:ty recall and wor.king IllemQry 

performance. 

working memory. Working melllOry ia commonly seen as a 

limited-capacity storage system, in which informat_ion is 

stored and processed for complex co_gnitive tasks (Daneman, 

1987). Working memory tasks typically involve remembering 

recent.1:y presented inform.at-ion, whi"le processing additional. 

information {Hultsch &: Dixon, 1990). Age-related 

differences in individual wo~king memory performance are 

typical ("e.g • . , era ik, 19 8 6; Kemper, 19 8 6) . :Younge·r 

individuals. tend to perform significantly better than older 

individuals on working ,memory tasks. Two working m.em.ory 

tas.ke, alpha span (Craik1 1.986) and sentence repetition 

(Kemper, 1986}, were used in this experiment. Age­

aasocia.ted deficits in working memory performance should be 

replicated here for both working memory ·tasks. Moreover, 

age-ass-ociated deficits are expected for stranger dyads. 

Younger stranger dyads should perform significantly better 

than older atranger dyads on working memory tasks. In 

contrast, younger couple~ and older couples should perform 

aimilarl~ on working memory tasks. 

Given the ubiquitous decline in many oognitive tasks 

with age,. res.earchers. have suggested that one or a few 

general factors existing in limited supply (called 
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processing resources) may be responsible (Salthouse~ 1990). 

Therefore., age-related deficits in processing resources are 

·theoriz·ed as responsible £or the age-relat.ed declines seen 

in many cognitive tasks. Working m.emory has been propo·sed 

as a potential processing: resource fsalthouse, 1990). In 

fact, som.e theorists suggest that age-~elated decline in 

individual di:eooun~e recall may be a: product of working 

memory deficits (e.g., Tun., Wingfield, & Stine., 1991). Some 

evidence supports this Gontention (Norman1 l{emper, & 

ltynett-e., 1992; Stine &. Wingfield, 19-87; Tun et al . r 199.1). 

Collaborative working memory perf.ormance may, like 

individual performancer- be related to collaborative 

discou.rse memory performance. 'l'heee relationships will be 

.examined here. It is expected that individual working 

memory performance will be posi.tively relate.d to individual 

story recall results . Similarly, collaborative working 

memory perforinance 'Wil.l b~ pos.itivel_y related to 

collaborat-ive working DLemory performance. 

Memory monitoring. Collaborative memory m.oni.t.oring is 

also explo'redl Can younger and older in:dividuals, stranger 

dyads~ and couples effectively monitor their recall 

performance? Researchers often use predictions and 

postdictione of perfoJ:;mance to examine age-related 

differences in memory monitoring ability (e.g., Dixon, in 

press; H.ert zog, Saylor. F le·ece, & Dixon, 19 9 4) ~ IJ;l. this 

p· ocedu·re., younger and older indiv'iciuals (.or dyads) first 
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estimate how muc~ of the eto,ry they believe they can recall 

(prediction), perform the recall task, and then,, finally_, 

estimate how much information they bel1..ev.e th.ey actually 

recalled (poatdiotion). As an index of prediction and 

poetdiction accuracy1 prediction and poetdiction estimates. 

are subtracted f.r::om .actual performance. 

Devolder, Brigha:m, and Pressley (1990). found that older 

individuals predicted less accurately than- younger 

individuals, but found no age-related d'ifferences in 

postdiction accura:cy. Devolder e't al. ( 1-990) found that 

older individuals were 1e·se accurate than younger 

individuals because they tended to over-predict their 

performanc·e. rn contrast, Hertzog et a ·l. (199.4) found that 

younger and older adults wex-e equally accurate at predicting 

and poatdio~ing performance. Furth~r~ it has been shown 

hat younger and older individual-a (Hertzog et: al., 1994) 

and younger and older couples (Dixon~ in press) were 

effective at updating ·their esti_matea based on actual 

performance. ~he~efore, individuals and coup1es are able to 

mon!.tor their performance and improve their accuracy from 

predictions to poetdictione. 

Using predictions and postdictions of story recall 

p·erfoxmance, it is expected that older individuals and 

younger individuals will be similarly accurate in both 

eat.imatas, of performance, This hyp·othes!i.e is based on 

Hert~og e:t al • ' s ( 19 9 4) f :indings . Moreover, younger and 
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older couples will be more effecti"lte at monitoring their 

performance than younger and older stranger dyads. Coupl_es 

have had a greater amount of experience working together to 

remember and~ thus, their predictions· and postdictions 

should be more ac.curate than stranger dyads. Therefo·r:e. 

younger and older individuals' predictions and postdictions 

should be highly related to performance. Younger and o lde.r · 

couples,. estimates of performance should also be highly 

-related to performance, while younger and older stranger 

dyads• eat-imates should be moderate1y relate d .to 

performance. 

Beliefs about collaboration. A collaborative· 

effectiveness instrument measures an individual's subjective 

views ae to the effectiveness o'f working with a: spouse, a 

a.tranger of the oppo•eite gender, a st.ranger of the same 

gender1 a .friend of the opposite gender, a fr1end of the 

.same gender, and alone. Participan_ts wi1·1 be asked to rank 

order the·se six: conditions of remeUlhering according to 

effectiveness. Qlder individuals, aware of their declining 

remember.ing ab.ilities (Dixon &: Hu.1tsch, 1983), may give 

working with others (all types) higher effec'tiveneae ranking 

than working alone, whereas younger individuals may give 

working alone a higher eff:ectivenese ranking than worki·ng 

with strangers •-
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The basic design wae a 2 (age: younger vs. older) x 2 

( recall condition~ individual ve. dyad) x 2 (collaborative 

condition: spouse vs. stranger). The design enabled several 

important comparisons. Specifically, individuals we~e 

compared to dyads. Moreov~r~ individuals and dyads from the 

stranger and epouae conditions were compared. Although 

collaborative condition lacks ,meaning in the individual 

recall condition (as they are working without a partner), it 

was- crucial to examine whether individuals from the stranger 

and the spous.e conditions were similar. If the individuals 

from the stranger and spo:uee conditions differed, any dyad­

level. collaborative condit.ion d1fferenc·es could be· 

attributed to individual-level ability rather than 

interactive experienc.e .. Finally, the performance o'f younger 

and older individuals and dyads were compared~ as ·was the 

tnfluence of collaborative condition on any age- related 

differences. 

Seve:ra.1 order and list control factors were also 

tested, including order (individual .f .iret vs dyad first), 

story (''A Trip Abroad 0 vs., "Playing Carda••) 1 working D1emory 

task order (alpha span first vs. sentence repetition first) , 

and ~or)ting memory list- (A vs. B). Whereas story and 

working memory list were within .subjects factors, memory 
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Sixty-.four younger and 66 older adults ~articipated in 

this experiment. The subjects were :rec•ruited "from a subject 

p.ool, newspaper advertisements, campus events , and posters 

distributed around the rrniveraity of Vi-<!toria. Each adult 

particip ted in this experiment witb a partner, e.ithe·r their 

spouse or a randomly assigned opposite-gender strang.er. 

There were )2 pa·irs of younger subjects, including 16 

yo:unger married coupl:es and 16 mixed-gender ·unacquainted 

dyads, who were matched to the younger married coupl.es 

according to age. The average age .of 'the younger married 

Co'U];)les and the younger unacquainted dyads was 3 O . :19 ( SD == 

3:. 92) and 29. 78 ( SD = 4. 07) years, resp.eotively. 'l'he 66 

older individuals ·included 17 older married couples and 16 

mixed-gender unacquainted dyads, who were mat·ched to the 

o1de.r married coup.lea according to age. The older marri~ 

couples and the older mixed-gender unacquainted dyads had a 

mean age of 10.32 (§Q = 6.59) and 70.37 (SD= 6.31) years, 

respect·ively. 

The younge~ couples included on~y couples married at 

least 6 months (M = 4.53 years, SD~ 3.07), whereas the 

.older couples were married at least 15 years (M = 45 . 79 

years, SD: 6.99). As would be expected, some of the 

individuals in tbe unacquainted dyads condition were marri.ed 

to individuals who did not pa·rticipat·e in the study. Five 
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of tbe individuals in the younger µnaGquainted dyads were 

married (M: 5.50 yea~sr SD= 7.18), whereas 23 of the 

individuals in the older unacquainted dyad:s were married (M 

= 3 7 . 2 3 year.s , SD = 14 . 4 O ) .. 

Participants individually completed a vocabulary 

survey. Tb.e survey involved 54 items take.n from the Kit of 

Fact.or lteference Cognitive Tests (Ekstrom, French, Harman, & 

Dermen, 1986). A 2 x 2· analysia of variance (ANOVA) 

revealed significant main effects for age. 'F (1, 1.2.5) = 

108.2.6, ~ < .001, and for collaborative condition, F (1, 

125) = 10 .. 87, Q < . ·001, but no significant interaction. As 

is typ1cal, the older adults (M = 44.03, SD= 5.44) 

performed signifioant.ly better than the younger adults (M := 

33. 7·3,. SD = 6 .34) on the vocabulary survey. '1.'be individuals 

from the unacquainted dya(!e (M = 40.52, SD= 6.93) performed 

better than the individuals from the married couples (M = 

37.51, SD~ 8.40). 

A ee·cond 2 x 2 ANOVA was performed wi t.h the number of 

years of education as ti:he dependent variable. Only a ma.in 

effect of age1 F ( 1, i25} = 7. 63, 12, < • 0.07, was significant .. 

The younger adults (M = 15 .. 85,. SD= 2.25) had more education 

than the older adults {M = 14.55, sn. = 2.99). - - . 
All of the subjeota received a small honorarium for 

their participation. 

Materiais 

several questionnaires and memory tasks were used and 
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each is described in turn. 

Personal Information Questionnaire (PIQ). :Individuals 

completed the PrQ. Demographic information, inc.luding age, 

education1 fi~st language, and years married was obtained 

sing the PIQ . The married couples also completed an 

attached spousal knowled·ge and agreement qu.estionna:ire (see 

Appendix. A), which incl.uded 30 factual information questions 

about themselves and their spouses (Bl)ousal knowledge)i as 

well aa 12 .questione regarding domains in which they believe 

'they or their spouse are skilled (spousal expertise). 

Proportion correct on the spousal knowledge dimension1 and 

proportion agreement on the spousal expertise dime·nsion, 

were cal~ulated. Scoring of this segment in~olved assigning 

a 1 when spouses agreed and a O when spouses ~isagreed F.or 

example, if a wife agreed with her husband that he was born 

on November 4, 1928, then that response item was given a 1 

Memory Selfe-Efficacy Questionnaire (MSEQ). A "story" 

su'bscale and a ''hardware" subscale, based on the MSEQ (Berry 

et al~, 1989), were used to assess individual and dyadic 

memory self-efficacy of story recall and working ~emory, 

r .espectively (ee·e Appendix B). Participant·s were instructed 

to ndicate whether they ~hink they couid (by circling 

"yes"•~ or could not (by circling 11no 11
) perform a specified 

memory task. If subjects indicated that they thought they 

could perform the. specified memory task, they were 

instructed to then give a confidence rating between 0% and 
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:100%. Both the story and hardware subscales included five 

levels of difficulty,. beginning with least difficult and 

ending w.ith most difficult~ Memory eelf-.efficacy ie 

traditionally administered t .o individuals~ but by adding 

uwhen working with your partner" to each memory ta·ek· 

st::.atement the •• story" and "ha.rdware '' subscalee could be 

adminis ered to dyads. According to Berry et al. (1989), 

scoring involves both summing all "yesu responses greater 

than 20% and plott.in_g chang.e in confidence according to the 

five levels of dlificulty. Moreover, eacb confidence 

rating, aa well as averaged confidence levels, were entered 

int.a analyses to as.certain age and collaborat•ive condition 

differences in confidence at each level and overall. 

Memory FUnotioning Questionnaire (MFQ). The ,General 

Rating Scale of the MFQ (Gilewski &: Zel.inaki .,. 1988) wail 

adminis.tered twice to each participant, once when working 

alone and once when :work-ing with a partner . The General 

Rating Scale indicates subjects' views of the.ir memory 

functioning in general .. 

The dyadic administration of the MFQ differed f ·rom the 

individual administration in tha_t the former condition 

emphasized memory functioning ''when working with a etrange:r" 

or 11when working with a apo:uee" (in the stranger or the 

couples condition., respectively). The MFQ involves ·a one to 

seven Likert-like response scale, with eev.en indicating high 

memory functioning. 
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Sentence Repetition. Two equivalent liete of 32 

sentences . based on Kemper (1986), constituted this 

working memory task. Each list was compo~ed of 16 

grammat~cally correct and 16 grammatically incorrect 

sentences. Eight of the grammatically correct and eight of 

the grammatically incorrect sentences were compound 

sentences, whereas the remaining were simple or complex 

sentences. Grammatically incorrect simple or complex 

sent·ences. contained one grammatical error, whil.e 

grammatically inc·orirect compound sentences contained two 

grammatical ·errors,, one in each :indep.endent clause. 

There were four possible types of clauses in each of 

the sentences. including: gero..nd~ that, what, and relative 

clauses .. These four types of clauses occurred -initially in 

the sentence {left branched) or .occurred 'finally in the 

sentence {right branched) (Kemper, 1986). The type of 

clauses and their placement in the sentence were counter­

balanced in each of t~e lists of 32 sentences. It should be 

noted that compound sentences had the ea.me type ,and 

placement of type in each independent clause, such tha:t one 

compound sentence could .contain two in!ti.ally placed gerund 

dlauaea or one compound ·sentence could contain two finally 

placed gerund clauses. Moreover, the embedded clauses were 

long (six to nine words),. according to Kemper (1986). 

:Participants were presented the senten·cea by an 

aud.it·ory recording of a profese-ional radio .anno.uncer. The 
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eent..ences were read at slightly al.ower than nc.;;.rmal sp_eaking 

-rate.. SUbjeats were asked to repeat each sentence word for· 

wordr unless the sentence contained one or two· grammatic_al 

errors • If a een·tanc_e contained one or two grammatical 

errors, subjects ere asked to correct the erxors, but to 

repeat the rest of the sentence word for word. As much ti.me 

ae needed to respond was given-~ 

AS discussed in Kem.per (1986), scoring of sentence 

repetition involved assigning~ nilmerical value between one 

and five to each. aentenc.e reproduced by the participant. A 

score 0£ -five -repr.eeents the best possible performance, 

namely_, verbatim .recall ·with ·grammatical errors corrected. 

A score of four represents se.mant:i-c· (but not syntactic) 

equivalence to the original with grammatical errors 

corrected. A score of three represents some semantic 

meaning of the original sentence is maintained and some is 

missing and alJ. grammatical errors are corr.acted . A score 

of two represents de~arture from syntactiG and semantic 

content of the original sent..ence, or that the response is 

grammatically incorrect Finally~ a score of one represents 

inabiiity to recall any of the sentence. The interrater 

i::elia.bility for sentence repetition is presented in the 

following scoring section. 

Alpha Span. Th.is 'Wo~king memory task was. based on 

Craik (1986'). t>art-icipants were asked to recall an orally 

presented (by experimenter) wo_rd series in alph_abetical 
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order. All word e·eries were .re.sented in non-alphabetical 

ard-e.r. The words were pr·esented at a slow rate, with 

a-pproximately 2 seconds between each word. The words were 

chosen from a children's dictionary (Morris, 19.88) .and each 

w:o:rd in a series ·began with a different let"tec. 

~he trial began with a two-word series. Each 

subsequent series involved on:e additional. word, up to a 10-

word seri_es. If subjects correctly recalled a series they 

immediately proceeded t .o the subeequ:ent level of series. 

When subjects incorrectly recalled a s .eriee they were 

presented a second series of the s_ame lev.el. :If subjects 

correctly reca·1ied the second series., they progressed to the 

next aeries l.evel, but if subject·s incorrectly recalled the 

second ·aerie.a, testing stopped. The alpha span s·core is the 

total number of words. in a single series in which the 

highest number of correctly recalled words was achieved. 

Story Recall. Two near-equivalent stories created by 

Dixon,. Hultsch1 and Hert.zag (1989), regarding- elderly 

coup.lee~ were presented to participant a at a normal speaking 

rate by an auditory recording of a professional radio 

announcer. whereas the first story, "A Trip Abroad," 

contains 165 words and 92 propositions, th~ second story1 

"Playing- Carde,u conta:i.ns 163 words and 90 propositione 

(Dixon et al., 1989) •. Subjects. were asked to listen 

carefully to the story eo they could -remember it later. 

Scoring of free recall of the text was based on the nwub:er 
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o'f propositions c.o.rrectly recalled using a lenient or gist 

criterion (Dixon et al., 1989). Information on scoring 

reliability i presented later. 

Parts of t.he recall protoco·1s could not be C•lae.sified 

as giat recall. These parts were scored in terms of. a 

select set of other recall char3.cteristios, including 

elaborations.,· macrostatement.s, metastatements., repetitions, 

intrusive errors.,. .and constructive errors. 

Elaborations are statements consistent with the story, 

but not actuaLly contained in it.. Therefore, ·if a 

participant stated that the o' Sheae travell.ed by airplane to· 

Ireland in uA Trip .:Abroad," parts of this response (e.g., by 

airplane) would be scored as a. elaboration because no 

mention was lJlade in the original story of how .the O'Sheas 

reached Ireland. Macro·statementa are summary statements of 

two or more propositions in the story. :r.f a part-±cipant 

stat~d that Barbara served food .in ''Playing C.arde, •• thi.s. was 

scored as a m.aoro·a .tateinent be.cause several different food 

types were listed. Metastatem.ente .are .comments about one •·s 

own memory processes, such ae. "my memory is not w~at it used 

to be." Repetitions are simply st.atement.s that repeat an 

already scored pr~position. Constructive errors. are erroi::-s 

that are consistent with the story, but are recalled 

incor:1rect..lY 4 Therefore, if a participant i::eca.lled that Dick 

bas three brothers, when in fact he has four ("A Trip 

Abroad"), the proposi.tion speci•fying the nUXQbez:: of brothers, 
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would be considered a constructive error. Intrusive errors 

are errors that are inconsistent with the story For 

example. a participant recalling tha_t couples were p1aying 

against each other in "Playing Cards~ would be a.cored as an 

intrusive error as they were playing men against the women. 

Delayed Story Recall.. Subject-a were asked to recall 

the etocy they had been presented and had recal_led in the 

first part of the e:x;perinlent (:wi'thout hearing it again). 

Therefore, those subjects presented the stocy fi-ret 

individually recalled the story again dyadicaUy, whereas 

those aubjeote presented the story firat dyadically r~dalled 

the s _tory again individually. Approximately 45 to 60 

minutes ela_psed" between initial and delayed recall (a-11 

participant a) • 

Like the etory recall, the delayed recal1 was scored 

according to a propositional analysis of the gist recall. 

Aily components of the .recall not scored as a proposition was 

scored aa an elaboration, macrostatem-en.t,. meta statement, 

repetition, constructive .error or intrusive error. 

In addition, fo1lowing Andersson and Ronnberg (1995), 

the number of reminisced items. (RI) and the number of 

forgotten items {PI}, when comparing the first recall with 

delayed r~oall1 were caleulated Thus~ the story xtems 

(propositions) recalled in the first phase of the e~eriment 

were compared ~ith t~oae r¢called in the eecond. Each item 

that ·was not recalled in the first phaae, but was recalled 
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in the second phase was given a score of land was summed 

(IU). Similarly, each 11forgotten" item was given a score of 

1 and was summed. A difference of reminisced items to 

forgotten items, which inv~lved subtracting forgotten items 

from .remini•sced items. was calculated (Andersson &. Ronnberg, 

1995). Also., as a more direct measure of the rel.ationship 

between the. number of :reminisced it.ems and the number of 

forgotten. items, a reminisced items and forgotten it·ems 

ratio was calculated (RI/PI). 

Memory Monitoring. Af·ter listening to each story, hut 

before recalling it subjects estimated, on a scale of 0% ·to 

1.00%, how m.uch information in the story they believed they 

could remember (prediction) .• After rec.alling a st.ory, 

subjects. estimated, again on a scale of 0% to 100%, the 

proportion of the informatio_n in the story they believed 

they had actually recalied (postdiction). The actual 

instructions for predictions ~ere: 11 ! would like you to give 

me an estimate of how much of the info:anati·on in the story 

you believe you can reoail~ Every story cQntains numerous 

ideas a bits of information and I would like you to tell me 

what proportion of the ideas and bits of infonnat.ion you 

think that you can recall.P The instructions far 

post.dictions were a shorten versi'on of the prediction 

inat.ructi_ons. Participants were then given a scale from 0 

to 100, with increments of 10, and told that this could be 

used to help them estimate. 
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several variables were developed from these tasks. 

Actual values of predictions and postdictions were 

·eva.luated . :rn addition,. three way.a of evaluating· the 

accuracy of the predictions and postdictions were used. 

First, the difference between the proportion. bf actual 

performance and prediction ('o:r po&tdiction) estimates were 

calculated. If the result of· the subtraction is negative, 

·pa-rticipants ha'.\"e. overestimated their up.coming ( or j st 

past ) performance, whereas if the result of th~ ·subt·raation 

is positive p·articipants have underestimated their 

per-foi::mance. Second., Devolder et al. (199.0) ar.gµed that the 

.ahsoiute. difference between performance and estimates of 

performance should be used because with simple difference 

scores (above), direction difference~ within an age group 

can cancel one another out (making the inaccuracy appear 

less). Therefo~e, absolute differences were evaluated. 

Finally, accuracy· was also evaluated with correlations 

computed between prediction or poatdiction ('in proportion) 

and proportion of actual performance. 

Collaboration Effectiveness oµestionnaire (CEQ). 

Participants rank-ordered working with a spouse, wo.z:k-ing 

with a stranger of the opposite gender., wo·rking: with a 

stranger of the &a.me gender, working with a fr.iend of the 

opposite gender, working with a friend of the same gender, 

and workin•g alone according to eff.ectiveness in terms o.f 

remembering. The mos effective method of remerob~ing was 
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remembering was assigned a two, and so on such that the 

leas.t effective method of remembering was assigned a six·. 

scoring constituted calculating the mean rank- drdering for 

ea.ch item. accordi-ng to age. 

Procedure 

s ·ixteen test.ing: protocol.a were used. As seen in Figure 

1" .the protoco1-s were first counterbal·anced according to 

whether the individual or the dyad testing occurred first. 

Whereas half of the subjects were tested alone first and 

tested wi'th their partner s .econd, the other half of the 

subjects were tested with their partn~r first and tested 

alone second. 

The protoc.ols also dif·fered accordi~g to whet.her list A 

or list B of the alpha span and sentence repetition tasks 

were ~ven to individuals and to dyads. The working memory 

list not given in the first part of the experiment was given 

in the second part~ For example, for a given dyad, if in 

the individual testing condition each parti~ipant was given 

.list A, in the dyad testing c.ondition the dyad woul_d be 

given lis·t B. Al.so shown in Figure 1, the stories were 

counterbalanced., eucb that one-fourth of the subjects was 

presented 11 PJ.aying Cards•• alone, one-fourth was presented "A 

Trip Abroad•• alone~ one-fourth wa-s presented Pl.aying Cards 11 

when workin~ with a partner, and one-fourth was presented 11A 

Tx;ip Abroad" when working with a partner. The, story not 



Order of 
Testing* 

Working 
Memory 
List 

fndJvidual 

A 

Dyad 

B A B 

Story 
PG TA PC TA PC TA PC TA 

Order of 
WorkJng 
Memory 
Tasks* 

PC = Playing Cards, TA ~ A Trip Abroad, SR = Sentence .Repetition, AS ~ 
Aloha Soan 

*· The •first condition (individual or dyad) or the first working memory task 
is presented here. 

Figure 1. The sixteen testing protocols used. 
~ 
0 
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:t?resented in the first part of tbe experiment was presented 

in the second part of the experiment. Tbe final protocol 

oondition was the order of the working memory tasks. Half 

of the subjects got sentence repetition firs.t and ·half got 

alpha span f .iret. The order of working memory tasks was 

maintained from indi vidu.al to dyadic testing •. 

The Personal. Information Questionnaire, Vo.cabulary 

survey, and Coliaboration Effect~veness Questionnaire were 

administered to subj eote when working .a·lone. The order of 

a:11 tasks is presented in Table 1. The Personal Information 

Questionna.fre· wa.-e the first tae.k for ind'iv-iduals, with the 

Vocabulary Survey second. The Collaboration Effeqtiveneas 

Questionnaire was the concluding task of the experiment 

(whether tested as individuals or dyads first). The Mem0:ry 

Self-Ef f ica·cy Quest ionna_ire, Memory· Functioning 

Queationnai·re, Alpha -Span~ Sentence Repetition.1 and Story 

Recall tasks were administered twice to each subject, once 

in the individual condition and once in the dyadic 

c-ondition. The .Memo_ry Self-Effi.cacy Questionnaire was 

always followed by the Mem.ocy Functioning Questionnaire. 

The working memory tasks (the o_rder of the working memoxy 

tasks be-ing: counter-balanced) followed both of the memory 

sel.f-efficacy qu.es,tionn.aires , but p_receded the Story Recall 

task. Delayed Recall always occurred in the second phase of 

testing (whether individual or dyad) after the working 

memory tasks, but before the Story Recall task. 



Table l 

Order of Tasks 

Individuals First 

Individual 

1. PIQ 

2. Vocabulary survey 

·3. MSBQ 

4. MFQ 

s. Working Memory Tasks 

6. Story Recall 

Dyad 

7. MSEQ 

8. MFQ 

9 • Working Memory Taeke 

10 Delayed Story Recall 

11. Stoey Recall 

rndividual 

12. CEO, 

Dyads First 

Dyad 

1. MSEQ 

2·. MFQ 

3. Wo.r:Jting Memory Taa>c·s 

4. Story Recall 

Individual 

5. PIQ 

6. Vocabulary Survey 

1. MSEQ 

8. MFQ 
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9. Working Memory Tasks 

10. Delay_ed Story Redatl 

11 .. Story Reaa .l 

12 . CEQ 

Note PIQ = Pera-onal Infozmation oue·etionnaire, MSEQ = 

Memory Self-Efficacy ·ouestionnai:re, MFO ~ Memory Funct.i .oning 

Questionnaire.~ and CBQ ~ Collaborative Effectiveness 

.Questionnaire. 
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The dyad phaae of the experiment was recorded on video 

tape, while Alp~ Span€ Sentence Repetition, Story Recall. 

and Collaborativ-e Effeotivenee.s tasks were recorded on audio 

tape in the individual phase of the experiment. The e·ession 

took approximately two hours, with a short break between 

tndividual and dyadic testing~ 

Scoring: 

'-1Wo of the mater•iale used, specifically sent·ence 

rep~tition and sto:ry recall, requi~e elaboratiQn (ae 

follows) on the scoring p~ocedures. 

Sentence Repetition. The interrater reliab.ility of 

three scorers was calculated on approximately 15% of the 

total number of sentence repet it.ion tasks, including both 

individual and collaborative performances. Interrater 

reliability ranged fr.om _!; = • 89 to ..!: = « 92 (both Q. < , 001) 

for total sentence repetition pert:ormanpe. Mo1:'eover, the 

average interrater agreemant 1itas between~=- 83 and .r = ~84: 

(:2 < .001) for the sentence by sentence eco:r:ing. 

Story Recall. In accordanc with Dixon et al. (1989), 

the· components of the st·ocy· t:·ecall were scored as 

proposi i ·onal or gist .recal.l, elabo.ratione, macrostatements, 

metaetatements. rep.etitione.~ constructive errors~ and 

intrusive errors. Two raters scored ail 0£ the stocy 

recall. The interrater re1iabflity was based on 

approximately 14% ·of the to.tal story reoall tasks (both 

individuals and dyads). The interrater p~opositional 
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analyses reliability based on the total number of 

proposit.ions scored was r . = . 97 (J2. < • 001). The interratei:: 

re-Uability for· elaborations, macrostat.ements, 

metastateD1ents, repetitions, and errors, based. on the total 

number, was r = .61 (Q < .001) ~ £.-= .36 (£ < .07), !: = .96 

{_u < .001) , :f_ = .76 (£ < .001). and£= . ."64 (p_ < . 004) 

respectively. It should be noted that th.e int.errater 

correlations ~or macroatatementa and errors is rather low 

due to he few number of each of these. Moreo-ve·r, the 

average in'terrater agreement was~= .80 (J2. < .001) on the 

proposition by proposition scoring. 



chapter 4 

Results 

Spousal l(nowledge and Agreement of Expertise 

Tbe X?.ercentage of agreement between. spouses on the 

spousal knowledge .(e.g., what high school did your spouse 

atte.nd) and s_pouaal expertise (e.g. , who is more Likely to 

complete the income tax. return) dimensions of the pers.onal 

informati•on questionnaire were calculated,, A multivariate 
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nal.yais of variance (MANOVA} was performed on these 

percentages, with age as the independent variable.. A 

multi,;,ariate main effect was significant., Wilks' F (2, 63) = 

4 • 7 4, .R. < • O 12 . A fo·11ow-up A.NOVA showed that older coup le:s· 

agreed t .o a lesser extent than younger oou.ples on the 

spousal knowledge quaetionnai·re (M = 57.35, .§Q. = ·11.46; M = 

66 .• 02., SD = 11. 33 ·, respectively), !, ( 1-, 64) = 9. 52 r Q -< 

.003 . The follow-up ANOVA on: spousal expertise was 

nonsigni-f-icant, F (1~ 64) : .03, ~ > .85. Older CM = 81.86, 

SD = '14. 57) and younger (!:! = Bi. 25, SD = 12. 52) couple·s 

demonstrated equival.ent agreement. Although the age 

difference for knowledge was unexpected it may not imperil 

'the goal of equating younger married couples t .o long-term 

married couples. That is, although married much longer, the 

older couples did not have an expertise advantage o~er the 

younger couples. Perhaps this result may be a function of 

the fact that some of the questions requi-re a ·more long-term 

remembering for older (e.g., whe·re their spouse went to high 
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sdhool) than for younger adults. 

working Memo·cy 

Due to technical difficulties, half of the results of 

one .older individuals' (from the stJ:1anger condition) 

sentence repetition performance was lost. Moreover, a 

single data point (out of 3.2) was los·t for three 

participants, including one younger indivldual from the 

stranger condition, one older individual from the s_pouse 

condition, and one older individual from the stranger 

conditfo·n. Finall.Yr two data point.a were missing for a 

younger individual from the spouse condition. These data 

points were replaced via a linear tr~nd. Accordiag· to 

Noruliis (1993~ p. 125), the .existing series of data points. 

is regressed on an ind.ex variable scaled 1 to· n, in which n 

=-=- 194. In. Noruijis' procedure., the predicted :values are used 

to rep:i.a.ce missing values. The re·sults with the replaced 

data ar:e nearly identical t .o the results in which the 

participan with missing data was removed. Hence, the full 

samp1e w_i ·th :f ·i ve partioi_pante having partially replaced data 

for one working memory task will be used. 

correla'tions between memory tasks. Table -2 contains 

the correlations between all memory tasks. Hence, the 

performance of younger and older indi-vi<:J.uals, as well as 

younger and older st-ranger dyads and .cou-ples,. on s _entence 

repetition is correlated wi.tb alpha span, init-ial story 

recall, and delayed story recall. Moreover, performances on 



Table 2 

The Correlations: between P.erfo~nc;ei:J~ on t:he- Memory Tasks 

Individuals co11ples Stran·gere 

Younger Older Younger Older Younger Older 

AS/Sll . 43* •.58"' .24 . 51* .38 .35 

STR/AS • 36·1" .32* .04 • s-2·• -.14 .22 

ST1'/SR .17 .41* .29 ,26 - ·. 08 -.17 

DR/AS .23 .18 .41 .33 -.69 .40 

Dl\/SR .30 .32 .01 • 0·9 -.46 .32 

Note. AS/SR = c .orrelati.ons .between alpha span and sentence. repetition. STR/A.S "" 

correlations between initial story recall and alpha span, STR/SR = correlations 

between initial story recall and sentence repetition, DR/A.S = corre·lations between 

delayed recall and a:lpha span., and .DR/SR = cor.relations betwe.en delayed recall and 

s .entence repetiti'on. 
.:,. 
·'-' 
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alpha: span ia correlated with stoxy recal1 and delayed 

recall. The purpose of these correlations. is twofold. 

First, the similarity between the two wo'.rk:ing· m.emo·ry tasks 

- sentence repetition and alpha span - - can be ass·essed. 

Second,. the hypothesis that working mem0:cy is a procesa.ing 

resource for 'discourse recall can :be evaluated. As seen in 

'l'able 2, three 0£ the six correlations between. alpha span 

and sentence .repetition were significant in the expected 

direction (r :;:. . 43 to . 58) . The remaining corre'J.ati.ons were 

moderate (r = .24 to .38) and in the same direction. 

Therefore1 individuals or dyads that performed well on alpha 

span perf·ormed well on sentence repet·ition. 

Table 2 also shows that alpha span pe~forman~e in 

younger and older -individuals (r = .3.6 and r ;:::: .32, 

re·spect-ively) -, as ell as older couples (r -= • 52), was 

significantly related to initial story recall performance. 

The ,corresponding correlations for younger couples (r = 

. 04) ~ and youngex; {r •=- - .14) and o1der (.r = .-32) stranger 

dyads were nonsignificant. Sentence repetition p·erformance 

was significantly rela·ted to init•ial st.ory recall 

performance 'n older individuals (r =- .41). It seems that 

these correlations lend mod_eet support to the processing 

resources theory. TO some. extent, those participants with 

higher working memory per_formance ( at least in yo.ung_er and 

older individuals and older couples) tend to have higher 

initial. story recall perfo~ce. 
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Counter- balance resuits. In order to teat the 

influence of lint and working memory task order on alpha 

span and .sentence .repetition performance a 2 (age: young, 

o].4) x 2 (co·11aboJ:1ative condition; spouse, stranger) x 2 

(recall condition: individual, dyad) x 2: { list { A, .B) x 2 

( order·: individual first, dyad first) x 2 (working memory 

task order: A firatr B first) MANOVA wae performed. It is 

important- to note that lis.t was not used as a repeated 

measure.a factor. List could be considered a wi'thin-subj.ects 

factor because. all participants performed both working 

memory tasks twice, once when. working· alone and once when 

working ~ith a partner. The list not presented in the first 

.r.ecall condition was presented in the s _econd reca11 

condition. List deviated from a typical within-subjects 

factor,: though, in that the condition of recall changes f -or 

time on~ to time two. Either participants went from working 

alone to working with a partner o.r from work·ing with a 

partner ·to working ·alone ~ Moreover~ if list were used as a 

repeated meaeu.ree factor, an interesting· aspect of moe·t of 

the reaul-ts -- c_ompar·ing individual and dyad performance 

wo:uld be eliminated. Many of the tasks, in~luding story 

recall, memory self-eff·icacy _questionnaires, and working 

memory performances were given twice, with the purpose being 

that individual- and dyad-·level performance could be 

compared. At risk of increasing the error rate, then; list 

was treated ·as a between-subjects factor. 
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The multivariate test of a five-way interaction be~ween 

collaborative condition, recall condition, list, order, and 

working memory task order was found si:gnif ioant Wilks' ·p 

(2, 130) =. 4.20 , .P. < .. 017, as was the four-·way interaction 

between ge, collaborative condition, recall condition, and 

list, Wilks' F f2, 130) = 4. 85 ., 12. < .. 0.09. All the. follow-up 

univaxiate tests·, in relation to these two interactions, 

were nonsignificant. collaborat1ve conditionr recal l 

condition, by· iist interaction was found significant., Wilks; 

]: (2 ·, 130) -= 4. 39, J2. ·< • 014. The f .ollow-up ANOVA showe.d a: 

significant effect for alpha span, with F (1, 131) ~ 8.84J Q 

< .004. A three-way interaction in;volving age, 

collaborative condition, and working ·memory list order was 

significant, Wilks' F (2~ 130) == 3.12, :Q. < P47. The follow­

up ~OVA wae on1y significant for alpha span, F (1, 131) = 

6.26, 12, < .014,. .Finally" an order by working m.emory task 

order interaction was observed signi.ficant, Wilks·• F (2~ 

130.) = 4 .10, ~ < • 0.19. The fo·11ow-up ANOVA for alpha span 

was .significant., F ( l, 131) = 6. 26, R. <· • ·014. As the 

multivariate main effects o_f list and working me.m.ory task 

order were nonsignificant and aa ne•itbe·r of these two 

f .ac.t :ors directly interacted with th-e main factor.a , a·ge and 

collaborative conditionr they were dropped from subsequent 

analyses. 

sentenc·e repeti ion and alpha span perfonnance results. 

A ·2 {age: young,, old) x 2 (rec.all condition: individual, 
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dyad) x 2 (collaborative condition: epouse, stranger) x 2 

(order: individual first, dyad first) multivariate analysis 

of va,riance was performed on individuals' and dyads' alpha 

span and sentence repetition performance. The purpose being 

to examine any age-, recall condit_ion-, collaborative 

condition-, and order-r~lated differences in wor~ing memory 

performance_. Order was considere-d a substantive issue in 

the working memory ·tasks. For example, the issue of how 

practice may differential1y influence perfonnance when going 

from individuals t ·o dyads or from. dyads to individua.ls could 

be addressed. ~be ;MANOVA revealed a eigni.f .icant two-way 

interaction between age and co11·aborative condition, Wilks' 

F (2, 178} -:::; 3 . . 15, ~ < ... 04.5. 'Follaw-up ANOVAs showed that 

the interaction was significant for both alpha span, F {1, 

179) = 4.85., l2. < .02g:, and sentence repet-ition, F· (1., 179) - · 

4.15, l2. < -.043. As depi·cted in Figure 2, the younger 

individuals and dyads from the stranger· co~dit•ion (M = 5. 73, 

SD= 1.63) performed better on alpha span: than yaunger 

individuals and couples from spouse condi:tion '(M = 5 .29, SD 

= 1. ·29), but the difference ~as leas for spouses than far 

strangers. Older individua1s and c.ouples f.rom the spouse 

cond·ition (M .= 4. 69 ,. SD - 1 . 01.} performed slightly better on 

alpha span than older individual.a and dyads from the 

atranger condition (M ~ 4.35, SD= ~96)~ 

:Figure 3 shows that for sentence repet iti.on younger 

persons participating as atrangere (M; 140.47, SD=- 6.05) 
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performed bette~ than younger persons participating as 

spouses (M = 136.08, SD= 8 . 74). In contrast1 older persona 

participating as strangers {M. <=I 1-35 • .42, §_Q = 7. 82) performed 

similarly to older persons participating as spouses (_M =-

13 5 • 8 9·, SD = 9 4 5 3.) ·• 

The multivariate test of recall condition waa 

signif-icant, Wilks ' F ( 2,. 17 8} = ·17 . 3 4.1 12_ < • O 01, with both 

follow-up univariate tests - - alpha span, F (1, 179) = 

34. 43, I! < • 001, and sentence repetition, !. (1, 1_79) -= 9. 54,. 

£ < .002 -- being sigµificant. Working with a partner (M = 

5 • 6 8 • : SD = -1. 4 8 ; M = 13 9 • 4 6 , SD : 6 . 3 3; alpha span and 

sentence repetition r:e.spectively) re.sulted in higher worlµng 

memocy performance than working alone (M = 4 .-66, SD = 1.14; 

M = 135.69, SD: 9.00; alpha epan and' sentence repetition 

respectively). Finally~ age was also found to be 

significant~ Wilke' F (2, 178) = 19.23, ~ < ,001. The 

follow-up :ANOVA for· alpha span,. F (1, 17.9) = 31.95,. I?.< 

.-00.0, reve.a.Ied that youn~er adutts (M = s·.s1, .SD = 1.-4-8) 

performed better th.an older adults (M = 4. 53, SD = .-99) on 

alpha span. The follow-up ANOVA for sentence repetition 

approached sign.if icance, F ( l, 17 9) -= 3. 3.4, l2. < • 069.. 

Younger adults (M = 138.27, SD= 7.80) perform.ed bette1: than 

older adults (Mc 135.66r SD= 8.70) on sentence repetition. 

Individuals separately. Some of the preceding working 

memocy analyses we~e also done on the indJvidual data 

{s.olely) and the dyad data (sol.ely), which are summarized .in 
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the following section. The purpose of these additional 

analyses is twofold. First, as all research in this area 

has concentrated on individual- or dyad-level data, issues 

concerning repl_ication will be addressed. Second, issues 

surrounding the equivalence of the individuals jrom the 

apouea,l and the stranger conditions (in the dyad portion of 

the experiment) can be discussed. It should be noted that 

the equivalenc~ of the individuals from the different dyad 

cond tione was shown with the combined~ dyad and individual 

data; but by separating the data this assumption can be 

tested more directly. For ex~plec if there was a 

collaborative condit.ion difference in- -individual-level data 

and couples and stranger dyads perform similarly, this would 

be revealed with a two- way interaction between recall 

condition. and collaborative condition. 

A 2 (age: young, old) x 2 (coll_abor.ative condition:. 

spouse, stranger) x 2 ("order: individual first, dyad first) 

MANOV'A was· used to anal.yze individual level working memo-:r:y 

performance. The multivariate .test of order was found 

s .ignificant~ Wilks' F (2, 121) = 3~23, 12, ~ .043. Follow- up 

univariate analysis of alpha span was significant, ·F (1, 

·1_22) = 6.30, £ , < .0.13~ Thus, those individuals tested ae 

dyads first and as individuals second (M = 4.89, SD= 1.22) 

performed significantly better than those individuals that 

were teste,d as ·individuals first and as dyads second (M = 

4.45, fill= 1~02) in the alpha span task. Thie suggests that 
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there may be a small benefit o'f experience with the task. 

The multivariate main ~ffect of collaborative condition was 

also significant, Wilks' .E, (2, 1_2:1) = 3 .16.,. ~ < .. 046. A 

fol.low-up Af{OVA reveale·d that for sentence repetition., F (11 

122) = 4. 26 ~ p_ < • 041 1 individual.a from the spouse condition 

(M = 134,17, SD= 9.47) performed significantly worse tha:p. 

in.div.iduals from the stranger condition (M = f37.26, SD= 

8 .17). 'l'he: multivariate teat o.f age., Wilks' F _ {2, 121) = 

11. 64. . .- I?: < • 001.., was significant. Follow-up uni variate 

analyses showed that the age effect was significant for both 

alpha span, £'., (1, 122) = 23 46, 12.. < .00·l " and sentence 

repetition, F (1, 122) .:= 5 . 44, I!< . • 0.21 . Younger 

indJ.viduals (M '= 5.11, .SD = 1.14; M = 137 .46, @. = 8.09; 

alpha span and sentence repetition: respectively) out­

perf0:rmed older individual.a (,H '==- 4. 26 ,· .fill = • 981 M = 133 • .98, 

SD ;;: 9. 47; al1>ha span and sentence -repeti'tioii respect.ively) 

on both working memory task.a. No interactions we.re 

ai.gnificant. 

Dyads separately. A 2 (age: young , old1 x 2 

(collaborative condition. spouse~ stranger) x 2 (order: 

individual.Q first., dyads first) MANOVA was performed. on 

dyads ' working memory ,performance. Although the 

multivariate test of the age. and c·ollaborat.ive condition 

intex,act..ion was nonsignificant, the uni-variate. analyses were 

examined as this- interaction was expected to be significant. 

The univariate teat of sentence repetition approached 
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significance, with F ("l, 5·7 ) =- 2 :. 90, £ < • 0.94. Younger 

stranger dyads (M - 141.12, SD= 5.19) performed better than 

younger couples ( M = 138.69, SD~ 8.48} and ~et older 

couples (M = 140.47, SD= 5.82) performed better than older 

stranger dyads (M = 137.50, SD= 5.20). Although not 

e_ignificant, the means are in t.he direc_tion pred·icted. A 

main effect o·f age effect ·was also significant with a 

mu·ltiv_ariate Wilke' F (2., 56) = 7 .13, p_ <: • 002. The follow-

up univariate teat of alpha span was significant, F (17 57) 

= 14.14, it< .OOL Younger dyads (M = 6.3.1, SD .::::1 1.75_) 

performed better than older dyads (M = 5. 0'6. SD :=;- • ?9). The 

univariate: ANOVA on e.enten:ce repetition wae not •significant. 

No other interactions or main effects were signi£icant. 

Story "Recall 

One older indivi·dua1"s st.cry recall data, from the 

spquae condition., was removed from the anal.yses as it wa·e 

more than two standard deviations below the mean. The 

central u.nit of analyses used here was the mean a,nd, as the 

mean is highly influenced by extreme scores, this out1ier 

would lower the mean substantial1y. 

Story recall. products. 'rah.le 3 c.ontains .all the 

average story .z::eca:11 characteristics according to age, 

collaborative condition, and. recall condition. 

Specifically, Table 3 shows the average proportion o.f 

propositions recall·ed , as well as the average number of 

nonreca-11 statements, including macro statements, 



Table 3 

The Means and Standard De:viations ·for S.tory Recall Characteristics 

couples· strangers 

Younger Older Younger Older 

I D l D I D I D 

:ep 39.79 47 •. 76 30.66 42.87 40.23 48.24 28.74 35.32 
(11.75) ( 12 . . 78.) (10.41) (12.96) (13.71) (11. 38) ( 11.:87) (11.25) 

Ma 1.19 l.19 1.38 2.00 . 87 1.44 • 69 .81 
(1.03) (1.11) (1.13) (1 .62) (1.01) (1.03) (. 74) (1.05) 

El 17.72 .3.2 .-44 16.88 27.59 19.75 21.75 16.16 2'2. 69 
(10 . 33) (11.92) (7. 94) (9.89) (10.22) (9.51) (7.46) (7. S-2) 

Me 2.53 1.-69 4.03 • 71. .4 .91 1.38 4.28 3.00 
(2 . 03) ( 3. 3·2} (3. 78) (1. ·21) (.3 • 84) (1 _. 82) (4 . -93) (2. 61) 

Re 3.44 4.50 .2 .1_2 5.59 2 ._ '69 6.63 1.69 5. 75 
(3. 84-) (2.76) (2 ·• 24) {5.'91) (4.30) (.6. 20) (3.15) (4.34) 

Er 1.88 1.44 l.59 1 . 88 2 .16· 3.12 1.78 2.63 
(1.58) (1.21) (1.69) (1. 69) (2.27) (2.33) (1 . 41) ( 1. 75) 

Note. I= Individuals, D = Dyads, Pp=- Percentage of propositions" Me= 
Metastatements, Ma = Mac-ros.tatemente, Re c:: Repetitions, El = Elaborations~ and Br ;:::; 
Total number of errors. 

ai 
CD 



elaborati,ons, metastatements, repetitions,. and errors, 

produced by younger and ·olde.r individual_s,.. couples and 

dyads. 

Counter-balance results. A 2 (age: young, old) x . 2 

(collaborative condition: spouse, stranger) x 2 (order: 

individual firs:t, dyad first) x 2 {story: ;,Playing Carder" 

II Trip Abroad 11
) x 2 {recall condition: individual, dyad) 

ANO-VA :was us·ed .to ana·lyz.e the effect of story on the 

percentage of stor,y inform.at.ion individuals and ~yada 

recalled in the immediate recall condition only. It is 

important to note~ that the ·etocy factor, like the .list 

.factor in ·the working memory section, was not used as a 

re:peated measures factor .. A main effect of. story, F (1, 

·186) := 5 .46, ·Jl <. .021~ revealed that more eto.ry information 

was reca11ed from Playing Cards (M = 39.87%, SD = 1.4 . . 93) 

than from A T~ip Abroad (M = 35.61%, .SD= 11.70). This 

suggests that the former et:;ory may have been slightly easier 

to remember than the latter~ A two.-way interaction between 

story and recall condition was observed, F . (1, 162) = 18.10, 

11 < .001. An examination of the mea:ns rev:ea·led that 

individuals recalled a siml.lar amount of story information 

whether A Trip Abroad, or Playing cards. Dyads. recalled more 

story infoxmation from Playing 'Cards than f .rom A Trip 

.Abroad. 'Tbeae two stori.ee were developed to have structural 

equivalence and to contain similar narrative context 

characteristics (Dixon et al., ·1·999·). For example, A Trip 
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Abroad contains 92 propositions (165 words) and Playing 

Carfie contains 90 pro-positions ( 162 words) . Pe·r11ape .. the 

difference in the recall of these two stories may be a 

function of the "readability" of !the stories . Adcording to 

a Flesch-Kincaid grade level reading sco~er Playing Cards 

('6. 67) is slightly easier t:o read than A Trip Abroad (1. 03) . 

It should be noted, though, that the readability level is 

al-so qui:te similar i and that the participants listened to 

the stories. These differences found .in the r .ecall levels 

for the two stories· did not significantly influence the age 

or the collabor.ative condition variables and, thus, story 

waa dropped from subsequent analyses. 

Gist recalll :i:esults. A 2 (age) x 2 (collaborative 

condition) x 2 (order) x a (recall condition) ANOVA was used 

to examine the effects of the aforementioned factors· on the 

percentage of propo_sitions recalled. A significant two-way 

interaction between collaborative conditi•o1;1 and order waa 

observed, F (1, 17 8) = 5 .47 r 12. < • 0.2'0. As, shown in Figure 

4, this· interact· on revealed that whereas reca:11 performance 

in the spouse cqndition. was si•ilar for both orders (M = 

39.68, §Q == 13.52; M =. 37.51, SD= 12 .. 76, individua-le first 

and dyads fi~st, respectively), performance in the stranger 

condition was better for the dyad-firet-and-individual­

second order (M = ·39. 93, §!! == 14. 00) than for the 

individual-f·irst-and-dyad-second ord·er (M = 33 . 90, SD = 

13.48). 
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A ULain effect of age, F (1, 178) = ·27 .56, 2 <. 001, wa:s 

also observed. Younger parcicipants (M = 42.68%, SD= 

12.92) recalled a higher percentage of propositions than 

older par ticipan.t s (M -= 3.2 • 9·1%, SD = 12 • 41 ) . Moreover I a 

main effect 0£ reoall condition, K. ( 1, 178) = 22. 66 # -~ <. 

.001, rev~aled that significantly more propositions were 

~ecalled, on average, when working ~ith a partner (M = 

4 3 •. 54 % , .§J2 = 12 . 9 3} than when work-ing alone (M = 3 4 . 82%:, SD_ 

= 12.94). All remaining results were nonsignifican~. 

Elaborations. A series of ANOVAs was p e rformed on the 

non-propositional ·characterietiae of the story recall. 

Firstly" a 2 (age: young, old) x 2 fcollaborative condition: 

s.pouse1 stranger) x 2 (recall cond_ition:. indivtdual, ~yad) 

ANOVA- was performed on the number of elaborations produced 

when a story was recalled. A :main effect. of collaboration 

condition, F (1, 187) = 6 35, R. < .013, and a main effect of 

recall condition, F (1, 187) = 35.91, Q < .001, were 

e:ignif ica:nt. 'l'hus, those participant a in the, spouse 

.condition (M =- 21.51, ·SD = 11.43) made significantly more 

elaboration statements than those participants in the 

stranger condition (M =- 19.38.,. SD= 9.04). More·over, 

significantly more e:lahorations were made when participants 

worked with a partner (M = .2 6 .14, SD = .1.0 • 51) than when 

participants worked alone (M =- .17.62, SD= 9-. .06). A two-way 

interaction was .also observed between ·collaborative 

condition and recall oondition1 F (1, 187) = 8.89, :n < .003. 
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Shown in Figure 5, there was l.ittl.e: difference between the 

umber of elaborationa made by strangers working alone (M = 

17.95, SD= 9.06) or spouses working alone (M = 17.29~ SD~ - - -
9.11), but spouses working together (M-= 29.94, sn· = 11.0·2) 

made :many more eiaborative statements than strangers workin~­

together (M = 22~22r SD= 8.45). 

Macrostatementa. A 2 (age) x 2 (collaborative 

condition) x 2 ('recall condition) -ANOVlt,. was performed on the 

number of macrostatement-s made ·by indirldua1e and dyads. :A 

main effect of collaborati.v:e condition, .l.. ( 1, i8.7) = 20 ~ 31., 

It < • 001, and a main effec·t of recall condition, F ( 1, 187) 

=- 12 ~ 45, R < • 001_, were significant. Those individuals and 

dyads from the spouse ·condi.tion (M = 1. S.61 SD = 1. 2.4) made 

significantly more macrastatements than those individuals 

and dyads from the stranger condition (M == .90, SD= .96). 

Moreover, subjects made significantly more macroatatements 

when working with a partner (M = l. 62, SD ;:= 1 . 32:) than when 

working alone (M = 1. 0-4, SD ::. 1. 01) • No interactions o"r 

ot·he·r main e.ffects were significant. 

Metastatement.s. A -2 (age) x 2 (collaborative 

condi.tion) x 2 (recall condition) _ANOVA ·was performed on the 

number of 111.etastat-amenta made by individuals and dyads. A 

main effect of collaborative 09ndition, F (1, 187) ;: 5.00, 11 

< .027, and a main effect of recall condition, F (1, 187) = 

is·. 97. :Q.. < . 001., were significant. ·When working alone (M = 

3.94,. SD: 3.a:s) participants made more metastate.mente than 
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when working with a partner (M = 1.68, SD= 2.46). 
. - -

Moreover,. adult-a in the spouea.l condition {M '= 2 .'60,. SD_-= 

3 . 08) made signi.ficant_ly fewer met.as.tatement.e than adul..te in 

.the stranger condition (M = 3. 79,. SD :c: 3. 99) . The three-way 

interaction between age, ~ollaborativ~ condition and recall 

condition was also significant -, F (1# 187) = 60. 55, J2. <. 

.023 As shown in Figure 6, the patterns were different for 

the individual and dyad recall .c,ondition. Younger 

individuals from the stranger condition made more 

metaetatE!lllents than yo:ung~r individuals from the spouse 

condition (H, :c: 4 . 91, ~ = 3.84; M = 2 . 53, .SD = 2 . 03 , 

respectively).. Older individuals .. from the stranger­

condition and older individuais from the spouse condition (H 

~ 4 .. 28, .@ = 4.9-3; M = 4.03, ,fill= 3.78~ respectively) c made 

a similar number of metast:atements and more than did younger 

indi,v 'duals f.rom tbe spouse condition. In contr.aat, old~r 

stranger dyads (M = 3. 00, ·sn '= 2. 6-1) made more .such 

statements than younger- stranger dyads (M = 1.38, SD= 

1. ea), younger married couples (M .= 1. 69, SD = 3. 32), and 

older married couples (M = .71, SD= 1.21}, who made the 

fewest number o.f m.etastatements. Performing as individuals 

and as str~ger dyads, olJder adults produced relatively 

frequent m.eta·st.atemente. However, per£o.rm.ing as couples 

they produced. the fewest. 

Repetitions·... A 2 (age) x -2 (.collaborative condition) x 

2 (recall conµ.ition) ANOVA ·was performed. on the number· of 
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rep-etiti.ons made when recalling a story. only a main effect 

of recall condition was ei-gnificant, F (1, 187) = 26 . 20, ~ < 

.001. When working alone (M .I,: :.L48, SD= 3.48) participants - . -
maa·e fewer repetitions t .han when working with a partner (M = 

5' 62, SD= 4.95). 

Errors. A 2 (age ) x 2 (co·llaborative condition) x 2 

(recall condition) ANOVA was p_er.formed on the total number 

of errors made when a story was recalled. The main effect 

of collaborative: condit-ion wae signi'ficant·, F (1, 187) = 

7.25, ll < .008. Individuals and dyads from the stranger 

condition (M = 2 .. 27, SD =- 1. 98) made signi.ficantiy more 

errors than individuals and dyads from the spousal condition 

(M = 1. 71, SD = 1. 57). 'l'he remaining mai.I;l effects ·and all. 

interact:ione were not statistically signif-icant. 

Individuals separately. The ana:lysis on. the percentage 

of propositions recalled was repeated here with the 

individual data and in the next section with the dyad data. 

The re·a ·san f .o.r th.e.se analyses is to show rep.lication of 

previous resea!X'c.h and to ehow equivalence between: the 

:individuals from the different collaborative conditions. A 

2 (age: young~ old) x 2 (collaborative conditie>n-, spouse, 

stranger) x 2 (order: individuals firstt dyads first) ANOVA 

was, used to analyze individual level propoait-ional recall. 

There was only a main effect of age,· F (1, 121) = 23.82, l2. < 

. 000. Older individuals· (M - 29. 71%, sn = 1.1.11) recalled 

less story inf.ormation than younger individuals (M = 40. 01%, 
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SD= 12.67). The ot~e~ main ef£ecta and all interactions 

we~e not statistically significant. Thereforer individuals 

assigned to the order condition and selected for the 

collaborative condition d:i;d .not vary on story recall 

performance. 

nYade separately. A 2 (age: young, old) x 2 

{collaborative condition! spouse, stranger) x 2 (order; 

individuals first, dyads first} ANOVA was performed on the 

percentage of propoa.iti.ons recalled by dyads. A main effect 

of age was significant, F (1., -57) = 8 .. 77, ~ < .004. Younger 

dyads (M: 48 .. 00%, SD= 11.91) recalled significantly m.o.re 

a.tory information than older dyads (.M = 39. 21%, SD = 12. 57) . 

Moreover, the two-~ay interaction between collaborative 

condition and ag approached significance, 'F (1., 4-9) = 3.25, 

12 < .017. Thia exp~oted near significant result showed that 

younger at ran·ger dyads (M == 4 8 . 24 , SD = 11 ~ 3 8) performed 

similarly to younger coupl~s (M = 47.76, fill= 12 . 78). In 

contrast# older couples (M ~ 42.87, SD. ~ 12.~6) recalled 

more story information than older atranger dyads (M .= 35.32, 

SD ~ 1:1 .25). The r .emaining ree.ults were nonsignific•ant. 

Monitoring of Story Re·call 

Counter-ba1·ance results. A 2· (age: young, old) x 2 

(recall condition: indivJ.d:ual, dyad) ·x 2 (collaborat.ive 

condition: spouse., stranger) x 2: (order:. individuals first, 

dyads first) x 2 (story: ,.Playing Carda, t1 "A Trip Abroad") 

MANOVA was used to examine the influence o.f story on the 



magnitude (in percent) o_f predicted and postdicted story 

recall performance. A five-way interaction involving all 

the independent variabh~a wae significant-, Wilks' ! (,2, 162) 

= 5 .13, 12. < .• 007. This interaction was eignif icant for both 

the follow-up ANOVAs of prediction and postdiction, F (1, 

163) -= 4..97, 12. < .027 and F ( 2, 163) ~ 10.14, R < .002, 

res:pec.tively. Moreover, the multivariate test of a two·-way 

interaction involvU1ig recall condition and story was 

significant, Wilker F . (2 162) = 3 .•. 13, P. < • 046. Both th·e 

follow-up ANOVAs were significant, with F (1, l.63). = 4.,44 ·, 12_ 

< .037 for predictions and£ (1. 163) ~ 6.25, Q < .013 for 

postdictions. -As the main effect of story .and the 

int.eractions between story and age and sto:z:y and 

collaborative condi:tion were ·nonaignificant, story w-as 

dropped from su.bsequent analyaes. 

Actual estimates. ~ .2 (age~ :v.o.ung, old) x 2 

(collaborative condition. spouse, stranger) x 2 (order: 

individuals firQt, dyads first) x 2 (recall condition1 

individual, dyad) MANOVA was performed with prediction and 

postdiction of performance in per-cent as dependent. 

variables -. The multivariate two-way interaction involving 

collaborative condition and ·order was si_gnificant, Wilks' F 

(2, 178) =- 3.89, p_ < .. 022. Both of the follow-up ANOVAe for 

predictions and poetdidtions wer.e significant, K. (1, 179) = 

7 . 7 3 , 12. -< .• o o 6 and F ( 1, 119 ) ;:::; s • 7- s • 12. -< • o 18 , 

respectively. As shown in FiQ'Ure 7, individuals and dyads 
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£rom the ep·ouee condition tested as indiv·iduals first: (M =-

53 .85, §11 = 21.93) gave higher. prediction estimates than 

ind·ividuala and dyads from the spouse condition t ·ested as 

dyads first (_li = 50.2.9, §R = 19.2.5} • . rn oontraste 

individuals and dyads from :the stranger condition tested as 

dyads flrst (M := 57.71, ~:;::; 15.30) made hi·gher· predic.tion 

estimates than individuals and dyads ·from the stranger 

condition tested as ind1viduale £irst (M = 47 •. 021 SD = 

22.1~n. 

Figure 8 ghowe that indi,;riduals and dyad.a from the 

sp·ouae condition tested as indiv_iduals first (M = 54. 60, SD 

= 24.89) and individuals and dyads from the stranger 

condition tested as dyads first {M = 54.0:2, SD= 22.45) made 

imilar postdiction estimates·. This is again in cont:rast to 

the stranger condition. For poetdicting, however, 

indi~iduais and dyads (rom the stranger condition (M = 

60 . ·421 SD = 20. 44) made highec. postdiction estimates than 

individuals and dyads from the spouse condition (M .::. 45. 73., 

SD = 22. 7.1) • 

The MANOVA al.ao EJhowed a signi.:ficant effect of recall 

condition, Wilke' F {2, 178) = 24.54, l?. < .001. Tha follow­

up ANOVAs revealed a significant ef·fect of recall condition 

for predictions, P (1, 179} = 23.18, ~ < .001, and for 

postdictions, F (1., 179), = 47. ,96, l?. < -.001. Therefore, when 

working with a partner (M = 61.49,. SD = 17. 68; M = 61 ·• 85, SD 

= 17.81, prediction and postdiction respectively) 
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parti·oip·ants made eignifieantly highe.r estimates of 

performance than when working .alone (M = 47.54, _.§g =. 19~67; 

_ = 46. 62, SD ~ 22. 21~ respectively)"~ The main effect of 

order was significant~ Wilks' F (2, 178) = 3.59, J2. < .029. 

Only the follow-up ANOVA for poetdic ion was found 

significant, wit.h F (1, 179) = 6.27, p_ ·< .013. Pers·ons 

teated as individuals first and as dyads second (M = 50.17, 

fill = 24. .1.2} gave ·significantly lower postdiction estimates 

than persons tested as dyads first and as individuals second 

(M: 5? . ·12, SD:= 21.63). Finally, there was a multivariate 

ef-feot of age., Wilke I F (2, 178) = 5. 98, 12. < • 007. The 

follow-up .ANOVA for postdiotion was significant., F (1, 179) 

= a ;.65., Q < . 004. Younger individuals and dyads (M = 

58 . 161%·, SD = 20. 24) ·made significantly higher postdiotion 

estimates than older individu·a1s and. dyads (M = 48. 9·3%, SD = 

~4 ... 73). No otb.er multivariate or univariate e_ffects. w-ere 

signi.fioant. 

,Accuracy of estimation. The accuracy of the 

pr.edict-ions and postdi.ctions we:te lli.easured by taking tbe 

difference between actual pe.rformance· and predic•tions ( or 

postdict:ions). A 2 (age:. yc;mngL old) -x 2 (col.laborative· 

condition; spouse, stranger) x 2· (recall condition: 

individualc dyad) MANOVA was performed on individuals' ~d 

dyadsL prediction and postdiction accuracies. The 

multivari.ate main effects of recall condition and age were 

significant, Wilks' F (2~ 186) ~ 13.64, _Q < .001 and F (2, 
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li6) = 3.49, ~ < .032, respectively. For poetdiction 

accuracy, F (1, 187) = 22·.97,. l2: < .0-01,. par.ticipants were 

more accurate when working alone (M = -12-0'6, SD = 16.87) 

than when working with a partner (M = -24.31, .§Q = .15.88). 

Par prediction accuracy, older individuals and dyads (M = 

17.13, SD= 16.24) were lees accurate than younger 

individuals and dyads {M. ~ -12.06). No other multivariate 

·or '1ni variate effects were significant. 

Devolder et al. (1990) argued that the absolute 

difference between performance and estimates of perfonnance 

should be used because with simple diffe-r.ence scores, 

direction differences within an age group can cancel one 

another out (making the .i,napcuracy aJ.)pea.r ·less). A 2 (age) 

x 2 (collaborat·ive condition) x 2 (recall condition) MANOVA 

was used to examine the absolute prediction and postdict-ion 

accuracies. Only a main. effect of recall condition, Wilks' 

F (2,. 185) = 9.60, Q < .001, -was signific.ant•.· Like simple 

aootu::acies, the follow-up recall conditi·on effect was 

significant for postdiction accuracies, F (1, 186} = 18.071 

Q < .001. Working alone (M ~ 16.56r SD= 12.57) resulted in 

better accuracy of performance than working with a partner 

(M = 25 .18,. SD = 14 .44}. No other multivariate or 

univariate effects were aignific.ant. 

Table 4 shows the correlations between performance and 

predictions of performance according to co_llaborative 

condition and age. These correlations show the accuracy 
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tt'able 4. 

Correlations Between Immediate Story Recall Performance and 
Estimates of Performance 

couples Strangers 

YQunger Younger Older 

Individual 

Prediction . s.s• .42* .54* .55* 

Postdiction .75* .49* .64* .58* 

Dyad 

Prediction .27 .60* .07 • 74* 

Po.stdiction .49 • 61 • .. 23 . 50"' 

Note. •; ~ < .05. 
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with which younger and old~r indi·viduals, as well as younger 

and older stranger dvads· and couples, make es,timates of 

performan.pe. The correlations~ with the exception of the 

younger indi:viduals from the stranger condition (r = .07), 

are moderately to extremely high (r = .23 to .75). One 

i~teresting pattern that emerged in Tabl.e 4 ls that• ·younger 

and older individuals from both collaborative conditions 

i~roved their estimates of performance fro_m. predictions to 

postdi.ctions and, yet this improvement was not the case fo:r 

every ,couple or dyad. Older stranger dyads, for example, 

predictions (r = .74) were more accurate than their 

postOictions Cr~ .SO) .. 

I.ndividuals separately. A ·2 (age.· young·,. old) x 2 

(aollaborat:ive condition: spouse, stranger) x 2 (order~ 

'individual.a first, dyads first) MANOVA wae performed on 

individuals' predictions and postdictions of performance. 

The mul !variate teats revealed a signif.ioant• age effect, 

Wilks' F (2,, 121) = 5.11,. ~ < .007. The follow-up ANOVA for 

postdictions was ·significant,· F (1, 122) = 8.81·,. ~ < .004. 

Younger individuals (M ~ 52.30%, SD= 20.63) made 

significantly higher poetdic-tion estimates. than older 

individua:ia {M = 41.12%, SD = 22 .• 45) • The remaining results 

were nonsignificant. 

A 2 ('age) x: 2 (collaborative condition) MANOVA was 

perfo·rmed on the individuals' prediction and postdiction 

accuracies. The multivariate test of age was significant, 
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Wilks " £:_ (2, 125) = 3.14 r J2.. < . 047, but the follow- up 

univariate beste were nonsignif icant. No other multivariate 

or univariate tests were s~gnificant . 

Dyads aepa:-rately . A 2 (age ~ young, old) x 2 

(collaborative condition: ·spouse, et.ranger) x 2, (order ;· 

individuals first, dyads first ) MANOVA was used ~o examine 

dyads' est i mate of performance. The mult-iv:ariate two-way 

interac ion between collaborative condition and order was 

s i gnifican·t , Wilks' F (2, 5·6) -:: 3.27, _p_ < .-045.- Follow-up 

ana:lyaes showed that for J;?redic.tions, F (1# 57) = 6.47, Q < 

.014, married couples gave a similar estimate of performance 

if teated alone first (M = 65 .. 9.4, SD = 13 . 5·7) or if t,es·ted 

as a dyads first (M = 60. 59, SD = 17. 84). Whereas· stranger 

dyads. g:ave .a higher e_stimate of per.f ormance if tes.ted- as a 

dyad first(_= 67.81, SD 10.48) than if tested as a 

individual first (M ~ 51 _. 6'9, SD = 23 .-07) . The remaining 

interactions and mai n effects were nonaignificant . 

A 2 (age) x 2 (collabo_rative condition) MANOVA was. 

performed ~n dyads' prediction and postdictipn accuracy~ 

There were no statistically significant results. 

Delayed StOF}' Recall 

Delay- storv recall products. Table 5 shows the 

performance characteristics of the delayed story recall .of 

younger and older individuals from the spouse and stranger 

conditions, as well as younger and older married couples and 

e ranger dyads. Shown in T.able 5 is the average number of 



Table 5 

The Means and Standard ~DevJations for Delayed s ·toty R.ecall Charact-eri"stica 

Couples Stra,ngers 

Younger 'Olde.r xounger ·older 

I D I .D I D I D 

--
Pp 3'6. 58 47.33 29.48 36 •. 37 42.88 44~29 2:9.92 33.4.l 

(16.19) (12.57) (13 . 25") (6.74) (11.28) (10.03) (11.70) ,('1. 06) 

Ma 1 . . 81 2.50 ·1.89 2.1~ .88 1 . 25 .56 .so 
(1.38) (1.60} (1.71) < 1. 1·s > (. 89) (. 71) (.63) (. 7 6) 

El 21.00 39.25 16.94 34.00 :23.25 30 . 63 19.13 22.88 
(13.76) {7.13) {7.56) (17.9.4) (9. 04} (11.34) (7.91) ( 6 .38·) 

Me 3.-06. 1.38 3. 8.9 . 75 5.-56 1.50 4.50 3. 2.S 
(l.14) (:1.19) ( 3 •. 92) (1.04) (5.16) {1.85) < 2 •. as·) (2.76) 

Re 4 .3.7 8 . 75 2.56 3.88 1.56 2.75 "1.19 2.50 
(5.98} (13.84) ( 2 . 7·7.) (3.°52) (2. 71) (3.45)' (2.26) {2.93) 

'Er 1.69 1 . 63 1. 8'9 3.00 3.QO 1.38 2 •. 38. ,3.25 
( 1.. 92) (1.51) (1 . 13) (1. ·s1> (1.59) (1.19) (1.50) ( 1. 61) 

Note . I = Indi viduale, D = Dyads, Pp = Percantage of propoa-.:i. tionQ, )te = 
Metastatements~ Ma : Macrostatements·, Re = Repe titi.6ns1 El = Blabo'rations, and Br = 
Total number of errors. 

....s 
(n 
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propositions,. macrostatements, elaborations, metastatem.en't.s., 

repetit.ions c and errors made by e·ach group of partic~pants .. 

Counter-balance results. A 2 (age~ young, old) x 2 

(recall condition: individual, dyad) :x: 2 (oollah·orative 

condition: apouse, stranger) x 2 (story: "Playing Cards," "A 

Trip Abroad•i) ANOVA was used to test the effects of Stoey on 

the delayed recall performance, in per-cent•,. of individuals 

and dyads. A two-way interaction involving age and story 

was found significant , F fl, 82) = 4 .62, 12 < ·.034, such that 

younger and ol.der persons re·called a similar amount from A 

~rip Abroad while older persona recalled much 1ess from 

Playing Carda than younger persons. In additio~ a two-way 

interaction involving recalJ condition and story was also 

found significant, P ( 1, 82) = 4. 04., .12 < 048. Thia 

interaction seems a .function of e'imilar performance for 

dyads on both .stor.ies, but more story information recalled 

for Playing cards than A Trip ~road with ind·ividtials. A 

main effect of story wae observed, F ( 1,-, 82) -= 23, .• 59, l2.. , 

.001. More story information was recalled from ~laying 

Cards {M = 42.80, SD := 12 .06) than from A Trip Abroad <.M = 

30 .• 35, SD = 11.48). As no.ted in 'the. story recall s ·ection, 

these stori.es were created as structurally equivalent (Dixon 

et al., 19&9) and no immediate explanation for the apparent 

delayed story recalL performance differences is available. 

Despite these unexpected differences, the sto_ry factor was 

dropped from aubse·qu.ant analyses. 
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Delayed gist. recall results. A .2 (age: young, ·old) :x. 2 

(recall condition: indivi~ual, dyad) x 2 (collaborative 

condition: spouse_,. stranger) analysis of variance was 

performed on the percentage of story information recalled 

with de lay A main .effect o_f age, F ( 1, 9 O ) = 15 . 9 2 , .2 < 

.• 001,. and a main effect of recall condition, F (1, 90) = 

4.61, ~ < .034, was significant. Younger individuals and 

dyads ( M = 41. 7 6. e .@ = 13 . 3 7} remembered m.o·re story 

information than older .indiv.iduals and dyads (M = 31.35,. SD 

== 11.10). Indiv•iduals (M =- 35.-56, SD -== 14· •. 0·1} recalled- .less 

stocy inf.ormation with delay than dyad·s O! ,;; 40 ,. 35, SD = 

1.0. 63). The remaining res.ult a were nonsignifi•cant. 

Figure 9 depicts the average percentage of stocy 

information :recalled by spouses according to order, recall 

condition, and age. Thereforec as shown in the left-hand 

side of :Figure 9" when tested as individuals first and as 

dyads second~ the am.aunt o( st~ry information recalled was 

actually higher in the delayed recall condition for both 

younger and o1der adults. Thus, both younger and older 

married couples improved their story recall (8.75% and 4.21% 

more resp.actively) when collaborating with their spouse, 

although re:call was delayed, than hen they reca11·ea as 

lndividuals. Shown in the right-hand ·panel of Figure 9, 

younger and older married couples, when tested with their 

spouse first and alone second., perfo_:rmed much more poorly 

with delayed r~call. Younger and ol.der indiv.iduals reca-lled 
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m:uch lee~ story information (7.21% and 12.4:3% 1ees 

resp_ectively) when t.hey went: from recallin9 with their 

spouse to recalling alone 

82 

Figure 10 depicts the percent of .story information 

recal.led :by· strangers according to age, order, and re:call 

·condition~ The pattern of results are siJD.ila:r:: t .o tho.se 

depicted in Figure 9 .· As shown in the left -hand side of 

Figure 10, younger and older adults performed much better 

(6.33% and .8.5.8% more respectively) wi.th delayed recall when 

delay invo -ves working with a partner {compared to init•ial 

recall alone) and, .yet_, going from working with a partner to 

working alone younger and older adults performed much poorer 

(6· . 13% and 10. 34% less respectively) .. 

Elaborations. A 2 (age: young,· old) x 2 (collaborative 

condition~ spouse, stranger) x 2 (recall condition: 

individu~l, dyad) ANOVA was perfooned on the number of 

elaborations produced by individuals and dyads when recall 

waa delayed. A two-way inter.ao.tion involving collaborative 

condition and reca-1-1 condition was f ·ound significant, F . (1, 

90) = 1 .25 , l.l < . 008. As shown in .Figure 11, individuals 

from the spouse condition Q! = 18.85, SD = 1CL94) made fewer 

elaborati.ve statements than man;ied couples (M = 36~631 SD= 

1.3 .46). Whereas individuals from the stranger condition (M 

=- 21.19, SD = 8. 6·1) and unacqua_inted dyads (!i = 26. 75, SD = 

9.75), as shown in Figure 11, made a similar number of 

elaborative ijtatemente. 
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A main effect of age and a main effect of recall 

condition was also significant1 F (1, 90) = 5.56, P. < .020 

and J1 ( l , 90) = 9, 98_, J2 < • 0 .01, respectively. The age 

effect revealed that younger individuals: and dyads (!! ~ 

26 . 40, SD = 12.:56) made significantly more elaborative 

statements than older individuals and dyad (M ~ 2·1. 32-' SD ;:;. 

.1-1.-22). Moreovec, .the recall condition effect shows that 

dyads (M = 31.69, SD= 12.60) ·JDa.de more elaborations than 

individuals (M;:: 19.98, SD= 9 . 88). The remaining results 

were noneignifioant. 

Macrostatemente. A 2 (age) .x 2 (c.ollabo.rative 

condition) x· 2 (recall condition) ANOVA wae pe~formed on the 

number of summary or macrostatements _made by indf.viduals and 

dyads with delayed recall. Only the main affect of 

collaborative condition was· significant, 'F ( 1, 90) = 28 .16, 

.R. < .001. Tlle participants from the married couples (!1 =-

2.10, SD. 1.59) made significantly more -inacrostatements 

than participants from the unacquainted dyads (M = .77r SD~ 

• 7 8) • 

Metastateniente. A 2 (age) :x 2 (collaborative 

condition) x 2 (recall condition) l\NOVA was performed on the 

number of metaatatements made with delayed recall. 

Significant main effacte of collaborative condition and 

recall condition were found, F (1( 90) = 4.21, ~ < .043 and 

F (1( 90) = 13 . 14, ~ < .001, reepectivelv. Those 

participants from the -unacquainted dyads condition (M = 
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4.15, SD = 3 . 85). made s i gnificantly more metastatementa than 

those participants from the married couples condition (M = 

2. 72 , fil!_ = 2.93). Fu.~thermorer individuals (M = 4.24, SD= 

3.7 3) made significantly more metast.atements than dyads (M = 

1 .12, SD = 1 _. 99) . The remaining main effect and al_l 

i n ter act·ions were nonsign•iticant. 

Repetit i ons. A. 2 (age) x ·2 (collaborative conditi_on} x 

2 (reoall condition.) -ANOVA was pex:fo:cmed on the number of 

·~epetitiona made: when a story was recalled for a seoomi­

time . A main effect of collaborative condi_tion, F ( 1., 90) ~ 

6. 67, :Q. < • 001, was. the only effec·t to reach statistical 

significance . .Individuals and dyads from the married 

couples condition_ repeated themselves significantly more 

often than individua-ls and dyads from the stranger dyads 

condition (_M == ~.34, SD -= 6.86; M = l,._79f SD = 2.72, 

respecti_v-ely) • 

Errors. A 2 (:age) x 2 (collaborative condition) x 2 

(reca.11 condition) ANOVA was used to te.st the ~ffects of age 

and collaborative e.xperience on the number of errors made by 

individuals and dyads. '!'here was a significant main effect 

of age , F (1, 90) = 4:.60, l?. <. .035. Ol<ier individuals and 

eyads (M = 2 _.44, SD = 1.46) made •significantly more errors 

than younger individuals and dyads (M ::; 2 .-06, SD = 1. 73) • A 

two-way interaction between age and recall condition was 

also fo.und significant, F (1, 90) =- 7 .78, .Q. < .035 - As 

shown in Ftgure 12, younger and o1der individua-ls maqe a 
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similar number ox er~ors (M ~ 2.34, SD= 1~86; M = 2.12, .eQ 

= l .32~ respectively)~ whereas y-0unge.r dyads (M = 1 .501 SD =­

l 32) made f .ewer errors than older dyads (M = 3 .13, ~ = 

l .54) - Th·e ·means f .or younger stranger dyads (!i = 1.38, §.Q =­

• 19) and -younger couples (M. = l .. 63., SD = 1. 92) were 

similarc as were the means for the older stranger dyada (M = 

3.25, SD= l.6·7) arid couples (M = 3.00, SD= 1.59). 

Individuals separately. A 2 (age: young, old) x 2 

(collaborative condition: e_pouee 1 .stranger} A.NOV.A was 

performed on the percent:a_ge of stories recalled 'W;ith delay 

by individuals. Only a main effect of age was found to be 

significant, F (1, 6·2) = 9.44., Q < .003. Younger 

individuals (M = 39.73%" SP= 14.l"O) recalled more story 

information than older individuals (M = 29.68%, so= 12.36). 

Dyags separately. A 2 (age) x 2 (collaboratlve 

c·ondit_ion) ANOVA was pt:!.rformed on dyads' delayed f3tory 

.recali performance .. only a main effect .of age was found 

significant, _F (11 28) = 10 .78, ~ < .003. Young.er dyads (M 

c 45.81, SD= 11.10) recalled a higher percentage of story 

information than older dyads (M = 34.8:9, SD= 6.84). 

Monitoring of Delayed Rec.al 1 

Change in accuracy of estimation. Figure 13 and Figure 

14 .represents spouses' prediction and postdiction accuracy, 

respectively, according to age., order., and recall condition. 

The accuracy measure used here, w-as simply the difference 

between performance and preQiction ('or postdiction). 
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Thexeforer while a positive difference indicates 

underestimation of performance, a negative difference 

i.ndicatee overestimation. Va_lues •closer t .o -zero indicate 

better accuracy. As shown in both Figure 13 and -Figure 14. 

individuals and couples were inaccurate in their predictions 

and poa.tdictions by overestimating their performance. 

Moreover, prediction and postdiction accuracies were lower 

for both younger and older ada.lts when working as couples 

than. when working aione. lt seems that younger and older 

adults, aware of the benefits of working -with a partn~r. 

overestimated the benefit of working with another. 

Figure 15 and Figure 16 represents strangers' 

prediction and postdiction accuracy, r .espe.ctively_, according 

to age, order, and reoal.l condition. As was observed with 

coupl.ea, prediction and poatdiction accuracies were, for 

both younger and older adults, generally lower in the 

collahorati'Ve sftuatione than when work•ing alone. Comparing 

the patterns for couples and atrangers7 suggest t.l:lat 

poetdict•ion .a.ccuraciee in the· two re·call conditions were 

Qt.lite similar. Slightly difference pattern were observed 

for the prediction accuracies. Foi:: example, for strangers 

in the dyad-first .r:eeall condition,. delayed individual 

prediction .accu;racies were slightly lower than were the 

immediate dyadic accurac·ies. 

Counter-balance results. A 2 (age: young, old) x 2 

(recall condition: individual, dyad) x 2· (collaborative 
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condition: sp.ouse, st.ranger) x 2 (story: "P-laying Cards, 11 

.,ATrip Abroad''} :MANO'lA was performed to te.st the effects of 

s t ory an individuals' and dyads' estimates of delayed recall 

performance, A multivariate test of a three-way interaction 

with age, collaborative condition:, ·and s.tory w:aa 

significant, Wilks'!:_ (2, 81) = 3.74, p_ < .028. The :follow­

up univariate test was- only aignifican.t for postdiction, F 

(1, 82) = 6.36, :-Q. < .014. As the multivariate main effect 

·of story and the two-way interactions with story we·r.e 

nonsignificant, story w-as removed from subsequent analyses. 

A 2 (age; young, old) x 2 (recall condition: 

individual, dyad) x 2 (collaho.ra:tiv.e condition: spouse , 

stranger) MA.NOVA ·was performed on predictions an{i 

postdictions of delayed story r .eoa.11 performance. The 

multivariat~ tee't of the two-way intera·ction between recall 

condit·ion and collaborative condition was significant# 

Wilke' F (.2, 89) -= 3.. 9.1, Q < . 024. Both follow-up ANOVAs 

for predictions and postdiotioos, E (1, 90) = 7.41, Q < .008 

and. F (1, 90) = 6. 4.3 ,· Q < • 013, respect-ively, were 

significant. The patterns were similar for both 

interactions. A·s shown in Figure 17, strangers working as 

-individuals (.!! =- 57 .. 66., SD = 13.68 _predictions; M-= 57 . 34, 

SD ;::. 20.~0 postdictions> gave e.atima_tes :that :were similar to 

those given when working in dyads (M = 53.12, SD= 24.6:9 

predictions; M == 55.63, SD= 23.73 postdictions}. In 

c·ontrast, for both -predictions and _poetdictions, married 
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couples gave 1ower estimates when working as individuals {!1, 

= 47.79, SD= 20.23 predictions; M: : . 46 .. 47, SD= 21.Q2 

postdictions) than wh~n ·working as dyads (M = 65.00, SD= 

19.3'2 predictions; M = 67;19, SD= 18.25 poetdictions), 

although post hoc analyses s.howed thi-e difference was 

nonsignificant .. 

The multivariate test of the t~b-W8:Y interaction 

between age and recall conditi'on was ·significant, Wilks,. F 

(2,8.9) = 3.26, p_ < . 04:3. The follow-U:p univariate test for 

predictions of performance, K, (1, 90) = 6.581 ~ < .012, was 

significant. As shown in :Figupe 1 ·a, younger adults working 

alone (M = 52 . . 19, SD= 17.82) gave similar estimates of 

performance .as o1der adults working alone (M = 52.94, SD;-

18.30), but younger dyads (Mc 68.75, SD= ·19.28) gave 

higher estimates than old·er dyads (M = 49.38, SD= 22.05). 

The remaining reeu.lta wer.e noneignificant. 

-Accuracy of estimation. Th~ pre'dicti.ons and the 

postdictions ·of .delayed reoall perfo.rmanc·e was subt1::ac:ted 

from performance to get prediction and postdiction 

accuracies, .respectively-. A 2 (age) x 2 (recall. condition) 

x 2 (collaborative condition) multiv~rJate analysis of 

variance was performed on prediction and postdiction 

accuracies. All results were nonaignificant. 

The accuracy sco·res com;puted as the absolut~ di-fference 

between performance and estimates of. performance {Devolder 

et al., 1990), were used in a 2 (age) x 2 (recall condition) 
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2 (collaborative condition} MANOVA. The prediction 

accuracy and postdiction acc~racy were the dependent 

variables. All the results were; nonsignificant. 
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'l'ahle 6 shows the correlations between delayed recall 

performance and estimates of performance according to 

co·llaborative condition and age. The accuracy with which 

paiI'ti.cipants estimated. their perf_ormance was quite variable 

(r =- - • 40 t .o ~ 8.8) • The correl;ations for individuals from 

the spouse condition {r = .53 to .78) wer~ much better than 

tho·se from. the stranger conditipn (r ~ -.40 to .37). Also, 

older couples predictions (r:::: ~00) and postdicti.qns (r = 

.39) ere l~ss accurate than older stranger dyads (r ~ ~22). 

Indbdduals separately. A 2 (age) x 2 (collaborative 

condition) -~OVA was performed on individuals' predictions 

and postdictiona of p~rformance when recall was delayed. 

All results were nonsignificant. 

A 2 (age) x 2 (collabora.tive c.ondition) MANOVA 'T,Jlas 

perfo.rmed on the accuracies of prediction and p_ostdiction 

e ·atimates made by individuals recal.ling a second time. All 

results were none.tgnif'icant. 

Dyads separately. A 2 (age) x 2 (collaborative 

condition) ~VA was. performed on dyads ' predict.ions and 

postdictions of performance ·when recall waa de·layed. The 

multivariate .main effect of age was significant, Wilks' F 

(2, 27) = 3.84, ~ < .03.4·. The follow-up ANOVAs revealed 

that for both predict-ionsr E. (1,. 28) = 7.26., 12. < .012, and 
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Table 6 

Correlations Between Delayed Story Recail Performance and 
Estimates of Delayed Recall Performance 

Couples Strangers 

Younger Older Younger Older 

Individual 

Prediction . 53* . ·ss• - .40 -.02 

Postdiction: , 78* .60 .. -.38 . 37 

Dyad 

Prediction .76* .00 .-62 .22 

Po.st:diction .88• .39 .82* .62 

Note . ~ = .Q. < .05. 
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poatdictiona, F ( 1, 28) = 7 . ·34, 12. < • 011.,. younger dyads (M ·; 

68 ~ 75. SD = 19 . 28; ~ = 70. 6.3, SD = 2Q . . 24.,. respectively) made 

higher estimates of performance than older d,yade (,!! c 49.38, 

SD = 22.05; M = 52 .. 1 ·9, sn. : 19.41, respectively). 

A 2 (age) x 2 ('collaborative condition) MANOVA was used 

to analyze the accuracies- of prediction and postdiction 

estimates made by dyads. Again, al.l results were 

nonsignificant 

Reminisced Items and Forgott·e.n Items 

A .2 (age: y.oung, .o_ld) x l (co·llaboratiye condition: 

spous·e, st·ranger) x 2 (recall condition: individual; dyad) 

ANOVA was performed on the number of reminisced items (RI)~ 

The two-way interaction between age and recall condition was 

the only si'gn.ifi.cant ;result, F (1, 90) =: 6.30, 12. < .0'14. As 

shown in ·Figure 19, younger individuals {M = 6. 28, @ = 

2. 95) had a higher number of RI comp.ared to older 

individual_e (M = 4 •. 6:2, SD = ,2.82). i:n contrast older dyads 

(M c:: 6 • 5 .6, SD = 3 . 7 4) had a higher number of RI compared t .o 

younger dyads (M = 4 . 81,· SO = 3 .2·1) . 

~ 2 (age) x 2 (collaborative condition) x 2 (recall 

condition} A.NO.VA wa1:1 performed on the number of iteIDB 

forgotten (Fl) in the delayed story recall task.. A two-way 

interaction between age and collaborative condition. was 

significant, F (1, 90) = 6 62( ~ < .012. As shomi. in Figure 

20, younger individuals and couples partidipating in the 

spouse condition (M = 12.79, SD = 6.64) forgot fewer items 
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than older individual~ and dyads in the spouse condition(~ 

= 15. 77. SD = 6. 47) . In c:ont_:cast, younger indi,q-iduals and 

dyads ~articipating in the stranger condition (M = 14.13, SD 

= -5. 7 2) f°org:ot mo·re i teme than older individuals and dyads 

in the stranger condition (M = 1.2..50,@ = 5.09). 

A two-way interaction between age and recall condition 

was also significant, F (1, 90) = 5.75, £ < .019. This 

interact.ion., seen in- Figure 21, _shows that young~r 

iI;1di.v-iduals {M = 12.09,. SD = 6.01) forgot fewer items than 

.older individuals (M = 14.82, SD= 6.04). Whereas younger 

dyads (M =- 16 .19, SD = 5. 71) _forgo_t more items than older 

dyads {M = 12.88, ..fil! = 5.95). The ~ee-way interact-ion 

.between age, ·collaborative condition and recall condition 

was also significant,~ (l, 90) = 4.72, ~ < .032. As shown 

in the left-hand panel of Figure. 22, younger individuals 

from the stranger condition (M = 11.88, SD= 4.49) forgot 

£ewer i .tems than older ind viduals f ·rom the str_anget' 

condition (M = 14.06 , SD = 5 -.13). Similarly, younger 

individuals from the spouse cqndition fM = 12.31, SD --- 7.3·8 ,, 

respectively) forgot fewer story items than older 

individuals from the spouse condition (M = 15.50, SD= 

6.82). As shown in the right-hand side of Figure 22, 

younger stranger dyads (M -= 18. 63, SD :;; 5. 45) :forgot many 

_mor.e items tha:n older stranger dyads CM= 9.38, SD= 3.46). 

In cont_r _aiit, older .married couples (M = 16. 38, SD = 6 ~ 00) 

forgot more story information than younge~ married couples 
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(M = 13.75, SD= 5.15). 

Reminisced and forgotten items di£fere4ce . Like 

.Andersson and Ronn.berg (1995), the difference between the 

number o·f reminisced i:tems and the numbe·r of fo.rg·otten items 

was. calculated. A negative difference indi·cates that there 

were more forgotten it.ems than reminisced items , wher.eas a 

positive difference indicates that there were more 

reminisced items than forgotten item.a. and better 

performance. A 2 (age) x 2. (collabor.ative condition) x 2 

'(recall condition) ANOVA was performed on the RI and FI 

diff:erenc:e for: individuals and dyads. Oniy a tw:o-way 

interaction involving age and recall conditi·on was found 

significant~ F (1, 90) = 9.68, l! < .00_2. As depicted in 

Figure 23, ounger individuals (M = -5.811 SD= 7.33) had a 

much higher difference than older individua·ls (M =· -10 . 21, 

SD = 6. 7 8) , which indicates tha·t younger individuals 

reminisced more items when taking into account the number of 

forgotten · tems than older individuals.. 'In contrast, 

younger dyads <.M = -11 . 38·, SD = 5.94) .had a much lower 

difference than older dyads (M := -6.31, SD::: 7.89}. Yo:unger 

dyads, in comparison to older dyads, reminisce fewer items 

when taking into account forgotten 1tems. As shown in 

Figµre 23 _, it a.eema that older dyads are benefitting in 

their collaborations when compared to older individua·ls, but 

younger dyade do not benefit from tbeir collaborations when 

compared to younge~ individuals. 
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Reminisced and forgotten items ratio. As a more direct 

measure, the ratio between t,he number of reminisced items 

and for~otten itema ·was also calculated. A 2 (age) x 2 

(collaborative condition) .x 2 (recall condition) ANOV-A was 

performe.d on the ratio of' reminisced items (RI) t _o forgott·en 

items (.FI) f ·or individuals and dyads,. A two-way interacti.on 

between age and recall condition was significant, F (1~ 90) 

= 7 .. 211 :Q. < 009. Shown in Figure 24, younger indiV'iduals 

( M = .• 8 4, SD = l .14) reminisced. more i tel'.llS per· forgot ten 

•item than older individuals (M = .38, SD = .28). In 

opposition, older dyad (M = .71# SD= .68) bad a higher 

ratio reminisced items per forgotten item than younger dyads 

(M = .31r SD: .. 21). 

Reminisced items and propositions ratio. A ratio 

between the numb.er of re.mini.seed item.a and the number .of 

story propositions re.called, when recall was delayed, was 

calculated. A .2 (age) x .2 {collaborative condit.ion) x 2 

(recall condition) ANOVA was perform.ed on this rati·o. Only 

a main effect of age was observedc F (1, 90) = 4.70, 2 < 

• 03 3. Older adulte (M = • 21, SD -= . .'21) reminisced more 

items per: proposition recalled than younger adults (M = .15, 

SD= .09). 

Forgotten items and propositions ratio~ The ratio 

between the number forgotten items and number of story 

propositions recalled, when recall was delayed, was 

calculat.ed. A 2 ,(age) x 2 (collaborative condition) x 2 
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(recall condition) ANOVA was performed on individua1a' and 

dyads 1 ratio. All results were nonsign:ificant. 

Individual separately~ ~ 2 (age. young, old) x 2 

(co1labora:tive condition: spouse, stranger) ANOVA was 

performed .on the number of reminisced 'items by individuals. 

The main effeot of age was significant1 ~ (1, 62) = 5 .. 2:2, p 

< .. 026. Young.er individuals (M = 6. 28, SD = 2. 95) 

reminisced significantly more i-tems than older individuals 

(M i,: 4 • 6.2 , SP = 2 8 2 ) • 

A 2 (age) x 2 (collaborative condition) ANOVA was 

perf~rm.ed on the number o~ forgotten items by individuals. 

The interaction and the ma-in eff.ects we.r.e 11onsl.gnificant. 

A 2 (age) x 2 ( collaborative condi t -ion) ANOVA was 

performed on the dlfference between reminisced .and forgotten 

items for individuals. A main e~fect of age was 

significant, :f. ( lt 62) .= 6. 09, ~ < • 016. Younger 

individuals (M = -5 .. 81., SD = '7 .33) reminisced more items to. 

forgotten items than olde individuals (!{ = -10 .21, SD= 

6. 78) • 

Dyads separately: . . A simi-lar 2 (age) x 2 

(collaborative condition) ANOVA was performed on the R.I by 

dyads. All results were nonaignifican:t. 

A ·2 {age) x 2 (collabo·rati.ve condition) A,li!.OVA was 

performed on the number o·f forgotten items by dyads. The 

age by collaborative condition interaction was :significant, 

F (1, 28) = 10.83, ~ ~ .003, such that younger spouses (M = 
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13. 7 5, SD = 5 .. 15) f argot f~wer itema than ol·de:r spouses (M == 

·1EL38, SD =- 6 • 0 0 ) , bu.t younger unacqua i.nted dyads (M = 

18.63,. SD~ 5.45) more item.a th.an. older unacquainted dyads 

<M = 9.38, SD= 3.46). 

A 2 (age} x .2 <.c.ollaborative condi.tion) ANOVA was 

per.t:o·rm.ed on dyads,. remlnJ seed items and forgotten items 

difference The main effect of age was significant , with F 

(1, 2-8) = 4 . 4-.8, ~ < • 043. Older dyads (M = -fi . :31, SD =-

7. fl9) had a significantly higher dif-ference than younger 

dya~s {M = -11.38, SD= 5.94). 

Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire 

Confidence ratings . A 2. {a-Q"e) x 2 (re call condit•ion) :x; 

2 (collaborative condition) MANOVA wae performed on the 

confidence rating-a for the atocy and the hardware scale_s .of 

the MSEQ. The multi.variate tests o'f recall condition, 

Wilks' .F (2, 185) c:. 7 . ·43., J2. < .001« .and age,. Wilks. '· F (2, 

185) -= 13.61., ~ < ,0~>-1, were eignifi·cant. The follow-up 

ANOVAs for the hardware task revealed a significant eff e·c .t 

for recall conditi0n,. F (i, 186) = 14.84, ~ < .0·01, such 

that the aver.a.ge confidence ratings were higher when working 

with a partner (M-= 63.95, SD;;::. 21.73) than when working 

alone (M =i 51.461 SD= 21.71). For both story and hardware, 

the •univ.ariate tests showed that the-re was a s :ignificant age 

difference, F {1, 186) .= 25 . .26, 12 < .001 and F (1, 186) = 

7.25., :Q. < .008, respectively. For both story and hardware 

scales, older adults (M = 10.67, SD= 10.87; M = 51.401 SD= 



22. 03 r respective . .ly) gave significantly lo-wer confidence 

ratings than younger adults (M = 21.85, SP= 18.38; M: 

60 4 017 ~ = 22 .15, re_spectively) ,., The remaining reaults 

were· nons.ignificant. 
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Chan~e in confidence ratings. As a measure of the 

change in con£idence rating:s, going £rom easy to di-fficui·t 

tasks, a rep_eated measures analyses of variance was 

performed on the ea:e-ieet two levels o-f the story scale: of 

t.be .MSBQ. The first two levels were chosen .as most 

participants (both individual and dyad) responded that they 

we·re able to perform these two ta.ska, but responded that 

they were unable to perform tasks beyond the second level. 

Hende, the confidence ratings reported. on the first two 

levels from the e.tory sca..l .e were analyzed in a 2 (age: 

young, old) x 2 (collaborative condition: a-po.use, st.ranger) 

x .2 (recall condition: indiv.idual, dyad) x 2 (confidence 

level: easie•at, second easiest) ABOVA with repeated measures 

on the last factor. A main e.f·fect of age was found 

signif-icant, ]: (1,. 187) = 26 . 37, ~ < .001, euc·h that younger 

{M = 44.84, .fil2.. = 31.98) p·articipanta gave higher confidence 

ratings, ave..x:-aged across the two levels, than the cider (M = 

23.84, SD=. 25.76.) participants. Moreo'lrer, a main effect of 

colla~orative condition wae also significant, E.. (1, 187) = 

4 79, ~ < .030, such that spouses (M = 37.62, SD ::c 31.50) 

gave higher confidence ratings than strangers (M ::c 30. 63., SD 

= .29.75). There was a significant difference, F (1, 18-7) = 



178.42, l2. < .. 0.01, between the confi.dence ratings for the 

eaSi€et level (M = 47.64r SD~ 38.6Q) and thpse fQr the 

second easiest level (M: 20.72, SD= 28.17}. 
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Several interactions were also significant. The two­

way interaction between age ~d conf·idence lev.el tilas 

significant, .E (1, 187) = 178.42~ Q < .005 .. Older adults 

gave more similar confidence rat-inge to the easiest (M = 

35.15, SD= 35.24) and the second easiest (M = 12~53, SD= 

21 - 30) tasks than younger adults (M = 60. 52 ~ SD = 37. 96·; M = 

29 .. 17, SD-= 31 . 78, respectively). The three-way interaction 

between age, co1laborative ·condition, and confidenc.e leve.l 

was eignifica:nt, F (1~ 187) = 6.7 0 , 12. < .010 ,. As se·en in 

Figure 25, younger individuals and dyads f .rom the epous.e 

condition {M = 63.54, SD= 38.06; M = 35.42, SD= 34.21) 

gave slightly more similar confidence ratings to the easiest 

and the seoond easi~et: task levels than did younger 

individuals and dyads from the stranger condition (M = 

57~50, §Q =. 38.01;' M =: 22.2·9, SD= 2EL13)'. Whereas older 

individuals and dyads from the spouse and the .stranger· 

condition (M = 12 . 55., SD =. 2 0 . 2 8 i M = 12 • 5 0 ~ SD -= 2 2 • 5 5 

res:pec.tivel_y) gave similar confidence. ratings to· the secqnd 

easiest level, those participants from the spouse condition 

(M = 40~39, SD-= 35*44) gave higher confidence ratings than 

the participants from the: stranger condition (M = 29.58, §Q 

= 34 . 52) on the easies·t ievel. 

The three-way interaction petween age, recall 
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aondition1 and confidence level was also significant, F 

(1,.187) = 4.43, ~ < .037. Figure 26 shows that older adults 

give: a similar confidence rating, both levels. when working 

alone (M =. 35.76, SD= 34.78; M := 11.67, SD= 21.60, easiest 

and second e.asiest respectively) or when working with a 

partner CM= 33.94, .sn = 36.65; M = 14.24, .§12. = 20.92). In 

contrast, younger adults give a much .higher confidence 

rating to working with :a partner (M = 70.63, SD= 32.12) 

than to war:ldng alone (M = 55.47, SD= ·3,-,8.4) on the easiest 

task level, but gave similar confidence ratings on the 

second easiest task level (M: 30.63, SD= 31.41; M = 28.44, 

SD = 32 .18 1 working with a partne·r and alone respectively). 

All remaining results were noneignificant. 

Again as a measure of change 1n ·confidence, a repeated. 

measures ~OVA was perfoP!led on four subscales of the 

hardware scales of the MSEQ. The f iret four easi.est 

e.ubsoalea were cho·sen, ae the majority of participants 

reapo·nded that they could perform .. thes.e tasks~ A 2 (age:. 

young~ old) x 2 (collaborative condition: spouse, stranger) 

x 2 (recall condition: indiV"idual, dyad) x 4 (confidence 

level: easiest, s ·econd, third-r: fourth easiest) AN.OVA,, with 

repeated measures on the last facto_r:, was perf.onaed. A .main 

effect of age was s ignif ican:t.f' F (1, 185) ~. 5. ,96, l2. < .016, 

suoh that younger adults (M = 68.06~ SD ·=- 20.57) gave higher 

conf·i.dence ratings than older adults (M = 60.62, SD = 

22.~1), average across all four task 1evel difficulties. A 
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main effect of recall condition was also significant, E. (1,, 

185) = 15 .• 74, ~ < .001. Participants gave higher oonfidence 

ratings when working with a partner (!1 == 12· . 63, SD ;; 20 .16) 

than when working alone (M ~ 60.10, SD= 21.43). Finally, 

the main effect of confidence level ·was eignif.icant* F (1 ~ 

555).:;;. 447.4.9, 12 < 001. Follow-up post-hoc analyses were 

done using Spjestvol i and Stoline' e _procedure. ·This 

procedure is recommended for unequal sample sizes in which 

the .samples are relatively similar (K-i:rk, 1982}. The 

~~sults showed that the easiest level (M = 93.09~ SD= 

14.57) was given .a higher confidence rating than the :Second 

easie.st (,!1 = 77.25, SD= -23.70), g'T' = l3.99r :Q. < .05. 

·sim.i.larl:y· the e .ec·ond. easiest lev-el (M ;;: 77 . ·25" SD = •23. 70) 

wae given higher confidenc~ ratings than the third easiest 

(M ~ 52.45, SD= 30.45) 1 ~ = 21.91c :Q. < .OS. Finally, 

tbe third easiest (M = 52 •. 45, §!?. = 30.45) was given highel:' 

confidence ratings than the fourtll easi.e.st leve). (M ::: 33. 87, 

SD = 31. 24} ,, ~L = 1.5 • 62., .12. < • 0 5 . 

A two·-way interac.tion between recall condition and 

confidence level was e ignif icant, F ( 1, 5 55) = 6 .. 5 0, :Q. < 

.001. Follo~-up post-hoc analyses were done using the 

Turkey-KratmJler p_rocedure which is recommended for sample 

sizes that are extremely different (Ki-rk, 1983)~ It should 

be noted that the cell size for recall condition was much 

smaller in the dyad (.n = 65) than in the individual 

condition (n = 130) . It was .found that whereas there were 
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no significant Qifference in the confidence ratings given by 

individuals· and dyads for the easiest (M = 91 18, SD = 

16.08; M ·= 95.69, SD::· 10 .. 60),. second (,M = 72.58, SD::: 

24. 69-1 M = 86.. 4 6, §£ -=. 18. 58) c and f ·ourth easiest l .evele (M 

= 28.S3, SD= 29~29; M = 44.46, SD= 32.50), eyads (M; 

63.92, SD:::: 29.32) gave significantly hi·gher confid.enc.e 

ratings than individuals {M = 46.67, §Q = 29.46) for the 

third easies level, g = 8.84, Q < .05. Also, individuals 

gave significantly higher confiden~e ratings to the easiest 

level (M = 91.78, SD= 16.08) than to the second easi~st (M 

= 72.58, SD= 24.69). g == 9 .8.4, :Q., .05. Whereas dyads gave 

similar confidence ratings to the ea:s·iest ( M = .9 5 . 6 3 , SD = 

10.60) and the second eas.iest (M = 86.46, s·n = 18 . 5.8) 

levels. The remaining differences between the conf.idenc.e 

levels )rare significant. 

Moreov.er, a three-way interaction between age, 

collaborative condition, and confidence level was. lso 

significant, F (l( 555) = 2.68, .Q. < .04.6. Follow- up :post­

hoc analyse a I again using Spj0tvoli and Sto-line 's procedure . . 

recommended for rel'atively similar size samp1.ea (Kirk, 

1982), were done. Ae seen ~n Figure 27, the easiest level 

(M = 95.42 , SD= 9.44; M = 94.17, §Q:: 12.52; M ~ 91.60, SD 

= 19 .10; I( = 91.25, SD -= 1.5 .25), younger adults from the 

spouse., younger adults. from the strang.er, older adults from 

the spouse, and older adults from the etrang·er conditions"' 

respectively) wa~ given slightly larger (hut not 
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statistically significant) confidence ratings than the 

second easiest 1:evel (M = 82.2 .9, SD=- 18.93; M = 79.58, SD= 

22.59; M = 73.06, SD= 2.6.0.0; !i =- 74.17. SD= 26.00) _~ 

younger adults f:r::om the spouse,. younger adults from the 

stranger, older adults from the spouse, and older adults 

from the at ranger conditions, respect·i vely) by all groups. 

Moreover-t all groups gave slightly higher confidence ·ratings 

to the third easi_es~ level (M. = 6·1.25, SD= 29.72; M::: 

5 4 . 0 6, SD" 2 7 • 8 8.; M = 4. 7 . . 6 0, §Q: = 2 9 • 2 5 ; M : 4 7 . 0 8., fil2. :. 

33.45)~ younger adults from the spouse! younger .adults from 

the a .tr.anger, oider adults from bhe spouse, and older adults 

from the stranger conditions,. respect-ively) than the fourth 

easiest level (M = 44.37 -, SD= 35.18; M = 33.33, SD= 2·7.6.2; 

M = 2 6 • 8 0 , SD -= .2 5 ~ 3 5 ; M = 31 • 2 S , .fil2. = 3 4 • 12 ) ~ younger 

adults from. the ep.ouae, younger ·adults from the stranger, 

o1der adu.lts· from the spouse, and o:lder adults fr.om the 

stranger conditions., respectively-). In contrast,. the older 

stranger conditions, ~ = 11 .• 93 ~ l2. < . os·, as well as the 

younger adults from. the stranger condition g'T' = 11.93, ~ < 

_ 0 5 , ga v.e a igni f icant ly higher conf i.dence ra_tinga to the 

.second easiest leve·1 (M-= 7-3.06,, .§Q = 26.00; M = 74.17, §.Q.-= 

26 .-00; M .= 7 .9 -.58, SD ~ 22.5-9., respectivel~.) than to the 

third easiest level (M = 47.60,- §Q.. = 29.25; M = 47.08, SD= 

33.45: M = 54.06, SD= 27.88, respectively). While younger 

ad·ults from. the spouse conditi.on gave more similar 

t 
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conf i dence :rat inge to the second (!! = 8.2. 2-9, SD = 18. 9 3) and 

third lev.els (M = 61. 25 ,. fil:! :;;: 2'9 .. 72) . ·The remaining -results 

were nons:ignificant . 

-Affirmative responses. A 2 (age) x 2 ( ecall 

condition) x 2 (collaborative condition) MANOVA was 

~erformed on the number of affiJ:JDative responses (e.g,, 

i ndicating that the task can be performed) given by 

individuals and dyads to the story and the hardware scales. 

In contrast to Kemper (i986), all affirmative reaponseg 

(in cluding those with _a confidence rating of 10%) were 

included. :Kemper argued that affirmative responses witn 

confidence ratlnge les_s- than 10% should not be included 

because they denote a lack of confidence in .an affirm;ative 

response. Moreover, Kemper stated that it was rare for 

paxticipants to g i ve an affirmative answer with a confidence 

rating of 10%. In- the present data 84 affirmati-ve responses 

were paired with a confidence rating of 10% were observed. 

Hence, all affirmative responses were included in the 

analyses. 

A multiva.riate effect of recall condi-tion was 

significant, Wilks' F {2, 1 _86) =- 4 . 88, Q < .009 . A follow­

up ANOVA _on hardware revealed a significant effect for 

recall cond-ition,. F (1, 187) .= 9.81 , 12. < .002. Working 

alone (M,::; 3.88, §.Q = 1.19) resulted in aignifi.cantly fewer 

affir.mati ve. responses on the hardware scale than workin_g 

with a partner (M -= 4.40, SD = .90).- Furthermo,re, a 
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significant multivar~ate effect of age, Wilks' F (2 , 186) 

10·.56, Q < . 0.01, was found. Follow-up univariate AN'OVAs for 

story, F (1, 187) :c: 17.19 , ;Q. < .(l'0l, and hard:ware, F (1, 

187) = 6.88, £ < .009, were aignific•ant. Younger adults (M 

= 1.98, SD= 1.46; M = 4.28c SD= .99, story and .hardwa·re 

res.pectively) made significantly more affii:lnati't,e responses 

to these scales than did oldei:- adults (M = 1. 2·1, SD = 1. 22; - -
M = 3. 83, SD . . = 1 . . 21, resp.actively). ·No other .main effects 

or interactions reached statistical signlrioance. 

MSRQ - performance correlations. Correlations between 

average conf.idence ratings from the story scale of the MSEQ 

and sto·ry recall, as well as t.he story scale and. delayed 

recall, were calculated for each age, collaborative 

condition, and recall condition groups. Rach scale of the 

MSEQ included five difficulty l.evele and .the average 

confidence was bas~d on the mean of these fiv.e. The purpose 

of computing these correlations was to examine the 

relationship between memo:i::y performance and task-specific 

(story recall) memory self-efficacy. As seen in Table 7, 

all but one of the correlations we.re noneignificant. riihe 

correlation b.e.tw_e-en story recall and confidence rating was 

only significant for you·nger individuals from the spouse 

condition (r = -~50, ~ < .05). .Some other patterns were 

notable 4 First, older couples' conf-idence ratings were 

moderately correlated with both immediate (r = .35, ·12. < . • 16) 

and delayed ( r = ~ 52., P. < .18) recall.. wh·ereas the 
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Table 7 

Correlations Between Story Recall and Delayed Recall with 
the Average Confidence Ratings of the Story Scale of th'e 
MSgQ 

IND/S~ 

IND/DR 

DYAD/STR 

DYAD/D.R 

Younger 

.so• 

• 3., · 

.11 

Couples 

Older 

.16 

-.09 

.35 

.52 

Strangers 

Younger Older 

.02 -.0'3 

~14 -.09 

. ·22 ~14 

-. 52 -.11 

Note~ IND/STR = Individuals initial story recall, inc.luding 
individual recall from individuals tested first and 
•individuals tested second. IND/DR = Individual delay.ed 
recall, including those participant-a that recalled a story 
as dyads first and recalled a second time (same story) as 
individual~. DYAD/STR ~ Dyad initial ·st-Ory recall, 
including the dyad recall f:rom dyads tested first and the 
dyads te·sted second.. DYAD/DR = Dyad delayed recall, 
including those participants that recalle·d a story a.a 
individuals first an:d recalled a second- time (same story) as 
dyads. 
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corresponding correlations for older strangers were 

substantially lower (r = . • 14., r ~ - .11, re.specti'Viely) . In 

c·ontrast, younger couples and strangers produced more 

similar correlations. 

one possible reason fgr the lack of significant 

correlations, could be the qualifier "word fpr word" iti the 

s .tory scale of the MSEQ. J?articipants1 when noting that 

they were asked i ·f they were abl.e to r .emembe.r some of a 

story word for word, routinely felt that this was a near 

impossible; task. The story scale of the MSEQ may not~ in 

fact, be the optimal task-specifid meas.ure of memory ee.lf­

efficacy for eto·ry recall, as story reca·11 in .this and many 

other studies is constructed as a gist., rather tha:n 

verbatim" task. Nevertheless, the apparently different 

patterns may be instructive. 

The correlations between working memory performance and 

the average confidence ratings given to the hardware scale 

of the MSE.0 was calcu1a·ted by age, collaborative condition1 

and recall condition. Again the purpose of these 

correlations is ~o examine the relationship between task 

specific ("working memory) memory self-efficacy and actual 

working memory performance. These co~relatione can be seen 

in Table 8. 

As shown in Table 8, the correlations were significant 

for the olde:r individuals from the stranger cond-ition for 

alpha span (z:: -= 3.6, .Q. < .05) and older indivi.duals from the 
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Table 8 

Correlations Between Working Memory Performance and the 
Average Confidence Ratings of the Hardware Scale of the MSEQ 

Couples Strangers 

Younger O'lder Younger Older 

:tND/AS -. 29 . 39* . 04 . .36* 

IND/SR .03 . 44* - .2:6 -.05 

DYAD/AS .08 .26 .08 . 55* 

DYAD / SR .19 .68* -.18 .29 

Note ~ IND = In·ai vidual, AS = Alpha Span, SR= Sentence 

Repetition, and .. = .Q. '< . 05. r. :::. • 62,. respectively). 
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spouse condition for alpha span (E = ~·39, l2. < • 05) and 

sentence repetition (,!. = .44, 2. < .05) . Mor.eove r, older 

married co:uplea had a significant relationship for sentence 

repetition(£= .68, ~ < .05) and older stranger dyads had a 

significant relationship for alpha span (r = .55, ~ < .05). 

These s :ignificant relationships denote that those 

-individua1·s or dyads that reported high confidenc~ in their 

abil i ty to perto·rm hardware (working memory} tasks, 

performed ·well on the working memory measures. Whereas 

i ndividuals or. dyads that reported lo~ confidence in 

performing working memory tasks ., performed more poorly on 

working memory tasks. 

Individuals separately. A 2 (a ge: young, old) x 2 

(collaborative condition: young, o:ld) 'MANOV'A was p.erformed 

qn individ:uale.,. confidenc e ratings for the story and the 

hardware scales of t he MSEQ. Multivariate analyses revealed 

significant effect of age, Wilks' F (2, 124) := 6 . 33, Q '< 

002. The follow-up ANOVAs of st'ocy and hardware were bo·th 

significant, F {1, 125) ~ 10 . 29, ~ < .002 and F (1, 125) = 

4..86, Q < ,02.9 .resp.ectively. Oldez:: individuals (M = 11.0_2, 

SD= l.4.15; M = 47.34 , SD=. 20.85, story and hardware 

respec ively) gave signi.ficantly lower confidence rat ingsr 

on average, than did younger individuals (M = 20.411 SD= 

18.78; M = 55.691 SD= 21 .. 92r story and hardware 

r~spectiv:ely) . The remaining re.aulta were nonsigni f icant. 

A 2 (age~ young, old) .x 2 {collaborative condition: 
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spouse. stranger) MANQVA was performed on the number of 

affirmative responses to story and hardware su..bscales of the 

MSBQ by individuals~ The ·multivariate analyses revealed a 

man effect of age, Wilks,£ (21 125); 5.01~ 12. < .008. 

Both follow-:u:p univariate teats were si.gnificant, !. (1, 126) 

= 5.92, J2. ~ .016 and F (1~ 126) = 5.58, ~ < .0201 £or seocy 

.and bard.ware z::espectively. Younger individuals (M = 1 • .86, 

·sn = 1 .• SO i M ·= 4- l.3, SD = l. 09, story and hardware 

respectively) made .more a-ffi-rmative responses, on average., 

than older individuals (~ = 1.26, SD= 1.28; M = 3.64, SD~ 

1. as, story and hardware respect-ively). The remaining 

results we.r:e nonaignif_icant· 

Dyads separately. A 2 (age: young, old) x 2 

{collaborative condition: spouse, stranger) MANOVA was 

performed on dyads' confidence ratings for ·story and 

hardware. The multivariate analysis ·showed a main ·effect of 

collaboration condition, Wilka' F (2., ·60) -= 3~36, ll. < .041, 

and a main effect of age, Wilks' F (2, 60) = 8 . 77, -~ < • 00'1. 

Follow-up univariate analysis revealed that spouses (M = 

21-58, SD = 18.41} gave significantly higher conf.idence 

ratings than unacquainted dyads {M = 12.81, SD= 12.86) on 

the story subscale. F (lt 61) = 6.51, Q < .013. Moreove:r:, 

younger dyads (M :: 2.4. 75, SD = 11. 49} gave: significantly 

higher: confidence ratings than older dyads (M-= 10.00, SD::: 

.11~46) on the et.cry subscale, F {11 61} = 17 . 80, Q < .001. 

No other multivariate e:ffecte were signif"icant. 
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A second 2 {age: young_,.. old) x 2 (collaborative 

condition: sp.ousei stranger) MA.liOVA was performed on the 

number· of affirmative responses to story and hardware scales 

of the MSEQ ·made by dyads. The multivariate analyses 

revealed a significant effect o_f age, Wilks' F (2, 6.0) :;o 

6.89c R < .002. The _follow-up ANOVA showed t:hat for the 

story subscale • .f. (1~ 61) :::; 12.96, 12, < .00i, younger dyads 

{M = 2.22., SD = 1.36) gave eigni.ficantly more affirmative 

.responses than older dyads (M = 1.12, SD== 1.08). A11 

remaining results were nonsignificant. 

Memory Functioning Questionnaire 

A 2 (age~ :young, old} x 2 (~ecall condition: 

individual, dyad) x 2 (collaboration condition;: spouse, 

stranger) ANOVA was performed on individuals, and dyads' 

reported general rating from the MF.Q (Gileweki & Zelinski, 

l .9a8). There was a main effect of recall condi.tion, F (1, 

187) =- 19·. 39, l2. < •. 00.1,,. and a main effect of collaborative 

condition, .f. (1, 187) = 10.67, ~ < .001. working alone(~~ 

4..43, sn = 1.17) ree.ulted in lower general ratings than did 

wo~king with a partner (M = 5 . 16, SD_ = .96)~ Moreover, 

individuals and cou~les from the spouse condition {M = 4.91, 

SD == 1 .19) gave a signif_icantly higher genera-1 rating than 

individuals and dyads from the strange·r condition (M = 4:. 43, 

SD= 1.08). The main effect of age, as well as the two-way 

interao,tions, were not significant. Finally a three-way 

interaction betwe.en age., recall condition, and collaborative 
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condition 'tll'ae significa11t 1 F (1, 181) = 4 . 49 1 :Q. < .035. As 

shown in Figure 28~ both older and yo.unger adults from the 

spouse condition gave a higher memory functioning rating to 

working with t ·heir spouse ( M ::,:. 5 . 71, , SD = • 9 2 ; M : 5 . 31, .@. 

= .95, reBJ.)eCtive1y) than to working alone (M = 4.471 SD=· 

1.19; M = 4.7•5:.1 SD= 1.19, respectively). Also shown in 

Figure 28, older adults from the stranger condition gave a 

simila·r memory functioning rating if working with a stranger 

(M = 4 .44., SD = . 81) or i ·f working alone (!1_ = 4 . . 25, SD = 

1 • 3.2) "' yet younge·r adults gave a higher rating to work.J.ng 

with a stranger (M = 5.~6. SD= ~77) than working alone (M = 

4 . 2 5, SD. = • 9 5) . Both younger and older adul·t ·e from the 

couple condition rated their memory functioning ae 

individuals (M = 4.751 SD= 1. 19; M = 4.47, SD~ 1.19 

respecti~ely} lower than they did as couples {M = 5.31, SD= 

.95; M = 5.71, §.Q = .92). Indeed, the increase was greater 

for older couples (approximately 1. 2· x scale unit.a) than for 

younger couples ( .5 scale units). 

MFQ - performance correlations. In order to examine 

the relationship b.e .tween globa.l ratings of memory s ·elf­

efficacy and memory perf.ormance, the reported general. rating 

of the MFQ waa correlated with .story recall. delayed recall, 

alpha span., and sentence repetition. performance of all age, 

collaborative condi.tion, and recall condi.tion groups. These 

correlations are reported in Table 9. 

As shown in. Table 9, most of the correlations were 
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Table 9 

Correlations Between Memory Task Performance and General 
Rating from MFQ 

Coupl-es Strangers 

Younger Older Younger Older 

lND/STR .42* .05 - .1·2 .03 

IND/DR -.04 .25 -~09 • 4. 0 

IND/AS -~0l .:26 -.23 - • 01. 

IND/SR .21 .47* - ·. 29. .001 

DYAD/STR -.53* -.14 .34 -.45 

DYAD/DR .41 -.37 .13 -.15 

DYAD/AS -,34 .05 -.54* ~11 

DYAD/SR .01 .42 .04 .41 

Note., IND = Individual., STR = Story Recall, DR = Delayed1 

Recall, AS : Alpha Span, SR = Sentence Repettt•ion, and * = 12, 

< • Os. 
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nonsignificant. Two of those significant, specifically 

yoUiiger married couples' sto~ recall and young.er st.i;:anger 

dyads al.pha span, were actually in the opposite direction 

than .expect·ed Cr= -.53, :Q. < .05 and r = -.54, £ < .·os 

respectively). These correlations indicate that couples and 

stranger dyads reporting high global memory sel-f-efficacy 

'are actually performing relatively poorly on memory·-related 

tasks. Two correlation were found sign1£icant in the 

eXl)ected direction. Younger married couples' story recall 

performance (r = .42, 12. < • 05) and older married coupl_es~ 

sentence repetition performance (r = .47, J2. < .05) was 

significantly correlated to globa.l memory self~efficacy. 

Therefor.a, those younger and older couples repo_rt.ing high 

glqbal memory eteli-.efficacy are perf·orming well on memo.ry 

tasks. The correla:tions are similar to expectations, as 

global memory self-effJcacy, as measure by the General 

Rating scale of the MFQ, is t .raditionally. not highly related 

to pe·rformance (aertzog et al., 1990) . 

Individuals separately. The main analyses reported 

abov¢, which inc•luded both individual and dyad data, was 

.repeated with individual- and dyad-l.evel data separated. A 

:2 (age: young, old) x 2 (collaborat•ive condition: spou.se, 

stranger·) ANOVA was performed ort individuals' reported 

general rating of memocy functioning. The main effects and 

interaotiqns were all nonsignificant. 

pyads separately. A 2 (age: young, old) x 2 
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(cQ11aborati~e condition; spouse, st~anger) ANQVA was 

performed on the reported general memory functioning of 

dyads. ~here was a main effect of collaborative condition, 

E, (1,61) = 10 .981 l2. < .002, and an age by col-laborative 

condit•ion interaction, F (l ~ 61) = 6. 69, ·ll < • 012. T-he 

collaborative condition effect showed that spous~s (!-! = 

5 , 51 1 SD .94°} gave higher general ratings than did 

unacquainted dyads (M = 4 . 80, SD = .86). The interaction 

denotes that whereas the younger couples (M = 5 .. 31, SD .95) 

and the younger unacquainted dyads (M = 5.161 SD= . 77) gave 

similar ·memory functionin~ ratings, the older coupl.es (M =-

5.71, SD. = .92} gave nigher ratings than the older 

unacqua-inted dyads (M = 4. 44, -SD ·= • 81)' 

Col.'laboration Effectiveness Questionnaire 

Table 10 shows the mean rank ordering, according to 

age, of the eff~ctiveness of working with a spouse., a 

stranger of the different. gender r a strang·er of the same 

gender, a friend of the differen gender, a friend of the 

same gender, and wor)cJ.ng alone. As :shown in Table 10, ·old~ 

adults gave a higher effectiveness rating to working with a 

spouse than did younger adults. Moreo.ver, it should be 

highlighted that younger adult.a g:ave working with a . friend 

(both gender) a much higher effectiveness rating than 

working alone ~ Whereas older adults. gave similar ratings of 

effectiv•eness to working with a friend (either gender) and 

working alone. 
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'.Fable 10 

Mean Rank Ordering of Collaboration Effectiveness 

Young 
(n:;:64) 

1. Spouse 
M ~ 1.73 
SD = 1 .. 21 

2. Fri•end Same Gender 
!! .;:; 2. 48 
SD =8.12 

3. Friend Opposit•e Qender 
M = 2.81 
SD= 1 . 00 

4. Al·one 
M = 4.2.3 
§Q = 1. ,95 

5. Stranger Same Gender 
M = 4.78 
SD= .826 

5.. Stran·ger 'Opposite Gender 
M = 4. 9·4 
SD: . 96 

l. Spouse 
M :::: 1. 48 
·so = .91 

1. Friend same Gender 
M = 3. 05 
SD:::; 1.13 

~- Friend Opposite Gender 
M. = 3.54 
.SD = 1. 04 .-

4. Alone 
M, = 3.54 
SD= 2..06 

S. Stranger Same Gender 
M ~ 4.62 
SD= 1.13 

5. Str.ange·r Opposite Gender 
M =- 4.77 
SD= 1,11 
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·chapter 5 

Discussion 

The disau·ssion .chapter is divided into several 

eubsecti.ons, including working memory, sto_ry recal1, delayed 

atory recall,,, m~mory monit·oring, reminiscence and 

forgetting,. memory ael:f-efficacy, and beliefs about 

collaboration. Finally, a subsection involving 1:imitations 

of this a.tudy and general conc.lusions witl end the cha_pter. 

Working Memory 

Like the findings in previous research .. younger 

individuals performed better than older individua1·s on alpha 

span (Craik1 1986) and a~ntence repetition (Kemper, 1986) 

tasks. These age-related differences in individual working 

memory performance are standard and provide a useful 

ba.aeline by which to compare collabora.ti ve working memory 

performance. Given that the individuals recruited for this 

study perf ono.ed similarly to thos·e in o.ther studies" a 

stronger case regarding expected dyad- level performances may 

be made.. Tbe influence 0£ col1aborat·ion, as well: as 

collaborative experi.ence, on working memory performance with 

age was examined. 

Extending earlier work in •which ·groups outperformed 

indi vi.duals -with a variety of tas~s (e.g., eyewitness 

testimony· Clark et al.'# ·1990; Stephenson et al., 1986; 

Steph~son et alu 1983; or recognition tasks: Hinsz, 199.0), 

it was shown that a·yads outperformed individuals. on both 
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working memory tasks. Moreover, age differences in 

collaboration were found with alpha span, such that younger 

dyads performed better than ol'der dyads. Contrary to 

predictions, though, the results for alpha span did not 

support the notion that age-related differences in working 

memory performance may be mode·r-ated by collaborative 

experience. Therefore, working together with a partner with 

whom one has had a great deal of collaborative e"lroerience 

failed to facilitate performance in older adult·a ~ Older 

married couples perf.ormed similarly to o.lder stranger dyads 

on alpha apan and both of these dyad ·types performed at 

lower levels than :!{Ounger coup).e·s and stranger dyads. 

·The res lts were s ·omewhat different, though, for the 

sentence repetition task. The individual-level data 

revealed that the individuals from the stranger and the 

spouse conditions did not perform equivalently on sentence 

repetition- Ind.ividua1e, f .rom the stranger ·c ·ondition 

performed better than individuals fr.om the sp.ouse condition 

for both the younger and the older adults. An. inference 

that: follows is that ·stranger dyads shou.l.d have an advantage 

over co:u:plee. Because the ·stranger dyads were compo_sed of 

individuals better able to perfo.rm. the sentence re.petition 

task than were the individuals: comp1;ising the oo:uples, 

stranger dyads. should have an a·dvantage in collabo1;ative­

level performance over the co®les. This was, in fact, the 

case for the younger adults .. Younger stranger dyads 
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performed better than ypunger couples on sentence 

:repetit.ion. In contrast, however, older couples performed 

bette·r than older stranger dyads. Indeed, they p·erformed 

better than younger couples on thi.s working memory task. 

The diffe ent-ial pattern of results partially supports 

the expectat·ion o.lde.r individuals may, for some selected 

tasks, mrercome ·their individual-leve-1 disadvantages through 

their interactive expertise (Di~01;1, in press). Although at 

an indiyidua1 level young~r and older adults from the 

_spous.e condition were disadvantaged when compared to younger 

and older adults frQm the stranger condition, at a dyad 

level, older (but not younger) couples were still abie to 

perform. better than older stranger dyads.. Older couples, 

havin_g a great amount of. experience working with .one 

another, were able to perfo:r:m exceedingly we11 when working 

together, but not when working .alone. Further re·search 

focusing on the collaborative process throu~h which this 

interesting pattern emerged ahould be conducted (e.g., Gould 

et al., 1994). In addition, one may question why this 

pattern of results emerged with sentence repetition and not 

alpha span. Two issues related to this question need .to be 

addressed. First, although alph~ span and sentence 

repetition are both working memory tasks, ·they are only 

moderately intercorrelated (r =. ,24 to . 5·8). Therefore, an 

individual performing at a high level on alpha span may 

perforill well on sentence repetition, but not always. Other 
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rese·archers (e.g~, Dobbs &: Rule, 1989; Salthouse, 1988) hav.e 

similarly found small to moderate correlations between 

variouti wprking memory tasks. Second, these easks may 

inherently be better suited to certain collaborative 

strategies. Sentence repetition may facilitate those 

collaborative strategies. that tap intera.ct:ive expertise, 

while alpha span does not. This wou:ld, therefore, lead to 

better performance in sentence repetition than in alpha span 

for groupll having collaborative experience~ 

Indeed, sentence repetition and alpha span were bette·r 

euit~d to d _ifferent ao.llaborative at.rategies. As a whole,. 

dyads tended to use the strate·gy of dividing up 

responsibilities more in the :Sentence repetition task (48%) 

than in alpha span: (28%). For example~ collaborators would 

take turns at the sentences or each would be responsihle for 

one-hal_f of the sentence. In contrast~ a sharedr uniform 

responsibility was a more common strategy for alpha span 

(40%) than for sentence repetition (15%), such that both the 

collabora ors would be responsible for recal·ling all the 

material. Furtherm.ore, in line with the finding that older 

couples overcame their individual-:level sentence rep·etition 

difficulties, older couples (52%) used the divided. 

re.sponsibil.ity strategy more than older stranger dyap.s (44%) 

and younger couples. (44%) in sentence repetition. Whereas 

younger stranger dyads ( 50%) used this st~ategy to a s -imi lar 

extent as older couples-. Finally, older stranger dyads 
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(25%)r ae well as yc\inger couples (12.5%) and stranger dyads 

{19%.), used the shared responsibil·ity strategy much more 

than did older couples (6%) for sentence repetition. Gould 

et al. (1994) argued that individual-based memory recall 

early iD. the task may be .a particularly effective strategy. 

This pattern of result.a suggests that older couples and, to 

a lesser ext·ent, younger stranger dyads were. more likely to 

use indiYidual-based memory strategies, leading to better 

performance. ·Dividing up tasks, lessens the amount of 

re"Ca 1 for ea.ch individual, increasing the amount 0£ 

information remembered. 

working memocy as a processing resource-. Theorists 

(e.g. , Tun et al., 19.91) have argued that working memory may 

be the limit.ed capacity system. responsible fo.r age-related 

differences in di-scourse recal.l. '!'he reaul ts lend modest 

support to this contention. The intercoz::r·e1atione between 

the performance on both working memory tasks with t-n·itial 

and delayed story recall performance ranged from ei.gnific-ant 

in the expected direction (r = .• 52, It < .-05) to .near 

significance in the unexpected direction (-r = - . 69, £ < 

.06). Correlations that were significant included the 

initial atory recalt performance with alpha span performance 

for younger and older individuals. (r = .36. and r c .32, 

respectively) :and older couples (r = .52)~ as well as the 

initial story recall perfo:cmance and sentence repetition 

performance for older individuals (r = .41)~ Thus., for each 
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of these correlations, in~ividuale (or couples) recalling a 

great amount of story information performed well on the 

respective working memory task. 

It should be noted that the ma:iority {3 of 4) of the 

·aforemen ioned significant results. invol1Ved individual-

1evel, and not dyad-level, data. rt was predicted that, 

like individual-level .discourse recall (Norman et al., 1992: 

Stine & Wingfield·, 1987; Tun- et al., 1991) E collaborative 

reeal 1 performance .may ·be a function of working memory 

performance. Therefore, col1.aborative story recall 

perfoonance should be highly related to collaborative 

working memory p .erf.ormance. The correlations, ranging from 

. 52 ( in the expected direction) to - , 69 ( in the u.ne-xp·ected 

direction), do not etrongly support this prediction. 

Although younger and older couples (r = .41 to .01;. r = .52 

to .09, respectively) and older stranger dyads (r = .40 to -

.17) have higher correlations than younger stranger dyads (r 

:= - • 0 8 to - • 6·9) , the Jnaj ori ty ·of the .correlations. were low 

to mod·e:rate t beat. It seem.8 that col.labo.rative recall 

p·~rfrormance cannot be largely explained by collaborative 

working memory performance. 

In conclusion, working memory a·e a pro.ceasing resource 

for individual discourse recall is modestly supported. 

Whether collaborative discourse recall is a function of 

collaborative working memory performance should be furthei:: 

explored, but at present this relationship is meagre. 
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story Recall 

Like previous research (e.g., Cohen, 1988; Hultsch &· 

Dixon., 1984; Zelinski & Gile.wski, 1988.), younger indiV'iduala. 

recalled .n1ore discourse-related material than older 

individuals . Moreover, younger dyads reca.lled more story 

information than older dyads (Dix.on, in pre.ss). Finally, 

dyads recalled a higher percentage of story information than: 

individuals. Contrary t .o predictions, though., collaborative 

experience did not significantly moderate· the· relationship 

between collaborative remembering and age. Therefore, older 

couples did not recall e-ignif icantly more sto.r:Y-·relat.ed 

info-rmation than older ·stranger dyads. Nor did older 

couples recall a similar amount of information when compared 

o younger couples, as found by Dixon (in press). 

These· fincfings do not jeopardize the col.laborative 

expertise idea.r in which older adults ar.e thought to 

overcome individual-level memory dec1ine by working with a 

partner with hom they have had extensive collaborative 

e-xperi.ence1 such as a spouse (Di-xon, in press) . Although 

the differences were nonsignificant, older couples 

remembered nearly 8% more et·ory information with immediate 

recall than older stranger dyads. They recal1ed only about 

5% less story information than youn~er couples and younger 

stranger dyads. Also, individuals zrom the stranger and the 

ep.ouse conditiqns. perfoi:-med similarly whether younger (M = 

40.23; M = 39.791 respec~ively) or older (M = 28 .78; M ~ 
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30:. 66~ respectivel.y). 'Fbe~efore, di•f ·ferences in ol.der dyad 

reca11 performance are: unrelated to maint~ined individual­

level pe·rfoanance in persons from long·-•term married coupl-es. 

Thus, older couples still benef·itted, if modestly, from 

working wi. th .a spouse .. 

. One une1q>ected result wae that. individuals and dyads 

from the stranger condition recalled more story informati'on 

when tested as dyads first and individuals seconQ than when 

tested as. individuals first and dyads second. IIi .contrast, 

individuals and dyads from the _spouse c .ondition performed 

similar.ly regardl.ess of order. It seems that collaborating 

and individual spouses may be leas influenced in their 

pe.rf·onnance by order factors than collaboi::ating:· and 

indi v·idual strangers. 

This result· may be, in part, a function o.f an inherent 

dis.com.fort in the strang:er condition. Whereas spouses could 

be comforted by the idea that their spouse was ·participating 

as well, strangers must deal with both the unfamiliar 

laboratory ta·eks and the u.nf amil.iar partner. Perhaps, then, 

the dyad condition £irat order was more effective for 

st:cangere becaue·e they immediately dealt with is•sues 

sur_ro:unding "getting to know one another·.'' They were able 

to dismiss the discomfort with an unfamiliar person early in 

the session. In contrast, those participants from the 

individuals first .condition mus:t individually wor-k .through 

an antic•ipation of having to. work with an unfamiliar other. 
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Story rec.all characteriet.ic.s.. The other 

characteristics of the immediate story recall, besides. the 

amount of _gist information recalled, revealed an interesting 

and illuminating pattern of results. Fir.st., dyads made more 

summary oz:: macro·sta:teJnenta, mbre statements consistent with 

the story but not actually included in it (elaboratiqns), 

and more re]i:>"etitions than did individuals. When comparing 

the process of recall for individua.le and dyads, one :would 

ex:pect .Ia.Qre conversational type reiterations, elaborationa, 

and repetitions for dyads. somet.ime·e the·se can be i,n the 

form of support statements for collaborators by repeating, 

elaborating, or summarizing statements made :bY partners. 

These types of support st.atements. could~ in part, help 

expla·in these differences between individua.J,s a:nd dya_de. 

second,. it was :sh._own that indivi.dua.ls made more 

metas.tate.ments .or· comments about their own thought processes 

than dyads~ Given the fact that ·when working alone the 

p:roduc.t is a result of a single individual• a memory efforts, 

while when working with a partner it is a combination of 

each individual •·a own efforts plus collabo.ration, one would 

expect more focus on an individual~s memory processes when 

working alone. This explana·t -ion is compromised, though, by 

collaborative groups making metastatements in regards to 

their dyad-level memory ·pro.cesses .. 

Finally_, individuals and dyads f.rom the et-ran~er 

condition, when compared to individuals and dyads from the 
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spou.ee condition, made more metastatemente and errors and 

Dia.de fewer elaborations and maorostatements. These resul:ts 

suggest a number of things. Participants from the spouse 

condit on made more story-baaed statements (elaborations and 

macroetatemen.ts) than participants from the stranger 

condit·ion. Perhaps the fewer story-based statements on the 

:Dart of strange·r ·dyads could be a function of mo.re nge.t 

acquainted" type statements, such as sharing thoughts 

re_garding oner a own m:emory processes. Moreover, the 

stranger c.ondition may be. inherently more- di.scomforting, and 

thus leads to more metastatements~ than the spouse 

condition. When working a1·one, those parti•cipants in the 

spouse condition may be com~orted, and hence relaxed, in 

this .labo.ra:tory e.ituation by the knowledge that their spouse 

was sharing in thJ.s exp.erience. M.oi;:e:over, couples may be 

more comfortable than stranger dyads in working as a team. 

Thie comfort may lead to little focus on one' own memory 

proceaa~s. Interestingly, older couples made the fewest 

metastatements while older stranger dyads made the most. 

The dif.ference in the number· of errors for those 

participantl:l from the stranger and the spouse condition is 

somewhat more puzzling. one .may suppose at the dyad level, 

spouses would more readily challenge one another's incorrect 

story recall than strangers, which would lead to fewer 

errors. Why individuals ~rom the spouse condition produced 

fewer errors. than individuals from the str·anger condi.tion is 
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less clea:t'. Although it cou-ld be argued that the ''inherent 11 

discom£ort in the stranger condition leads to a less 

effe_ctive encoding of information, there was no signific.ant 

difference in the amount of story information recalled as a 

function of collaborative condition. 

Summary. I.n sum, older ooupl.es benefitted mo·destly 

from their collaborative expertise. As· exp·ec:ted, this 

benefit was not a function of maintained ind.ivid~al-le~el 

memory a}:>i·lities assoai:ated accidentally or otherwise with 

long-term marriage (Dixon> in press). Furthen;nore, a story 

recall advantage for younger couples over younger stranger 

dyads, wh'l.ch was ·expected based on. Wegner' s ( 1986) 

tranaactive memory syst·em and evidence for i .t (Wegner et 

al., i991), was not shown. The alight advantage for older 

couples over older stranger dyads is in line with Wegner'e 

(1986) model, but, bec·auge the dtiference was 

noneigni.f-i-cant, the support for Wegner i _e limited. Although 

the remembering or stories, news articles, and the like, may 

be a some.W.hat common occurrence for couples., the retelllng 

of a shared event, such as a vacation (as studied in Goµld & 

Dixon, 1993) o:r; a first dat.e (as studied in Ros.s &: H.olmberg, 

1990)r would be a more frequent occurrence. Hence, the 

remembering of a nar:rati ve1 a·s opposed to a shared memory 

for. an event, probably underestimates the in.fluence of 

collaborative experience in general, as well a _s the 

influence of collaborative e:xperience with age. Finally1 
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wi.th a sim.i1ar theme to the findings of Gou-1d et .a1.· (1991; 

19·94) that olQer groups and couples conducted their task­

related discuss one di·f -ferent.ly than did other collaborative 

groups. Some difference in non- recal1 utterances were 

observed. Importantly, older couples made the fewest 

metastatem.ents while older stranger dyads :made the moat. It 

would seem that working with a stranger le.d to a greater 

focus on oners own memory proceseee than when working with a 

spouse in older adults. This is important because older 

individuals, aware of. their decl.ining memory abilities 

(H:ultech et al., 1987), were able to rel-inquish some of the 

focus on their memory .abilities when working with a spouse 

as compared to when working with a stranger. 

Delayed Story Recali 

The results with delayed s·tory recall performance were 

nearly identical to those from the immediate condition. 

Y.ounger individuals recalled more story-related information 

than older individuals, and younger d¥ads recalled more than 

01d·er dyads. Further dyads recalled a higher percentage of 

info.rmati9n than individuals, which replicated previous work 

(Andersson & Ronnberg, 1995; Meudell et al.,, 1995; Meudell 

et al.., 19·92) _ In contrast to the initial story recall, 

with delayed recall older adults did not seem to benefi:t 

overall from their aollaboration8 with their s-pouae. Older 

couples recal.led approximately .3% more story in.formati·on 

than did older stranger dyaa·s - In additioni· older co'1ples 
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recalled l.0% less story info~tion a ·fte.r delay than did 

younge..t;" couples. ·Perhaps with delay, the typical 

individual-leve1 memory decline in di_ecourse reca.11 with age 

(e.g., Cohen, 1988; Hu.ltsch & Oixon, 1984; Zelinski & 

Gilews.ki~ 19·aa) cannot be com.pensated for by c.ollabora:tive 

expertise. 

Although -collaboration was an important factor, 

collaborative experti•se seemed t.o have little influence on 

le.vel of performance in deiay.ed story reqall Younger and 

older individuals recalled more story information when 

working with a part-ner, regardless of whether the partnec­

waa a spouse or a strangert at delay than they reca,lled 

initially alone. Furthermore, younger and older couples and 

stranger dyads tested as dyads first, recalled lees 

i.nformation at delay as individuals than at immediate 

recall. Although collahorati~e .expertise seemed to have 

llttle 'nfluence,. ct,llaboration benef·ited both ;younger and 

Older adults. 

Hvpermnesia .. Dixon et. al. (1982) found that younger, 

middle-aged, .and older individuals recal.led ·less information 

with d ·elay than they had individually recalled in the 

immediate conditionw SUch findings of forgetting with 

passage of time are common in cognitive aging research 

(Kausler, 1990). Another body of research (·for summary see 

Payne, 1987), concentrating on the young only1 has shown 

improvements in the total amount of in£or:m:ation reca.lled 
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with repeated testing (but without repeated exposure). This 

iOIDrovement, called hypermneeia, has bee~ round with a 

variety of m.ateriale, including prose passages (Wheeler & 

Ro~diger, 1992)$ videotapes of crimes (Du..nning & Stern, 

1992; Scrivner & Safer, 1988), and word lists (Payne, 

Rembrooke, & Anastasi-, 1993; Payne &: Roediger. 19.8'7). 

Hype:rmnesia research has solely examined the influence of 

repeated tescing on individual memory performance. Hence, 

initial indi~idual recall performance has been compared with 

lndividual delayed recall perfoniance. 

One unique feature of the present experiment was that 

persons whose initial re~ll occurred alone., performed 

delayed recall in a dyad . .Conversely, persons whose initial 

recall occurred in a dyad, p·~rformed delayed recall alone, 

Thus, the influence of hypermnegia cannot be directly 

assessed. It was found tha't if tested alone fi-ret and as 

dyads second, the de:layed dyad recall was actua11y greater 

than initial .individual recall. There waa no decay wi.th 

delay in this condition. Whereas if tested as dyads :first 

and as :i.ndividuale second.- all group·e ·had decay with oelay. 

It i .s indeterminable if this improved perfox:man.ce of· the 

dyads• delayed recall, when compared with their individual­

level initial recall, ie in part a function of hypermnesia. 

It may be (and probably is) a result of collaboration. 

Unfortunately, hypez:mne·sia cannot be indirectly 

e:xplored through tbe reminisced or forgotten items results. 
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It was found that those groups having the highest amount of 

sto:ry recall were not necesear•i .ly those having .the highest 

r:emi'nisced items to forgotten items ratio. Moreover1 Payne 

( 987) argued that historically c:,ne difficulty wif:h 

hypermneeia research is thai reminiscence had been used 

interchangeably with hypermnesia. Re suggested that 

hypermneeia should only be considered to be the total amount. 

of information gained with repeated testing .and not the 

recal:l of t>revi·ously unrecalled item.e. 

Reminiscence and Forgetting 

.A:Qdersson and Ronnberg (1995) argued that collaborative 

remembering of words, stories, and video - tapes is le.as 

effectii.ve, than working· a1one. They found that individuals 

remembered more previously u:nrecalled items (reminiscence) 

and fo got fewer item.a than dyads when asked to recall a 

second time. 'However, they :found that these 11 deficits•" of 

dyads were minimized ~hen the partners were friends rather 

than strangers· The result.a support Anderss.on and 

ROnnberg's (1995) findings, but they also reveal that these 

relationehipiJ are more comple_-x than they argued. 

Specifically, the advantage of individuals over dyads, as 

well as friends over strangers, ·was moderated by age, and 

may vary by task. 

L-ike Anders son and Ronnb-erg ( 19 9 5) ., younger indi vidua:ls 

reminisced more and forgot fewer propoeit,ions at d.el.a:yed 

ator:y recall than younger dyads. In c.ontra.st, however1 
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older dyads reminisced more ~d forgot fewer items than 

old.er individuals. There·fore, older dyads ar.e more 

effective than older individuals at generating previously 

un:recalled story propositions, without losing as m_uch 

information. rn support of Andersson and Ronnberg (199.5), 

it was also found that younger c.ouples forgot l e ss 

information than younger stranger dyads. That is, 

o·o·l .laborative experienc_e benefitted reminiec·ence ·tor younger 

adults_ In contrast, older couples actual l y forgot more 

stocy-re.lated information than older stranger dyads1 but 

they reminisced a similar amount. For older adults~ then, 

col.laboration itse_l .f, and not col.la:boi::ative elCp'erience per 

se, seems to produce effi.oie•nt reminiscence. Finally, 

analyses involving the difference, as well as the ratio, 

'between the number of remini.eoed and forgotten i tema I showed 

that youngei; indivi.duale had a higher difference than 

younger dyads, but that the pattern of results was the 

opposite for older e.dult:S. Therefore, ·for y.ounger adults~ 

individuals i::-eminisced more item·e per forgott·en ite.m (when. 

referring to the ratio) than dyads, but for older ~dults, 

the dyads reminisced more items per forgotten items than did 

individuals. The reaulta suggest that the effectiveness of 

collaboration depends in part on age. Coll:aboration) when 

compared tq working aloner is more effective for older, but 

not younger, adults. 

In opposition to predic tions, collaborativ.e experience 
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bad 1ittle. overall inf.l:uence on the reminisced items to 

forgotten items ratio or difference. It was predicted that 

couples would nave a higher ratio than atr~ger dyads~ 

Although collaborative condition had eome inf1uence on t~e 

number of items forgotten~ it had no significant effect 

ov.erall -

Memory Monitoring 

Based on Hertzog et al. (1994)1 it was predicted that 

younger and older individuals would be e.imilarly accura:te in 

predicting and postdicting their own performance .~ Thie 

expectation was supported when absolute accuracy was used. 

the absolute dif·ference between t;>erformance and predictions 

or p ·oetdiction {Devolder- et al., 1990). ln c.ontrast, 

simple aocu.rac.ies -- the difference between performance and 

eati.matea of performance -- showed that older individual·s 

were lees accura.te· a·t predicting their performance than 

younger individuals. ':rhe same age-related diff.eren.ce was 

also found for dyads. 'One advan,tage of simple accuracies 

ove.r absolute accuracies is that it can be determined 

whether inaccuracies are a function o.f over- or under­

estimating. Devolder et al.'s (1990l older individuals 

over-estimated their performance. '!'his result was 

replicated for indi:vidual.s in this study, and .extended to 

dyads. :Indeed, dyads were less accurate then individuals~ 

presumably over-valuing the boost they would receive as a 

.functi.on of collaboration. 
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Change in me,no,ry monitoring. A third .measure of 

accuracy, correlations between actual per~ormance and each 

estimate of performance, is useful for examining if. there 

are any age or collaborative condition differences in 

upgrading the ·estimates. of performance from predictions to 

·postdictions. While predictions occur before the task1 

postdi-ct:,ione occur aft.er the task. rt is. expected that 

actual task experience should improve the accuracy of 

estimate from predictions to postdictions. 

The correlat.ions showe:d that both younger and oJ.der 

individuals iDlproved the accuracy of their estimates from 

~redictione to poetdictiona. For example, the younger 

individuals from the spouse condition had .much higher 

correlations between postdic:tions and performance {r = .75) 

than predictions and performance (r = .55). Dyads were not 

quite as effective at upgrading their performance as 

individuals. In fact, older stranger eyade' p_ostdictions ( r 

= .SO) were actually correiated less with pe~fo:rmance than 

their predictions (r = . 74}. Aleo,. older couples' 

predictions ( r = • 60.) and postdi.ctione (r = •. 61) cor·related 

similarly with performance. In contrast, younger couples 

and stranger dyad_a correlations between estimate·s of 

performance and actual performance showed the expected 

improvement from predictions (r = .27; r == .07, 

respect:f.vely) to postdictiqns Cr = . 49; r = .• 61, 

respectively). somewhat contrary to these result.a, Dixon 
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(in press} found that younger and older couples were 

effective at _improving their estimates of performance at 

postdictione Although when coJnPared to individuals' dyads 

were less ·effective1 some s ·till upgraded their estimates of 

performanoe. 

The delayed recall feature of this design enabled a 

further examination .of wheth·e:r upgrading, beyond 

postdicti.on., occurred. Hert.zag et a _l .. (1994) found that 

younger and older individual~ were e(1Ually good at improving 

their estimates of performance with delayed recall. Based 

on. 'Hertzog et al-. 1 s ( 1994) finding., it was predicted that 

individuals and dyads {both young and old) would upgrade 

t"beiir estimates of performance. Interestingly. ·no 

statistical differences were found for delayed recall's 

prediction and poetdiction accuracies. Therefore; dyads 

were as accurate as individuals and ol_der adults were as 

accurate as younger adults. However, although many of the 

correlations between performance and est:imatea o.f 

performance were moderate to high, .there were some negative 

correlations ( indicating tha.t those estimating high 

performance actually performed low) and some near zero 

correlations Younger and older individuals from the. spouse 

condi.tion and younger couJ?iee were particularly effectiv.e at 

estimating per;formanc~. It would seem that inac~uracies in 

estimating ·performance ,ma,iniy by younger couples was reduced 

with experience wi.th the task. In contrast" older coupleS:r 
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as we.ll as younger and older individuals and dyads from t.be 

stranger condition, fai l ed to improve estimates of 

performance with- exp.erience with the task. 

summary. In partial support of the p·rediction, there 

was some expertise ad~antage in estimating performance. It 

was predicted that couples, having extensive experience 

collaborati·ng, would better estimate their performance than 

st r anger dyads. 01.der coup.lea immediate es.timateB of story 

recal 1 perfo.rmance and younger· couples deiayed est,imate·a of 

story r .ecall perf-ormance: were highly correlated with actual 

perf.ormance. Therefore, collaborative experience seemed to 

facilitate memory monitoring, 

Finally, Devolde1; et al . (19.90) argued that absolute 

accuracies should be used instead of simple accuracies 

because with absolute accuracies over- and ·under-estimations 

of performance (within one group) would not o.ancel one 

ano~her out. Besides the effect with simple accuracies, in 

which there were age differences in accuracy of predictci.ons 

fo:r the initial story zecall, t,he result.a for simple and 

abso·lute· accuracy ·were sim_ilar . 

Memory Self-Efficacx 

As memory sel-f-efficacy was m:easul:'ed at a ·global (MFQ) 

and at a task-specific lev-el (MSEQ), these shall be 

discussed separately·. 

Task-·epecif-ic memory self- efficacy. The task-spec•ific 

memory ael.f...,efficacy questionnaire (MSEQ) invo.lved a story 
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and a hardware scaled based on Berry et al . (1989). There 

were two· parts of the Memory Self-Efficacy Quest·ionnaire 

that were used in analysesr inoluding the number of 

affirmative (can do task) and the average conf.idence with 

which that affirmative response was given, across five 

lJevels of ta·ak d.ifficulty. The results for these two 

variables were similar. Younger individ:u.ale made more 

affirmative responses and had a higher average confidence 

level than older individuals.. Younger dyads similarly 

showed higher meDlory self-efficacy than older dyads .. These 

results were significant for both the story re.call (story) 

and t.he working memory (hardware) ta~k-specific- memory self­

effica:cy scales. Furthermore, pn the hardware sc.a·ler dyads 

gave more affirmative responses and higher co11fidence 

ratings than ind-ividuals, l:t was expected that 

collaborative memory self-efficacy would. be influenced by 

collaborative experience, pa:rticul.arly in o1der ~dulte ~ 

Although this hyp·otheais was not supported with the number 

of affirmative responses or the average confidence measures,. 

a change -in confidence acros_e the five levels of 

difficulties was: more sensitive 

It was shown that older couples, when. ·compar.ed to older 

et-ran:ge.r dyads, gave higher confidence ratings to the 

eaaie_et. story task level. Moreover, younger couples gave 

hlgher confidence ratings to the easiest and the seo·ond 

easiest levels of the story scale than younger stranger 
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dyads. similarly, younger couples gave higher .confidence 

ratings to the third ·easiest confidence level than did all 

other individuals and dyads. Therefore, collaborative 

experience influenced the collaborati-ve memory sel.f­

~ffioacy. Younger and older couples showed higher 

confidence in working with their spouse than did younger and 

older stranger dya:os1 respective.ly ~ 

The correlations between initial and delayed story 

recall performanc·e a:nd the average confidence ratings for 

story, as well as between working memory pe·rtormance and the 

average confidence ratings -for hardwa-re, of the MSEQ, were 

tieeci to examine the relations.hip between tas~-specific 

memory self-efficacy and performance. The average 

confidence ~atinge were based on the mean confidence 

response •given acros-s the five task levels dif£ering in task 

df:f-ffculty. Hertzog et al. (1994) argued t_hat task-specif.ia 

mem.OX"'J ·self-efficacy should ·be more highly re1ated to 

.{)e-Lformance than a global measure of memory self -:efficacy. 

Global memory self-efficacy typically correlates with 

performance up to 0~3 (Hertzog & Dixon, 1994). Therefore~ 

it was expected that these correlations should be moderate 

(r ~ 0.3) to hJgh. 

~n terms of the story· scale, the correlations with 

ini t. iai and delayed st o.ry recal-1 were generally low ( e . g. , 

older individuals immediate recall r ~ .16) to moderate 

(e.g., younger .individuals immedi.a :te recall r = .37). Only 
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.one correl:at_ion was significant:. Younger individuals 

immediate story recall performance. correlated highly with 

the•ir average confidence rating on the e.tory scale (r = ~50, 

J2. < ,05} . Generally# t.he correlations between individual­

level recall performance and memory ~elf-efficacy were 

smal1er than dyad-level recall performance and memory eelf­

efficacy. There were three negative corre.lations with 

individual-levei dat~, while only one with dyad~level data . 

Further~ whereas fo~r of the correlations involving 

collaborating pairs were . 35 or great.er, only t .wo of the 

individuals 1 correlations were of this :magnitude. 

One potential problem with the story scale of the MSEQ, 

was a - QUalif ier "word for word.,. Participants· were asked if 

they could: recall a certain amount of a story 11 word for 

word." ~any particlpants felt that this wae a nearly 

impossibl.e task.. Perhaps, the story scale is not an optimal 

measure of task-specific memory self-efficacy for story 

recall ·, as our task is a gist rather than a. verbatim ·task. 

In contrast1 it seems that the e1tory scal·e correlated more. 

highly with st6ry recall perforDia.nce in dyads than in 

indi vidua.l e •. 

The correla~ions between working memory performance· and 

the average confidence ratings given to the hardware scale 

were ·ranged from low to high ( r -=- - .:2.9 in unexpected 

direction to r = . . 68 in expected diz:ection). Although quite 

variable, the correlations we·re particularly high for the 



olde indi v idual·a and dyads While the working memory 

performance of younger individuals and dyads did not have 

any significant correlations, older individuals and dyads 

had five . At lea.at for older adults, working memory 

performance was largely related to task-specific memory 

self- efficacy as meae)lred by the hard~re scal·e. 
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Summary_ rn sum, task-apecific memo:ry self-efficacy 

was moderately related to task perform:anc.e. 1'he 

relationships were mo.derated by whether it .involved 

individual or dyad level data, as well as younger or older 

~dulta. It wa.e intrigUing that f .or working memoxy 

performance, older adults I task-speeiific memory self.­

efficacy was highly related. F.ina:liy, although the number 

of affirmative response·s and the average confidence ratings 

showed expected age and recall condition differenees, no 

influence of co'ilaborative experience on c.ollahorative taskc­

specific memory self-efficacy was observed. A more 

sensitive measure of change in confidence level across the 

levels of difficu.lty will be ne.eded to show these expected 

influences. 

Global memory self~efficacy. The General Rating Scale 

of the Memory Functioning Ques.tionnaf.re (Gilewski &: 

z·elinekt, 1988} was us.ed as a gl·obal measure ot: memory se1f­

efficacy.. rt was found that higher self-efficacy ratings 

wer·e given when working with a partner than when working 

alone. Also, indi~iduals and dyads from the spouse 
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condition gave a high~r general rating than individual8 and 

dyads from the stranger condition. No age differences ·were 

found.. Moreover ,- older adults rating their memory higher 

when working with tbei·r spouse than when. wor)p.ng alone. 

This difference was not as exaggerated for younger adults. 

Older adults from. the stranger condition gave similar 

ratings to working alone or working with a stranger. In 

contrast, you1;1.ger adults gave higher ratings to working wi.th 

a st:range·r than to working alone. This pattern of results 

suggests that older adults feel much more self-efficacious 

when working wit:h a spouse than when working alone or with a 

etranger. Younger adults also show this same preference for 

working with a spous.e, but it is npt as exaggerated-. 

Correl.ations involving all the memory tasks, included 

initi:al ato:r:y recall, delayed story recall, alpha span-, and 

sentence repetition, with global me:m.ory self-efficacy was 

calculated. The purpose of these correlations was to teet 

Hertzog et al. ' s (1994) hypothesis that global memory self­

efficacy ie low to moderately ~orrelated with performance. 

It was predicted that F lik~ previous research (Hertzog & 

Dixon7 1994)l the cortelati.ons would vary up to 0.3. The 

correlations were quite variable ranging from significant in 

the unexpect~d direction (r ~ -.53) to significant in the 

expec.ted direction ( r = • 4 7} • As expected the correlations 

were largely low. Lesa than one-third of al-l the 

corre.lations were . 35 or higher. of these ten correlations, 
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four were in the u.ne:Xpected direction., gu.ch that an 

individual reporting higb memo.ry self-effioacy p _erformed 

poorly on a ta.sk. 

Beliefs About Collaborat.ion 

The collaboz::atie"n effectiveness quest-ionnaire was 

intended to t -ap implicit beli-efs as to the effedtiveness of 

worldng: with various partners and alone. Although both 

younger and older adults rated work-ing with a spouse. as. most 

effective, older adults distinguished be:tween this and other 

·partners more than younger adulte. F\fr.thermore, o·lder 

adults distinguished between working with a frtend of the 

aame gender and working with a fri:end of the opposit•e 

genderr with t.he forme bein_g more effective. In contrast., 

younger adult.a. gave a similar effect:ivenees rating to 

working with a same or a different-gender friend. Finally, 

it was predicted that older adults, aware of their declining 

memory abilities (Dixon&. Hultech, 1983), would give higher 

effectiveness ranking to worki.ng with p-artnera (all t~es) 

than working alone. Contra_cy to this prediction, older 

adults gave working aione a higher effectiveness ranking to 

working with a stranger, regardless of gender. Youn~er 

adults, though, gave a similar rating to working alone or 

with a stranger of either gender. 

General Conclusions 

There· az:-e two limitations t .o this research w,hich should 

be addres·sed. First, th·e design was extremely complicated. 
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There we~e f°c'jur counter-balanc·ing variables, some of which 

lnteracted with more central variables -- age, collaborative 

condition, and recall condition -- in the t~sta of the 

.count-er-balancing eff·ecte. At the ,risk of ignoring 

important influenc~.s., thee.e variables were ,dropped. ·from 

subsequent analyses. All of the interactions were three, 

four. or five-way in.t.eractions which were uninterpretable or 

theoreti.cally empty. 

Second, the -individuals from the two coliaboratJve 

condi.tions were slightly different. Individuals from the 

stranger cond.iti·on perfo.rmed better than individua.la f .rom 

the spouse condition in vocabulary and sentence repetition 

tasks. Although it does not seriously jeopardize the 

results because these groups performed similarly in all 

other tasks, it poses some d1fficultiea. Perhaps 

individuals and dyads from the stranger condition were 

perf·orming better than. thay would have had they been 

perfectly equivalent to the spouses.. ·If this was the case, 

·then the present expez;:i.ment. largely underestimates 

collaborative experience .effects on memory (stranger dyads, 

in general, p .erformed similarly to married couples)_ Future 

researche,.rs could eliminate individual-level. collaborative 

condition differences by testing two couples at once. 

'l'heref-0re, the p-ert'ormance of married couples working 

together, working ith an opposite gender stranger (of the 

other coupl.ea) , and working alone could be compared. 
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Despite these difficulties ·, p.lenty has been gained from 

this resaarch. The influence of collaboration, 

collaborative expertise, and age on woirking memory, 

immediate ·and delayed ·story recall, memo:ry monitoring, and 

mei:n~ry self-efficacy was investigated. It ~as found that 

collaborative expertise benefitted older adults,· if 

modestly, on aentence rep·etit:ion and ilnmediate story recall 

tasks .. In contrast, collaboration; but not .co.llaborative 

expertise, s·eemed important to the performance of younger 

adults. Younger stranger dyads and younger couples 

performed similarly on working memory tasks and on story 

recall tasks4 Interestingly, estimates of performance., 

memory- self-efficacy indicators, and the collaboration 

ef·fectivenes.s q,1estionnaire showed that younger and older 

adults are aware of the benefits to working with a partner 

with whom they hav.e had ·ext@sive collaborative experience. 

To some extent~ though, younger and older adults 

overestimated the influence of coliaborative experience on 

their memory performanoe. 
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A~pendix A 

Personal Information Qu~ationnaire 

In order to better understand the results o~ our study, 

we need t .o know a few things about you and your spouse. We 

wil.l use thie information for research purposes only and it 

will be kept strictly con_fidential. You will note that we 

do not. ask for your name on this form·. Please respond to 

all of the £ollowing items. 

1. My birthdate is: 

(day) (month} (year) 

·2 • The birthdate of my SPOUSE 

is: ______________ _ 

{day) (month-} (year) 

3» Please circle the number of years .of fu.11~time 

att.endance you have completed in each of the following; 

Grade School 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

High School l 2 3 4 5 6 

Technical, trade, nursing 1 2 3 4 5 6 

or business school 

University (undergraduate) 1 .2 3 -4 5 '6 7 8 

University (graduate school ,) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8+ 

(Do not include part-time or extene·ion courses taken for 

interest.) 

4.. Pl.ease circle. the number of years of full-time. 

attendance your SPOUSE has completed in each of the 

following: 
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Grade School 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

lligh School 1 2 3 4 5 6 

Technical, trade# nursing l 2 3 4 5 6 

or bueiness school 

university (undergraduate) 1 2. 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Universit.y (graduate School) 1 2 3 4 ~ 6 7 8+ 

5 • What is the name of the town and the provinc.e where you 

were om? 

6. What ia the name of the town and the province where your 

SPOUSE was born? 

7. If you attended high school, what was ~he na.me of the 

high school? 

(name of htgh school) 

8. If your SPOUSE attended bigh schoalr what was the name 

of the high BCAOol? 

{name of spou_se ~ e. high school) 

9 . . If you graduated from high school, what ye~ did you 

g.raduate? 

( year ·of gr:adua:t-ion) 

10. Lf your SPOUSE graduat:ad from hig:h school, what year 

did he or she ·graduate? 



(year of spo.use' s. graduation:) 

11. What is. your f i .r-s t langµage? 

.12. What is your spouse's fi,rst ·1anguag~? 
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13. How long have you been married to your present spouse? 

(years) 

14. Please give the exact date of your marriage? 

(month) (day) (year) 

15. What is you.r I?AVOOR'.ITB type of music? (Please choose 

one) 

a. Blues 

b. Clae•sical 

c. Count_ry 

d. Easy Listening 

e. Jazz: 

f. Pop 

g. Aiternative 

h. Rock and Roll 

i. Big Band 

j. .other (pleaee name) 

16. What is your spouse-' a FAVOURITE type of music? (Pl~as.e 

choo.se one) 



171 

a . Blues 

b. ClaeEdcal 

c . Country 

d. Easy Listening 

e. Jazz 

f. Pop 

g_ Alternatf.ve 

h . Roclt and Roll 

i . Big Band 

j . other (please name) 

l 7 . What d ·oes your FAVOUR.l'l'B breakfast consist of? 

(favourite bre·akf ast) 

18. What does your spouse's J,'AVOURITE breakfast consist of? 

(spouse's favourite breakfast) 

19. What i your F,AVOORITE type of food? (choose one) 

.a. American 

b. Cajun 

c. Chinese 

d. East Indian 

·e. French 

f. Greek 

g. Italian 

h. Japanese 

:i. Mexican 
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j. other 

20. What i •B your SPOUSE~ S FAVOURITE type of food? (choose 

one} 

a. American 

b. Cajun 

C~ ChL11eae 

d - East Indian 

e. French 

f. Gre:ek 

g. Italian 

h. Japan·eee 

A Mexican l. • 

j . other 

21. What is your FAVOURlTE television program.? 

(.f .avourite t~v. program) 

22. What: is you.r SPOUSE'S FAVOtm'ITE television program? 

( spouse I s f _avouri te t. v. program.) 

2 3 What• is the fire t name of your c los·e st f ·t·i end? 

(name of closest friend) 

24. .What is the first name of your SPOUSE¥ s closest f ·riend? 

(name of spouse's closee.t friend·) 

25. Whe_n did you. last see your closest friend? 



(month) (day) (year) 

26. When did your SPOUSE last a.ee thei-r closest friend? 

(month) (day) (year) 

27 . When did you last see your favourite television 

program? 

28. When did your SPOUSE last see their favourite 

television program.? 
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29 .. ·Have yo_u had col:d-like sym_ptoms (e.g., headache, runny 

nose, fever., etc~) in the past three months? 

If yes, when? 

3.0. Has· your SPOUSE had cold-like symptoms (e.g" headache, 

runny noae, fever; etc) in the past three months? 

Expert~ee Quest•ionnaire 

a. Who is Jnore likely to know the 

cor~ect spelling of a word? 

b. Who is more likely to remember 

all the items on a shopping list? 

)"OU __ 

your spous<a __ 

you __ 

your spouse __ 



c. Who is m◊re 1-ike·iy to fill out 

the income tax forms? 

d. Who is more likely to know the 

you __ 

your spouse __ 

meaning of a dif.f .icult word? you,_ __ 

e. Who is more likely to remember 

the ~_xact p::rice o.f an object a 

your spouse __ 

few days after it was purchased? you;....__ 

f. Who is more likely to correctly 

calculate t.l:l~ price of a purchase 

that is reduced in price by a 

percentage? 

g. Who is more 1 ike ly to keep in 

touch w~th friends through 

letter writing? 

h. Who is more likely to comprehend 

your spouse __ 

you __ 

your ·spou.s.e. _ _ 

you. __ 

your spous·e __ 

a difficult passage in a story? you __ 

i. Who is• more likely to remember 

a phone num.be·r? 

j. Who is more likely t ·o correctly 

your spouse __ 

you __ 

your spouse __ 
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calpulate. the ilquare fo<:>tage of 

a house plan? 

k-. Who is ·more likely to kno~ how 

you'-_ 

your spouse _ _ 

two uncommon words· are related? you __ 

1. W'hile reading, who is more likely 

to remember a. eentenc.·e that they 

noted a graJDJD.atioal error in? 

your spouse __ 

you __ 

y ou:r spou.ae __ 

175 



176 

Appendix B 

Memory Self-Efficacy Questionnaire 

Different people use thei:r memories ;ln. diffe·rent' ways 

in their everyday lives·. For example, some people make 

shopping Liets, whereas others do not . Some people are good 

at remembering name·a, whereas· others are not. 

In this ·questtonnaire, we would like you to· te-11 us how 

you use your memory and how you feel about it. There are no 

right or wrong answers to these questions because people are 

di.fferen:t. Pleas.a take _your time and answer each o.f th·ese 

questions to the beet of your ability. 

-In the following, we would like you t ·o indicate whether 

you think you could or co.uJ..d not. perfo.rm. the task; if you 

believe you could perform the task, you would circl.e yes and 

if' you believe you could not per.form. .. the task, you woul.d 

circle BQ. If· you circle yes. we would then lik'e you to 

indicate your confidence in perfonning this memory t~sk. 

For example, a memory stat.ement may be: 

If I had just placed 10 items in different locations in a 

room, I could remembe~ where I put 2 of tbe items. 

No Ye.s 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

You woul.d circle no if you think you cou.ld not remember the 

location of 2 of the itemsr whereas you would circle yes if 
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yQu think you could remember the lo·cation of 2 of the •i:tema. 

If you ci:rcled y.es, we would like you to indicate how 

confident you are in remembering the locabion of 2 ·of the 

items~ if you are not confident in your ability to perform 

this t ask, you would circl.e 10%, if you are moderately 

confident you would c.irc·le ~ and if yo:u are extremely 

confident you woutd circle 10.0%. Please do not give a 

oonfidence rating if you circled~~ 

If you circled yes, you could choose any~ of the 

percentiles. Please choose the one that best represents 

your confidence. level. Keep in mind that there are no wrong 

or right answers, and .be sure to answer every question. 
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STORY 

If I heard a 1-page story about an event in a fictional 

person•s life, I co.uld .remember 10% of the story word fo~ 

word. 

No Yea 

0% 1~% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 10% 80% 90% 100% 

If t heard a 1-page story abou·t: an event in a fictiona·1 

person's life.~ I could remember 40% of the story word for 

word. 

No Yes 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 10-0~ 

If I heard a 1-page story abo.ut an event in a fictional 

person's J.ife, I could remember 60% of the story word for 

word 

No Yes 

0% 10% 20% :30% ~0% 50% 60% 70%. BO% 90% 100% 

If I heard a 1-page stoi:y about an event in a fictional 

person's life, I could remember 75% of the story word f .or 

word 

N_o Yes 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90, 100% 

If I heard a 1-page story abou·t an event in a .fictional 

person 1 a life, I could .remember 100% of the story word f ·or 

word. 

No Yes 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 



179 

HARDWARE 

If I purchased 12 .hardware items, five minutes· later I could 

list 2 o·t the items froJn most expens.ive to least expensive 

without referring to the r .eceipt. 

No Yes 

P% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

If I purchased 12 hardware itema, five minutes later I could 

l .ist 5 of the items fr:om most expensive to least exp.ensive 

without refe:rring· to the receipt. 

No Yee 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

If J: purchased 12 hardware items, five minutes later I could 

list 8 of the items frbm ·most «n~ensive to least expensive 

ithout .refe!°rring to the receiµt.· 

No Yes 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

If r ·purchased 1.2 haxdware items, five minut~s later I could 

list :LO of the items from mos.t exp.ensive to leaet expensive 

without refer4ing to tbe receipt. 

No Yes 

0% 10% 20% 30% 4-0% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

If I. purchaee.d 12 hardware items, five minutes lat·er I could 

list 12 of the items from most expena:ive to .least expensive 

without referring t .o the receipt 

No Yea 

0% 10% 2-0% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
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