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ABSTRACT

Autobiographical and Flashbulb Memories Across the Lifespan
by

Cagla Aydin

The present study explored how age at event influences recollection of
autobiographical and flashbulb memories. More specifically, the present study aimed
primarily to understand several components of the lifespan distribution of memories, such
as childhood amnesia and reminiscence btmp by directly comparing these with both free
recall and probed flashbulb memories across the lifespan. In addition, similarities and the
phenomenological and other retrieval characteristics associated with both of these types
of memories were investigated. An additional aim was (o construct an index of flashbulb
memory events for Turkish population. Participants, whose ages ranged from 50 to 93,
were asked to provide memories in response to the cue words in the first section, to free
recall personal context details of a private or public news item in the second section, aﬁd
to recall personal context details for each of the 9 probe events provided by the
experimenter in the third section. After the events were reported participants were asked
to rate their memories on several phenomenological quality scales, which include
vividness, significance, vantage point judgments, remem;)er/know judgments, etc.
Subsequently, the participants dated each of their memories. Results revealed that both

types of memories produced distributions with childhood amnesia, reminiscence bump,

and recency components with minor differences. Autobiographical memories peaked at



10-19 age period, whereas free recall and probed flashbulb memories peaked at 20-29 age
decade. Memories also differed in term of the earliest age of memory. Phenomenological
quality ratings seemed to follow the same pattern. Flashbulb memories were rated as

higher in vividness and significance of the events than autobiographical memories.

Key Words: Autobiographical Memory, Flashbulb Memory, Life span
distribution of memories, Phenomenological characteristics of memories, age and

memory

vi



OZET

Otobiyografik ve Flas Anilarin Yasam Boyu Hatirlanmasi
by

Cagla Aydin

Bu calismada otobiyografik ve flas anilar belirli fenomenolojik 6zellikleri ve
zaman icindeki dagilumlan acisindan karsilastirnlmislardir. Otobiyografik anilarin
hatirlanmasinda, olayin yasandig1 andaki yas dikkate alindifinda ¢ok belirli bir dagilim
ortaya ¢cikmaktadir. Bu gahgrﬁa‘da, bu dagilimin her iki tiir a1 icin de ortaya ¢ikip
ctkmadig1 arastiriimaktadir. Bunun yanindaki bir diger amag da bir Tiirk 6rneklem igin -
flas anilara yol agabilecek 6nemde toplumsal olaylarin neler olabileceginin
belirlenmesidir. Incelenen fenomenolojik 6zellikler arasinda cesitli imgelem ozellikleri
yer almaktadir. Yaslari 50 ile 93 arasinda degisen katilhmcilardan, ilk boliimde, verilen
ipucu kelimesine karsilik gelen olaylari, ikinci boliimde kendileri icin flas ani
olusturabilecek kisisel ya da toplumsal olaylari; liglincii béliimde ise deneyci tarafindan
verilen 9 toplumsal olayi hatirlamalari istenmistir. Olaylarin anlatilmasinin ardindan,
olayin katilimcei igin o zamanki ve simdiki 6nemini, canlilifini, konusulma sikligini, ne
kadar sagirtict oldugunu vb lgen degerlendirme sorulari sorulmustur. Fenomenolojik
olarak ise anlatanin perspektifi ve anyt hatirlama ya da bilme olarak nasil siniflandirdi$
sorulmustur. Ikinci ve iigiincii boliimler icin ayrica, olayin ilk duyuldugu an ile ilgili
bireysel ayrintilar soruimu$tur. Bunlarin ardindan katilimcilardan her olay sirasinda kag

yasinda olduklarini belirtmeleri istenmistir. Her iki tiir ani zaman i¢indeki dagilimlar
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acisindan karsilasurildifinda benzer 6zellikler gosterdigi bl}lunmustur. Otobiyografik
anilar daha ¢ok 10-19 yaslarindan, flag anilar ise 20-29 yaslarindan gelmektedir.Bu
bulgu, katthmeilarin su andaki ‘yas,.larma gore degisim gostermemektedir. Bu iki tiir am
ayrica hatirlanan en erken yastaki cocukluk anisina gore de farklihik gostermektedir.
Fenomenolojik 6zelliklerin yasamboyu dagilimi dikkate alindifinda, iki tiir an1 igin de,
olayin imgelemi ve o zamanki ve simdiki 6nemi, am sayis1 dagilimiyla aynt modeli
izlemektedir. 1960 Ihtilali, Atatiirk’iin Oliimii, 6-7 Eyliil Olaylar: ve 11 Eyliil Hava
Saldirisi olaylarinin Tiirk 6rneklem i¢in flag anilara yol acabilecek dnemde topluméal

olaylar olabilecegi sonucuna varnlabilir.

Anahtar Kelimer: Otobiyografik bellek, flas bellek, anilarin yasam boyu dagilimu,

anilarin fenomenolojik ozellikler, yas ve bellek
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1. INTRODUCTION

The main purpose of the present study was to explore how age at event
influences recollection of autobiographical memo%ies. More specifically, the present
study aimed primarily to understand several components of the lifespan distribution
of memories, such as childhood amnesia and reminiscence bump by directly
comparing these with both free recall and probed flashbulb memories across the
lifespah. In addition, similarities and the phenomenological and other retrieval
characteristics associated with both of these types of memories were investigated.

1.1 Autobiographical Memories

Any discussion on autobiographical memory should begin first by clarifying
the concept, for there is a wide range of definition of the term. A broad definition by
Conway and Rubin (1993) includes memories for events of one’s life and issues
related to one’s self. Brewer (1986) puts that the input for the autobiographical
memory is memory for information related to the self, that is, it is distinct from
general knowledge and skills, memories of other people’s experiences, and memories
of public events. Nelson (1996) adopts a lifespan approach, and adds that
“autobiographical memories are a type of episodic memory consisting of those
memories that are retained and accessible to later recall, sometimes for a life time,
and become part of one’s life story” (p.174). Thus, the self is defined as both the
content of the experience itself and the result of the experiences according to these
- definitions. )

Retention and accessibility of memories depend on several factors, such
as organization and qualitative aspects of the memories, accuracy, and

phenomenological qualities of the memories. Conway and Rubin (1993) developed a

model that tries to account for the processes of encoding, retaining, and retrieving



autobiographical memories. Central to the model is that autobiographical memories
are developed from a hierarchically organized knowledge base that contains at least
three types of autdbiographical knowledge. Event specific knowledge refers to
unique, single events, Which contain high amounts of event specific knowledge. It is
measured in seconds, minutes, and at maximum hours. General events refer to
continuous or repeated events that are measured in months, weeks and/or days, and
finally lifetime periods are abstract, comprehensive knowledge structures that are
measured in units of years. Theoretical assumptions lead to the idea that these three
structures have thematic organizing functions in terms of accessing event details;
specific knowledge is nested in general events, and general events are nested in
lifetime periods. Conway (1995) proposes a cyclic retrieval model of these
organizing units in which the recall from a cue becomes a cue for the next cycle.
Therefore, the model suggests that autobiographical memories are not stored and
retrieved, but are constructed from the stored organized information and the present
cue.

Several researchers, for instance, looked at what types of memories can
be elicited from the subjects. Barsalou (1988) asked his participants to free recall
about events that they had experienced during the previous summer. Findings
suggest that the most frequently reported type of memories were summarized events;
i.e. generic statements that referred to two or more similar events. Barsalou reported
a very low incidence of specific events, single t;pisodes that lasted less than a day,
and noted that it is difficult to elicit specific events when directly asked. However, it
is this type of memory, specific events, that are dealt with in the assumptions of
many research on autobiographical memory in general. Since the investigators

wanted to gain as much control over the variable under study, they focused on



specific events as the unit of memory to be investigated and gave particular
instructions to elicit specific memories (reviewed in Rubin, 1985).

Thus, a research on autobio graphical memory that adopts a lifespan approach
should assﬁre that the ievel of specificity (general, specific, etc.) of the elicited
fnemories matches with the original assumptions.

Two issues need to be mentioned briefly in relation to age: the accuracy of
memories and the phenomenology of memories.

1.1.1. Accuracy of Autobiographical Memories

An important and frequently studied issue in autobiographical memory
research has been the accuracy of the reported past experiences. The general
conclusion from this liné of research is that people are quite accurate regarding their
autobiographical experiences. It is important to note here that since there is often no
way of checking whether autobiographical memories are accurate, investigators have
used several strategies. The most frequently used method is checking for consistency,
that is, a person’s recall of an event at one time can sometime be checked against
recall of the same event at a subsequent time, or against the reéall of other people
who may have experienced the same event.

Several researchers found high levels of accuracy in participants’ episodic
memory with controlled experiments. Barclay and Wellman (1986) required the
participants to record events everyday from their lives. Several months later a
recognition test was administered containing b(;th actual events and foil events that

~were experimentally constructed by revising their actual descriptions or events taken
from other participants’ records. The subjects’ recognition responses reached high

levels of accuracy as above 90 percent, and this level was not affected by the time

passed between the events and testing. There are also other studies that investigate



more remote recall, such as childhood memories, in which participants’ records are
verified by the records of their parents and/or significant others’ reports. Bruce,
Dolan, and Philips-Grant (2000) asked adults to report their earliest childhood
memory (0-to-8 years (;ld), and found that 85% of the memories were consistent with
the parents’ verifications.

However, there is also considerable evidence on the inaccuracy of memories,
especially in real life studies. Loftus and Pickrell (1995) showed the fallibility of
memories in an experiment, more specifically, how a memory is reconstructed. They
asked 24 college students about 3 true events and 1 false event, and required to
describe own recall of the event, and then retested two weeks later, and two weeks
later again. While 68% 0f the participants recalled true events, a good percent (29%)
recalled the false event. Although this study may not be the most appropriate
comparison here because the events were not false recollections of actual the
memories, but implanted memories, the findings have implications for the fallibility
of the memory system.

" Other researchers looked at the recall of the éspects of phenomenal
experience such as emotion which may be subject to change over time. Field (1981)
reported 0.88 correlation for factual information among family members, however
consistency for emotions and attitudes was found to be much lower in double-
assessment (0.43). One reason for similar kind of lower consistency between two
testing times may be due to people’s tendency tc~> keep their memories consistent with
their current views of themselves, as Robinson (1995) suggested.

Brewer (1988) was more specific on this reconstruction idea and concluded

that recent memories may reflect accurate copies of the original “phenomenal



experience” but with time, original experience can be reconstructed with the
influence of strong schema-based processes, such as reflection of their current views.

Itis an impértant observation to note here that researchers generally do not
claim that people’s autébiographical memories are completely accurate. In fact, for
the purposes of the present study, which includes the acéessibility of memories from
across the lifespan, accuracy is not the primary issue. What is, rather, more relevant
is people’s own beliefs about what happened. Accordingly, Bruner (1986) puts that
researchers should deal with the “narrative truth” of participants’ previous life
experiences, rather that the “historical truth.” The emphasis on narrative truth calls
for the quality of the reports people provided.

1.1.2. Phenomenology of Autobiographical Memories

One aspect of autobiographical memory that has recently received
considerable attention deals with the phenomenological experience of the memories.
Part of the reason is the findings of studies regarding phenomenology is directly
related to accuracy, and makes autobiographical memory accurate and real on the
part of the individual.

For instance, a related characteristic about autobiographical memories is
people’s beliefs on the veridicality of the recollections, in other words, whether a
memory is believed to have happened or not. Examining people’s own beliefs about
the characteristics of recollective memories is fundamental in terms of understanding
the mechanisms underlying different types of m;:morieé. Direct evidence that
confidence is related to imagery for life events comes from Brewer (1988).
Undergraduate participants were required to rate‘their confidence and imagery on 7-

point scales for randomly selected life events that they recorded before. For every

response that received “certain that remember the event”, the highest score on the



imagery scale was selected. Thus, with randomly selected ordinary autobiographical
memories confidence ratings are quite highly associated with imagery. A recent and
contrasting finding came from Rubin, Schrauf, and Greenberg (2003).4Undergraduate
participants ‘rated autobiographical memories on various scales and ratings of belief
iﬁ the accuracy of their memories were predicted best by knowledge of the setting
and context, and less by visual/auditory imagery and emotion.

Another component that is highly associated with episodic memory is
whether a memory is remembered or just known. Tulving (1985) pointed out that
“remember” experience is accompanied by feelings, specific knowledge of the event,
such as sensory details, and a sense of pastness. At other times, retrieving an event is
accompanied by a sense ef familiarity or a belief that the information is simply
“known”. Tulving (1985) also noted that these remembering experiences vary as a
function of imagery. He conducted a distinctive study on “know” and “remember”
responses in laboratory tasks. Participants were provided by a word recall task with
varying degrees of cues. They had to indicate whether they “remembered” its
occurrence on the list, or they simply “knew” that it is an item oﬁ the list. Results
indicated that number of remember responses declined with the specificity of the cue.
Similarly in Rubin, Schrauf, and Greenberg (2003) the degree to which participants
‘relived’ the memories were predicted by visual/ auditory imagery and emotions.

It follows from the above studies that the occurrence of imagery is an
essential and importent point of autobiographical. memory. Centrality of imagery in
autobiographical memories is inquired by several studies. In a typical recollective
memory task, Brewer (1988) had his subjects record the event when an alarm
signaled. At several points in time, they were required to rate their phenomenal

experience as they recollect the episode that they had recorded weeks ago. A



considerable proportioﬁ of the recollections involved reports of visual imagery, and
those memories with imagery component had hi gher levels of accuracy. Another
autoblographical memory study came from Johnson, Foley, Suéngas, and Raye
(1988) in which they ‘required the subjects to recall both actual past events and

| imagined past events. Ratings on the item “involving visual detail” were much higher
in reql events when compared to imagined events. Moreover, spatial layouts of the
objects were more explicit in the real past events.

There are several characteristics of memory imagery outlined by the
researchers, one of which is the point of view of visual images. Nigro and Neisser
(1983) conducted a study in which they asked the subjects to recall some specific
occasion of an activity,- 1.e., swimming. They found that reports of the participants
could easily be classified as field memories (recollective memory images that
represented the original scene from the viewpoint from which it has originally
experienced); and observer memories (recollective memory images that represented
the original scene as an external observer might have seen it). This interesting
finding has been recently replicated by Robinson and Swansoﬁ (1993) who explored
the function of these categories in predicting the emotionality of memories . After
the subjécts classified their responses as field or observer memories, they rated their
original and current emotional intensity. One week later, subjects recalled the same
events a second time, either from the original viewpoint or from the alternative
perspective. Shifting the perspective from fielci to observer produced a marked
decrease in the emotionality ratings. Thus, it can be concluded that even the

emotionality of an autobiographical event depends on how one goes about

remembering it.



Although consistency of the memories for emotions is influenced by schema-
processes, there are findings from autobiographical memory studies that indicate that
details of emotional events are.retained quite well. Yuille and Cutshall (1986)
interviewed 13 Witnes‘ses to a murder within 2 days after the crime, and 4 months
vlater. Findings indicated a high degree of accuracy and low levels of decline, the
average accuracy rate was about 70% even for colors of clothing,

Thus, phenomenological properties of the autobiographical memories can be
summarized as follows: The information in these type of memories is expressed as a
mental image, the point of view of the memory images can be from the original
perspective or from the observer’s point of view, they are accompanied by a belief
that the event was persoﬁally experienced by the individual in his/her past.

1.1.3. Effects of Age on Autobiographical Memories

Another important and widely studied issue in autobiographical memory is
how age affects recall of remote memories. This effect can be twofold; the effect of
the age at which the event was experienced, and the effect of age of the person at the
time of recall. The former of these effects is widely studied in Studies investigating
lifespan retention and accessibility of memories because, as explained by Rubin
(2000), “it is one topic for which we have good quantitative description and because
clear differences exist in the availability of autobiographical memories from different
parts of the life span” (p.131).

The shape of the distribution of autobio;graphical memories was first observed
in the studies where the cue-word technique was used; a revival of Galton’s (1879, as
cited in Crowitz and Schiffman, 1974) procedure by Crowitz and Schiffman (1974).

Undergraduate participants were presented with a series of cue words, and requested

to report the first personal memory that each cue elicits. Subsequently, they were



asked to return to their memories and date each one of the memories as accurately as
possible. The results were quite stable regardless of the type of cue word used.
Crowitz and Schifmann (1974) described the distribution of memqries of
undergraduates, with a‘ mean age of 20, as a power function, in which memory
strength decreased in a linear way as a function of the time passed since the events
occurred.

The next question asked by the researchers was what the case would be with
people over the age of 20. A considerable amount of studies with adults and older
adults (Fitzgerald, 1988; Rubin and Schulkind, 1997; Rybash and Monaghan, 1999)
have consistently shown that when the frequency with which memories fall into each
decade of the participanfs’ lives is plotted, a pattern seems to emerge which was
referred to by Conway and Rubin (1993) as “among the most fascinating in cognitive
psychology because they are among the most regular”. Older adults reported more
memories from their late adolescence and early adulthood. The resulting pattern
seems to possess three separate components. The first of these components is the so-
called childhood amnesia, a dramatical reduction in the numbef of memories
reported from early childhood, approximately between 0 and 4 years of age. Rubin
(2000) combined data from several studies focusing on memories retrieved from
childhood years (Waldfogel, 1948; Crovitz and Harvey, 1979; as cited in Rubin,
2000; Rubin and Schulkind, 1997) and concluded that proportion of memories
remembered from childhood increases with agf;, The percentages for ages O through
7 are respectively, 0.13, 0.38, 1.68, 5.54, 12.96, 21.80, 27.0, and 30.45. Explanations
for such an effect generally focus on underdeveloped cognitive abilities, such as poor

encoding-storage and fast decay (Howe and Courage, 1997).
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Secondly, there is the recency effect, which is generally described as a
function that older adults report a large number of memories from the last few years
of their lives. As éxplained by Rubin and Schulkind (1997) this is a monotonically
decreasing frequency (;f memories as a function of the time since the remembered
events occurred. Such a forgetting curve has a sharp drop at the beginning of the
retention period, and a slower decline as retention time increases, which is a similar
pattern to laboratory retention studies (e.g. Anderson and Schooler, 1991, as cited in
Rubin and Schulkind, 1997). Rubin and Schulkind (1997) showed that this great
preponderance of memories dated from recent years did not vary with age, which
implies that over-reporting of autobiographical memories from the most recent 10
years of life is a constanf finding which is not influenced by age of the participants at
the time of retrieval. Rubin, Wetzler, and Nebes (1986) add that, similar to
autobiographical memory tasks, in laboratory tasks, older and younger adults’ rate of
forgetting appears to be the same; implying that older adults do not have deficits in
retention.

The third component is termed the reminiscence bump, -Which 1s characterized
by the fact that distribution of memories across the lifespan deviates from a
monotonically decreasing curve by showing an increase in memories from the
second and third decades of life (Rubin, 1986). Moreover, Rubin, Rahhal and Poon
(1998) provided substantial evidence that information encoded during adolescence
and early adulthood (second and third decades) .is remembered better than
information encountered in the surrounding periods of life. Thus, the reminiscence
effect not only calls for a high numbers of memories, but also points to a better

encoding.
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Rubin, (1986) plotted the curves for 70 year olds by utilizing 1373 memories
cued by 20 and 50 words. Half of the memories produced were excluded from the
analysis because the events that the participants recalled had occurred within the
most recent year of their lives. This is an experimental control frequently used in
plotting the memories in the literature, for the reason that memories from the last
years would outnumber the memories from the other periods and would make
difﬁcuit to see the pattern from those periods. There was a clear reminiscence bump,
which peaked when the participants were 25 years old. The researchers, then, plotted
the same curves for 40-, 50-, and 60-year old subjects. Bump was also observed for
50-and 60-year olds, but not for 40-year olds. Thus, they concluded that the effect is
age related. Rubin and Schulkind (1997) conducted a similar study with 70 year olds
this time, again excluding all memories dated in 1 year of the experimental session.
124 cues of Crovitz and Schiffman’s (1974) neutral words were used. Again, similar
results yielded that there was an increase of memories from 10-to 30- age period.

Besides the use of Crovitz and Schiffman’s (1974, as cited in Rubin et al.,
1986) neutral words for sampling of memories, other researchers used Robinson’s
(1976) object nouns, activity verbs and feeling terms for cueing memories. Hyland
and Ackerman’s study (1988) subjects were cued with Robinson’s (1976)./ Of 72
individuals ranging from. 17 to 73, only older participants (over 50) showed an
increase in memories, which bumped in their early twenties and adolescence. Still a
considerable proportion (47%) of the participén'g’s memories occurred within their
most recent decade. Without the memories from the most recent decade, 50- and 60
year old subjects demonstrated a similar reminiscence effect, however, the»40-yeaf
old subjects had equal number of memories from their adolescence period, twenties

and thirties; moreover, 80% of their memories fall within the most recent decade of
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their lives. Hyland and Ackerman (1988) concluded that for 40-year old adults any
reminiscence effect was overshadowed by this recent decade.

Jansari and Parkin (1996) tried to eliminate overshadowing of memories by
recent events. They alse utilized Robinson’s (1976) cue-words, however half of the
participants received the added instruction that their memories should be older than
2,5 yems. Three age groups ranging as 36-40, 46-50, and 56-60 showed, independent
of the type of the instruction, slightly different results such that providing more
memories from childhood and in total, events were less recent. The data did not show
marked results for the two groups and the subjects between 56-60 years showed the
same effect. Still, though, the two conditions show similar results to other data sets.

Thus, it can be concluded that using the standard technique of cue-word the
distribution of autobiographical memories constantly yields the same pattern for
people over 40. Researchers agree on using this method because, as Rubin (2000)
reported it not only provides more sampling of memories on the part of subjects but
also guarantees that each memory is not anchored mainly by the previously reported
memories. -

In addition to the cue-word studies, another technique to sample recollective
memories from the lifespan from the literature appears as requesting impoﬁant
and/or vivid memories by free recall method. The motivation behind using such a
metﬁod is that cue word method can reduce the number of possible memories that
can be recélled by specifying a subset of the men~10ries. According to Rubin, Rahhal
and Poon (1998) free recall method not only reduces the sampling problem, but also
require the subject to recall vivid memories which are most probably remembered

best.
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Cohen and Faulkner (1988, as cited in Cohen, 1996) requested from
participants, whose age range is 20-87, to tell their 6 most vivid and important
memories. The interesting finding is that subjects from 40 to 87 years old recalled
more memories from their 0-10 age period, a preponderance of early memories.
However, when the discrepant point from the first decade of life is ignored, results
again yielded a considerable retrieval from the early ages of people’s lives.

Similarly, Rubin and Schulkind (1997) simply asked the 70-year old adult
participants to record in two or three sentences five of the most important events of
their lives and to date those. While the 25 and 30-year old participants showed the
retention component from the last 10 years, 70-year-old participants’ reports of
memories came mostly from 20-to-30 age decade.

Other researchers tried to modify the instructions for a better sampling of
memories. Fromholt and Larsen (1995, as cited in Rubin & Séhulkjnd, 1996)
conducted another study and asked their participants to spend 15 minutes recalling
events that had been important in their lives. Fitzgerald’s (1996) study differed from
the others in that he told the participants to report the memories that would go into a
book about their lives. His participants showed a clear bump, starting at age 16, with
a drop in the number of memories after age 25.

All of these studies utilizing the free recall procedure demonstrated a clear
bump just ag the one in the cue word studies. One important point to make here is
that from across these free recall studies no increase had been observed in the
proportion of memories from the most recent decades. Thus, important memories
tend to come from the 11-to-25-age period, as Rubin (2000) commented, “at the

expense of the most recent memories”.
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1.2. Reminiscence Bump and Other Types of Memories

Along with autobiographical events, sampled either by cue words or free
recall of important events, researphers tried to fi;1d out that whether reminiscence
effect extends to other domains, such as non-episodic experiences. More specifically,
~ there are many studies that investigate how knowledge relates to age.

Several studies highlighted that reminiscence bump is not only limited to
episodic experiences, it also extends to semantic knowledge. Schulkind, Hennis, and
Rubin (1999) investigated the long-term memory for popular music. They requested
older and younger adults to listen to excerpts from popular songs drawnv from across
the 20" century. Levels of emotion attached to the song and scores on artist and lyric
information from the first part of the century were higher for older adults than
younger adults, despite the fact that those songs are still popular today. Similarly,
Sehulster (1996) surveyed adults aged between 26 and 67 years old concerning their
preferences for films by asking them to list five films that defined and captured their
era. The éverage reported age to characterize “their era” was 22, and the films came
generally from the 18-23-age period. Similarly, Larsen (1995) asked his older aduit
participants what are the memorable books they had read until the day of the
experiment, he asked for the age at which they had read these books. Results
produced a somewhat similar relation to age, with the twenties and thirties identified
as modal. Rubin, Rahhal, and Poon (1998) investigated the multiple-choice
recognition of semantic, general knowledge of the material learned at different
periods of life. They feported that the questions about World Series and Academy
Awards were answered more accurately when they corresponded to the 10-to-30 year

age period.
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It seems that the above studies that support greater preference for experiences
from bump period generally come from cultural aptivities, reading books, watching
Academy awards, listening to music. The reason fqr this, as noted by Rubin et al.
(1998) is that cultural activities are involved in one’s initial undérstanding of these
domains as an adult.

There is another line of research that explores collective knowledge of public
eventsv in relation to age. These are the attempts which most typically employed
news events questionnaires involving only the mention of event without any
particular personal relation to examine memory for remote recall life events across
the lifespan. The findings are, however, quite inconsistent regarding the
methodologies used. For instance, Warrington and Sanders (1971) conducted both
recognition and recall study in which participants were requested to sample both
important news stories from a 40-year interval and names of famous people shown in
photographs from a 25-year interval. Generally, young adults recalled more than
older adults, but the authors found no evidence that memories from early adulthood
were recalled better than recent ones. In a more recent study, Longmore, Knight, and
Longmore (1990) reported that there was no evidence for a better memory for events
encoded in early adulthood. They utilized a recognition questionnaire that covers six
decades, however the selection criteria while preparing the items were somewhat
problematic in that they could easily remove any increase from the 10-to-30 age
period. For example, an item was to be correctl~y chosen by at least 50% of the
participants, thus reducing the possibility of any age group’s producing low level of
recognition.

Methodologies of the above studies are subject to criticism by Rubin et al.

(1998), primarily due to the\ir lack of fixed selection procedure. For instance, the item
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difficulties of the recognition questions selected from various decades would be
different for the experimenters who prepare them and the respondents. A decision by
the experimenter of removing an item not known ;o participants of certain ages
would result in no efféct of age.

There are also studies that show an increase of memories of public events
from the same period. A general observation about these studies, however, is that
since fhey possess a completely different sociological perspective in exploring
collective memories, the researchers are not that precise about the possible age
effects. |

A relatively recent and most controlled evidence of survey studies comes
from Schuman, Belli, and Bischoping (1997) asked 100 participants to identify the
following events or people: the Holocaust, The Marshall Plan, John Dean,
Woodstock, etc. Participants were found to be accurate about the details of these
events especially when the event came from their transition from childhood to
adulthood. An interesting finding is the time-slice errors made By the participants.
People identified a more recent event as if it had happened in their teen years,
pointing to a conclusion that understanding of the political world during young
adulthood influences the recall of later events.

Schumann, Akiyama, and Knduper (1998), similar with the reasoning in free
recall studies, asked their participants for the most important event or change in the
last century. Two samples, one from West Germany and one from Japan were used.
The representative important public events mentioned by the participants were the
Second World War for both of the groups, Reunification for German population; and
Gulf War for the Japan sample. For those participants who were below agé 40 at the

time of World War II mentioned the event with high proportion for both of the
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national groups. However, for the Gulf War, younger people, aged 20 and over at
the time of the war reported the event with a high incidence. Schuman et al. (1998)
suggested a broader bump for public events, for they observed memories for
dramatical events, such as the building of the Berlin Wall as at small as 6 years of
age. Similarly, they included early 30s to the bump, for a considerable number of
subjects reported events from their 30s. Schuman et al. (1998) reported an additional
observation that earlier public/national events included more autobiographical
reports, while recent events generally contain factual information.

Finally, Schuman and Corning (2000) reported age effects on several
numbers of events for a Russian sample. Although they investigated from a
sociological point of view, related results can be found. They concluded that
adolescence and early adulthood constitute a critical age for acquiring knowledge of
specific public events. For instance, event details of Laika, the first mammal (dog) in
space were remembered by 80% of the participants who were then 5-12 years old.

Thus, as evidence has shown, there is still substantial evidence to confirm that
the reminiscence bump retains also for public events. However, results in this section
should be interpreted with caution for several reasons. Since the above studies
approach the issue at hand from a sociological point of view and generally deal with
cohort differences and national identity framework, they do not specify age effects in
detail. Moreover, these data only involve mention of events, they do not involve
specific personal connections to the event itself.

1.3. Flashbulb Memories

Until here we have seen how memories relate to age in cued recall or free
recall of important or vivid memories. The lifespan distributions were quite similar

except for there is almost no recency with important memories, carliest recollections
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from childhood were from when the participants were bigger, and reminiscence
bump was from 15-to-25 age period. Public event studies yielded that reminiscence
bump is retained in other domains, such as important collective events.

Brown, Shevell, and Ripps (1986) pointed to the fact that people do not
experience public events only against a “public backdrop but also within the compass
of our own activities”; (p. 139) that is personal facts which are extrinsic to the event
may be linked in our memories of it. Such a related type of memory that lies in the
intersection of public and private memories is flashbulb memory. As originally
proposed by Brown and Kulik (1977), flashbulb memories refer to memories for
personal context details of how one first learned of significant, emotional and
surprising personal or public events, such as death of a friend, or assassination of a
public figure. These are claimed to be preserved in ‘strict veridical fashion’, just like
a photograph containing both the subject and the background of the scene. Examples
of events used in typical flashbulb memory studies are the assassination of US
president John F. Kenneddy (Brown and Kulik, 1977, Yarmey and Bull, 1978), the
Challenger explosion (e.g. Neisser and Harsch, 1992, Bohanoon and Schmidt, 1989),
beginning of the Gulf War (Tekcan, 2001; Weaver III, 1993), death of the first
Turkish President, Ataturk (Tekcan and Peynircioglu, 2002), and the resignation of
British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher (Cohen, Conway, and Maylor, 1994).

Brown and Kulik’s (1977) findings showed that these memories are
rernérkably vivid and resistant to forgetting. These representations are analyzed by
Brown and Kulik (1977) and categorized into six canonical categories: location,
ongoing event, informant, one’s own affect, other’s affect and aftermath. In» order to
be considered as a flashbulb memory, one or more of these categories have to be

included in the memory narrative.
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Brown and Kulik (1977) posited a special-purpose biological mechanism
which creates a permanent record of the content of f:onsciousness at the time of the
event, and thus they more than intended to suggest flashbulb memories to be unique
type of memory, meanihg that flashbulb memories showed qualitative differences
from ordinary autobiographical memories.

It follows from the original formulation by Brown and Kulik that flashbulb
memories have a special status. One of the questions that researchers frequently ask
in this domain according to Brewer (1995) is whether flashbulb memories are to be
considered to be a form of recollective memory or are to be classified as a separate
form of memory. Investigating whether these memories are affected from age the
same way as regular autobiographical memories could constitute part of the answer.
Moreover, Neisser (1982) explained the function flashbulb memories as “integrating
an individual’s personal history with the history of his times.”(p.45), thus it would be
informative to observe the lifespan retrieval curve for flashbulb memories in order to
explore the retrieval process further.

1.3.1. Accuracy of Flashbulb Memories

There are several issues studied on flashbulb memories, one of which is their
accuracy. According to Brown and Kulik (1977), they are accurate copies of the
original event. They stated that flashbulb memories “are very like a photograph that
indiscriminately preserves the scene” (p.74). The possible shortcoming of Brown and
Kulik’s methodology in terms of providing adeqliate evidence for the above
statement is the fact that they collected the data of the studies years after the original
event.

After Brown and Kulik’s seminal paper a group of empirical studies adopted

double-assessment methods; that is they measured the consistency between subjects’
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initial recall after the flashbulb event and a second measure of recall after this first
assessment of recall. McCloskey, Wible and Cohen (1988), for example, found only
an 8% error rate be’tween.the initial recall and recall 9 months later. Such a small
inconsistency which points to an almost perfect recall of flashbulb memories is not
supported by other studies. Neisser and Harsch, (1992) conducted a study on the very
same event with another group of subjects after the explosion, and second session
after twb and a half years. The results were in opposition to copy theory of
memories, such that 25 % of the subjects recalled completely in error, and there were
only a 7% who were totally correct. Neisser et al (1992) concluded that flashbulb
memories were subject to reconstructive errors, similar to the fate of regular
autobiographical memories. However, Brewer (1988) objected to this view by
outlining that, in his study with undergraduates, 97% of the total errors were retrieval
errors and only 3% of them were reconstructive errors. Moreover, Weaver III (1993)
investigated bombing of Iraq across two times, 3 months and 12 months after the
event. He reported an almost 70% overlap between time 1 and time 2. Therefore, by
looking at the data it can be concluded that on the issue of Veridicality of flashbulb
memories were at moderate levels, when compared to regular autobiographical
memories.

1.3.2. Phenomenology of Flashbulb Memories

Another issue related to accuracy of flashbulb memories is their
phenomenological properties. Weaver (1993) cofnpared flashbulb memories and
nonflashbulb memories in terms of confidence. He noted that for the same levels of
accuracy, flashbulb memories for the bombing of Iraq show higher levels of
confidence, thus, co‘ncluding that some aspects of flashbulb memories such as

metamemory beliefs lead to high levels of memory confidence. Similarly, Curct,
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Luminet, Finkenauer, and Gisle (2001) reported that French people’s beliefs about
the consistency and accuraéy of their memory reports of French president
Mitterand’s death were almost at the ceiling. It see;ns that people are more confident
with flashbulb memoriés than regular autobiographical memories.

The imagery component of flashbulb memories is implicit, yet strong, in the
statements of Brown and Kulik (1977), that is photographic image is tied up to
flashbu’lb memories. They emphasized the high occurrence of irrelevant detail in
flashbulb memory accounts, which is completely idiosyncratic. In parallel with their
argument, the participants in Pillemer et al’s (1992) study reported the color of the
raincoat his friend was wearing at the time of the event. In Rubin and Kozin’s (1984)
study, the subjects rated their memory on a 7 point scale “1 means no image at all,
and 7 means as normal as normal vision.” (p.86). 50 percent of their subjects rated as
6 or 7, and none of them reported imageless flashbulb memories. Similarly, Neisser
and Harsch (1992), while studying flashbulb memories for the Challenger Explosion,
asked how the participants heard the news. 97 % of them gave ifnagery reports and
added that their memories are very vivid. In the flashbulb memory literature
vividness acts as a measure of imagery involved in the memory. It is important to
ﬁote here that Brewer (1995) noted that without any data from nonflashbulb control
events above evidence is not adequate to conclude the special nature of flashbulb
memories. In fact, he found out evidence for irrelevant detail in a study of ordinary

recollective memory.

1.3.3. Emotionality and Consequentiality of Flashbulb Memories

Other characteristics that researchers posit in order to conclude that flashbulb
memories are qualitatively different from regular autobiographical memories are

consequentiality, emotionality, and surprisingness of the event at encoding. Brown
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and Kullik (1977) found that consequentiality, number of rehearsals and
elaborateness of the memory were highly correlated. They, accordingly, proposed
that the special mechanism was activated when ind{viduals experience. a
consequential event. However, Shum (1998) commented that people may not know
at the time of encoding that the particular event will be of importance to them later
for public flashbulb memories; the event may become unimportant later. Brown and
Kulik’sv(1977) account has been challenged by Neisser (1982) who claims that
flashbulb memories are simply ordinary memories preserved by frequent rehearsal
and retelling after the event. Yet there are empirical studies that questions Brown
and Kulik’s notion that consequentiality is important for an event to be encoded as a
flashbulb memory. Pillemer (1984) investigated people’s memories about the
assassination attempt to Ronald Reagan. For those participants who possessed
flashbulb memories, there were no effects of consequentiality and number of
rehearsal; however the emotionality ratings were high. Similarly, Christianson (1989)
showed that emotionality and surprisingness were not related to accuracy in recalling
the assassination of Olof Palme.

Many researchers explain flashbulb memories by emphasizing the role of
surprise, importance-consequentiality of the original event, emotional feeling states
in general (Brown and Kulik, 1977, Conway, 1995, Pillemer, 1996). These
assumptions are criticized by researchers who stress the importance of post-encoding
factors (Neisser, 1996, McCloskey, 1992). The formation and maintenance of
flashbulb memories result from the rehearsal of the original experience. Flashbulbs
are, thus, inaccurate and prone to decay, if they are not; the chances are they are
modified by continuous rehearsal processes, such as media communicationA, social

sharing about the experience, and thinking about the event. Both of these approaches
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acknowledge the role of emotion (affect) as an important determinant. Individuals
remember an experience because they had felt emotionally involved when it
happened and rehearsed it as time passed. The issue to be explained here is the
differential retention of different memories by people for the same event. Brown and
Kulik (1977) proposed that people are differently affected by the event because of
different levels of consequentiality attributed to it. A recent model by Finkenauer et
al. (1997) focuses on novelty as a direct determinant of surprise, while importance-
consequentiality yields emotional states. This, then, accelerates the rehearsal of the
event. Thus, emotion operates mainly through the rehearsal of the event by Which
people also maintain the memory for the personal reception context.

In addition to the intra-individual processes, recently there is an emphasis on
inter-individual processes in explaining flashbulb memories. Brown and Kulik
(1977) investigated flashbulb memories of African-American and Caucasian
participants about the deaths of Martin Luther King and Malcolm X. Both of these
events possess different levels of consequentiality for two groups. The results yielded
that Afro-American subjects remembered more memories than Caucasians.
Finkenauer (1997) explains this by social sharing and thinking about a public event,
which shapes the content and features of the memory. The more emotional and
important an event is for the social group, the more likely people will rehearse it.

In a similar vein, Curci, Luminet, Finkenauer, and Gisle (2001) compared
flashbulb memories of M. Mitterand’s death in a French and a Belgian group. Results
showed that French people showed higher levels of recall for the reception context
and canonical details that Belgian people. French people’s attributed importance and
emotional state ratings were significantly higher, especially on sadness and anxiety.

The durability flashbulb memory attributes does not show a great difference, both
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groups showed a decline, however, French were more confident in their reports.
Thus, flashbulb memories should depend on the affect experiences by the members

of the social groups, and rehearsal seems to be interacting with encoding

mechanisms.

1.3.4. Personal Flashbulb Memories

Brewer (1995) puts that, with public events, one cannot be sure about the true
“recollective memory”. He proposes to look for private flashbulb memories in order
to find low levels of forgetting on event details, given the personal consequentiality
of the private experience. Rubin and Kozin (1984) confirmed this hypothesis by
showing that majority of flashbulb memories, defined as vivid memories, are formed
to personal life events (e.g. graduation day, an accident) rather than newsworthy
events of national or international 'importance. Conway and Bekerian (1987, as cited
in Conway, 1995) asked the participants to recall two memories, one of which has no
personal importance and the other of high personal importance. Important events had
significantly higher ratings of vividness than the memories for the unimportant
events. Moreover, the importance level was predicted by consequentiality,
emotionality, and rehearsal.

In depth-analyses reveal that in similar studigs those memories outlined as
flashbulbs are most of the time “one—moment—inftime” incidents, which contain even
canonical categories (e.g. Pillemer, 1986, Pillemer, 1996, Jansari and Parkin, 1996).
Pillemer (1986) found that the best predictor of vividness is the measure of emotional
experience. Conway (1995) comments that first-time experiences may give rise to
ﬂashbulb memories because of their relevance for the self, uniqueness (surprise) and

emotionality. Jansari and Parkin (1996) reported more first-time memories (date,
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trips, recitals, etc.) when the memories of participants were sampled and qualitatively
measures by scales of vividness and emotionality.

In conclusion, flashbulb memory is an int;aresting research area in terms of
investigating retention of memories across lifespan given its qualitative
characteristics (Vividness, emotionality), and status at the intersection of public and

private life.

 1.3.5. Effects of Age on Flashbulb Memories

The results reported so far show that the bump effect is constant besides the
facts that vivid memories have a narrower distribution than word-cued mémon’es and
location of the bump may change with different groups or special circumstances.
Although not studied directly as regular autobiographical memories, there is
considerable amount of research regarding the effect on age on flashbulb memory
formation.

In order to monitor the principles underlying the accessibility of memories at
the bump period, Fitzgerald (1995) recommended looking at whether the nature of
encoding during these ages in life favored the long term retention of memories from
this period as opposed to other age periods. Flashbulb memories, given their
phenomenological qualities, as vivid, important and well rehearsed, would be more
accessible, and, in turn, may account for the renﬁniscence effect.

Researchers primarily investigated possible age gradient in the formation of
flashbulb memories. Yarmey and Bull (1978) reported that, in their flashbulb
memory study of the Kennedy assassination, older participants who were over 54

| years old at the time of the event ~1963- showed lower incidence of flashbulb
memories; whereas 95% of the younger subjects-, who were between 11 ahd 54 years

old, had flashbulb memories for that event.
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One of the first systematical studies which investigate flashbulb memories
developmentally comes from Winograd and Killinger (1978). Memories from
participants who had been in diffg:rent ages at thé time of occurrence of various
flashbulb events were plotted according to the personal circumstances question (at
- least one of the canonical categories). There was a linear relationship between the
proportion of subjects with flashbulb memories and age at the time of occurrence of
the event, namely assassination of J. F. Kennedy. Most of the subjects aged between
4 and 5 years, and all the subjects at 7 years old recalled some aspects of the
reception event. Moreover, when all of the categories were considered, paﬂicipants
who had been 5 years and over recalled more than participants 4 years and younger.
Winograd and Killinger (1978) pointed out to the possibility that older participants
would have been at school when the news were announced, and therefore led to a
disruption by the school routine by interruption of the school day that facilitated a
distinctive memory formation. However, investigation of flashbulb memories for
bombing of Pearl Harbor yielded that same age related growth, however since the
bombing occurred in Sunday, there could be no doubts of any routines.

Other studies looked directly at children’s memory for unusual events from
everyday life in order to understand the developmental trend in the formation of
flashbulb memories. Pillemer (1992) investiggted memories for an unexpected,
surprising event happened during their school routine; children were evacuated from
their playgrounds, and police came upon setting off the fire alarm, with 3-and-half
year olds and 4-and-half year olds. Children were asked open ended questions about
the event and specific questions about features of the event. Although all the children
had detailed Lnemories for the event, especially when information was elicited from

them by specific questions, 55% of the younger children had mistakenly report their
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location when the event had occurred. 94% of the older group correctly placed
themselves, and had more structured and coherent memories. Thus, similar to the
findings of Winograd and Killinger, results pointeéi to a developmental change
occurring between 4 and 5 years. Other recent research also supports this conclusion;
Usher and Neisser (1993) found that memories of adults for personally significant
events from childhood (birth of a sibling, death of a relative, etc.) increase with age
at encoding.

Given the findings that formation of flashbulb memories appears to emerge
between 4 and 5 years, and after this period incidence of forming flashbulb memories
to public events and private experiences rapidly increases with age. Yet, there are
other studies that investigate developmental changes in flashbulb memory formation
in the old age. Cohen, Conway, and Maylor (1994) investigated the formation of
vivid, flashbulb in younger and older adults in order to see whether there are any age
related differences in the formation of such memories. The subjects provided detailed
accounts of how they heard the news about the resignation of Margaret Thatcher
about 10-14 days after the resignation and again 1 year later. By double-assessment
method, the authors reported that only 42 % of the older adults appeared to have
flashbulb memories (accuracy on double-reporting the canonical details), whereas 90
% of the younger participants are found to retain flashbulbs. Cohen et al. (1994)
ruled out the possibility that older participants, whose mean age was 71.6, could
regard the event as unimportant and unemotional by means of personal significance,
emotion and surprise ratings. Their ratings did not differ from the younger group in
any of these respects. In a similar vein, Tekcan and Peynircioglu (2002) investigated

the formation flashbulb memories for the sudden death of the 8th president of
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Turkey, Ozal. Again, there is a lower incidence of flashbulb memories among older
adults (72 %), whereas the younger participants have 90% flashbulb memories.

A general conclusion from the above findin;gs is that older people over 60 or
70 years experience an age related deficit in the formation of flashbulb memories.
These results, as well, provide cogent evidence for the presence of a reminiscence
bump also for flashbulb memories, following Rubin, Rahhal and Poon’s (1998)
argumént of “things learned in early adulthood are remembered better.”

1.4. Effects of Age on Autobiographical and Flashbulb Memories

Results reported up to this point indicate how regular autobiographical,
vivid/flashbulb memories relate to age. Several conclusions were drawn bout their
distributions, sampled memories by different methods obtained from separate groups
of subjects. Although there is not any direct comparison of flashbulb memories in
terms of personal context details upon hearing public and private event, and regular
autobiographical memories in the literature, limited number of studies with vivid and
public events may provide an opinion.

A direct comparison of autobiographical and flashbulb memories, defined as
for which the subject had a highly vivid image, comes from Fitzgerald (1988). He
first asked the participants to recall three flashbulb memories. Ratings including
frequency of rehearsal, degree of personal importance, and degree of national
importance were also provided to the participants. Memories were centered around
the ages of 15-t025 with half of the memories before the participants were 30. Older
group reported few memories of public events, but many memories of events high in
personal significance.

Fitzgerald (1988) for a more direct comparison of autobio graphicai and

flashbulb memories, used the regular autobiographical memory data from another
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study Fitzgerald and Lawrence (1984, as cited in Fitzgerald, 1988). When compared
with this previous data, vivid or flashbulb memories were concentrated in the 3-to 25
age period, whereas regular autobiographical mem(;ries showed a marked recency
effect, that is most of them were recalled from recent life periods.

The first study which directly compared memories for private and public
events came from Howes and Katz (1992). They had their middle (M = 48.11) and
old (M = 68.23) aged subjects recall both historical occurrences reported in the news
and personal events from across lifespan and used both cued (prompted) and non-
cued (spontaneous) conditions for sampling the autobiographical memorieé across
the lifespan. The results indicated public memories decreased with age, whereas
autobiographical events did not. The older aged subjects were able to recall an equal
number of autobiographical episodes from all life segments, whereas recall of public
events tended to decrease with the remoteness of the episode. A closer look at the
lifespan distribution of both types of memories indicated that for the cued recall
conditions both age groups’ autobiographical memories peaked varound 16-to-45-age
decade, whereas public memories mad a slight peak around 31-to45 years of age.
Public memories were less reported from the earliest age period of the lifespan, O-to-
15 years when compared to autobiographical memories.

In another similar study, Holmes and Conway (1999) found that the
distribution pattern might change when private and public memories were obtained
from the same participémts. 30-to-70 year old participants free-recalled local, national

or international events that thy considered to be important, and subsequently they
listed private vents from their own lives that they consider to be important. The plots
showed that the distributions for the public and private memories were different. It

peaked during 10-t019 yeaf old period for public memories and during 20-to-29
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years for private memories. Most of the public events mentioned were political
(39%), and about sports (38%); both of which peaked around 10-to-19 period. Other
events were related to war, murder assassination, royal family. Private events can be
categorized under 5 categories, such as relationship (17%), births/deaths (20%),
home/leisure (24%), Work/education (29%), and religion (11%).

The results reported so far show that the reminiscence effect is constant
besides the fact that vivid memories have a narrower distribution and the bump peaks
at a different point when memories of public events are considered.

However, there are group of results which note that even this kind of
generalization can be obscured when different groups of subjects are used. Japanese
- participants in Benson, Jarvi, Arai, Thielbar, Frye, & McDonald (1992)’s study
provided vivid memories mostly from 21-to-30 decade, whereas Americans’
memories come from 11-to-20 year old decade. A more striking shift of the bump
appears in another study by Conway and Haque (1999). In addition to the usual
location, they found a second reminiscence bump for the older group during 35-55
age period, which corresponds to an intense national conflict in Bangledesh.

1.5. Possible Accounts for the Bump

Researchers tried to account for the findings, especially occurrence of the
reminiscence bump. The first explanation is called the novelty account. It suggests
that events form early adulthood may be remembered better because they occur
during a period in which rapid change is followed by relative stability in life. Rubin,
Rahhal, and Poon (1998) propose that many novel events are encountered during
rapid change period, they, then, benefit from various cognitive memory enhancing
processes. These processes may be the conscious effort to understand an e\;ent which

increases the retrievability of it (Bartlett, 1932), less proactive interference, that is the
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preceding events may be more common (Rubin, 1986), or the distinctiveness of the
novel event. Rubin, Rahhal and Poon (1998) describe that the stability period
following it may allow for a stable organization be;:ause of the simﬂarity of the
experiences, and put that memories of novel events from periods of rapid change are
often not of any great value during the longer period of cognitive stability during
adulthood. Thus, since any cognitive activity or rehearsal does not take place, these
memories are less accessible. As previously reported Conway and Haque (1999)
found a second bump (35-55 age period) for the people in Bangladesh corresponding
to the national upheaval in Bangladesh. Novelty account can account for tﬁis by
stating that major life changes in people’s lives, defined here as the intersection of
personal and public histories, are by definition novel events, and may create later
bumps in extraordinary circumstances.

Scrauf and Rubin (1998) propose that maturation can also account for the
reminiscence bump; the rise and fall of cognitive abilities may contribute to explain
the bump. Whether it is efficiency or speed, the mechanisms of cognition are
assumed to be working at their ultimate level between this given age range. This
would lead to a more successful encoding when compared with encoding in
childhood and older age. Such a straightforward conclusion is subject to criticism
with empirical findings. For instance, Bersten and Rubin (2002) noted that such a
general rise and fall of cognitive abilities cannot account for the bump directly.
Standardized tests of intelligence, such as Woodcock Johnson IQ tests, revealed an
improvement from childhood to early adulthood that could match the beginning of
the bump, however, the decline that follows is much slower. They noted that
linguistic abilities and crystallized inteliigence stayed at a high level for mbst of adult

life, which 1s inconsistent with the shape of the bump.
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Woodcock Johson IQ tests points to a sharp increase between 0 and 15 years
of age (Rubin and Schulkind, 1997). Before age 4, children are not successful in
many batteries such as memory, spatial relations arvld concept formation. Similarly,
Pillemer (1992) and Winograd & Killinger (1983) had both found out that the
inability of long term retention of the flashbulb memories in the younger children (4
years and younger) seems to be due to neurological immaturity, and/or due to the
lack of realization of the importance of the event itself. However, after 4 years of age
children seem to store episodic information at high levels. Several researchers
(Fivush, 1996) have argued that the onset of autobiographical memory and offset of
childhood amnesia (by the time they are 4 years old) is marked with the beginning of
children sharing information their experiences to the past in their conversations with
adults, they organize their experiences autobiographically in memory by learning to
include references to the past in their conversations with adults.

Bernsten and Rubin (2002) argued that crystallized intelligence and linguistic
abilites are at high levels for most of adult life, which is a findiﬁg inconsistent with
the shape of the bump. However, there is convincing evidence that memory for
specific events located in space and time showed consistent and marked decline with
increasing age. Verhaegen (1993, as cited in Hultsch, Hertzog, Dixon, and Small,
1998) in a meta-analysis reported that the performance of older adults were poorer
than that of younger adults on three types of verbal episodic tasks, inqluding word
list recall, paired associate recall, and prose recall.

Jansari and Parkin (1996) attempted to explain the other end of the
developmental spectrum in real life cases and argued that older aduits dlsplay a
reminiscence bump because of an “age-related attenuation” in the retention

component of autobio grapﬁical recall. That is to say, older adults are not able to
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integrate, encode and retrieve new information. Cohen, Conway and Maylor (1994)
and Tekcan and Peynircioglu (2002) put that in old age the level of arousal is
lowered and this constant fact is associated with in;ufficiency for triggering the
special encoding mechanism, which is necessary for flashbulb memory formation.
To sum it up, the novelty account theorists state that the reminiscence bump occurs
because “various biological, cognitive, and environmental factors ensure that the
memories from youth are more effectively encoded, retained and retrieved” (Rubin,
Rahhal & Poon, 1998, p. 12) compared to other life periods of life.

The alternative explanation for the reminiscence bump is that the périod
corresponds to the formation personal and social identity (Fitzgerald, 1996). Known
as the self-narrative account, this explanation assumes that the self is constructed in
narrative, the events from the early adulthood, outlined as the formation of identity,
forms the center of that self-narrative. For instance, in Rubin and Kozin’s (1984)
study, people have identified one-time occurrences, such as graduation day, first
date, wedding day, etc as their most vivid and important memoriés. Fitzgerald (1988)
found this consistent with the findings from the studies that demonstrate older and
middle-aged adults display a reminiscence bump if they are asked to free-recall vivid
memories, or memories that would go into a book about their lives. This is consistent
with the terminology used; the recollected events should be the kinds of events to
form a book that introduce themselves to others and to themselves, a narrative of
one’s life. Elnick, Margrett, Fitzgerald, and Labovie-Vief (1999), within this line of '
reasoning, investigated the contents of the memories within the reminiscence bump,
and they found out that they were mostly composed of experiences about family and
family relationships and issues related to education and work. Fifty-six pércent of

the events were reported in the family/relationships domain, and 24% of them were
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in the education/work domain. Elnick et al. (1999) relate these findings with
Fitzgerald’s self-narrative hypothesis which claims that late adolescence and early
adulthood are periods of intense psychological acti;/ity related'to self, such as
adopting normative adult social roles, spouse, parent, and worker; and thus favoring
the retention of memories from these periods.

This self-narrative account integrates social psychological theories, such as
Erikson’s (1985,as cited in Curci, A., Luminet, O., Finkenauer, C., & Gisle, L.,2001)
psychosocial stages of development. Erikson (1985) proposes that in order for an
individual to form a stable self, he/she has to resolve conflicts, which charécterize the
stages in a lifetime. The stages that correspond to adolescence and young adulthood
are represented by identity confusion versus identity formation, both of which are
significant for development, in terms of the time when the individual establishes
personal goals that endure across lifespan.

Recently, researchers introduced a new concept to the field: generation
identity, borrowed form Mannheim (1952, as cited in Scrauf and Rubin, 1998). Belli
and Bischoping (1997) had linked the Eriksonian psychosocial identity stage with
both the individual and generational identity. It occurs when the individual
recognizes that he/she is part of a particular social subgroup, with which he shares
common goal, knowledge and memories of similar kinds of experiences. In trying to
identify himself with the group, the individual experiences cognitive eifort that leads
to privileged encoding of knowledge into memdry and more advantaged retention of
public knowledge and memory during this period. The “my era” (semantic
knowledge) studies outlined in the previous section may well provide support for the
formation of a generational identity during early adulthood. According to Holmes

and Conway (1999), who based their assumptions on the idea of Eriksonian identity,
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this “external” identity appears first in the formation of a self-narrative, and then the
“internal” identity is formed. They found that the participants ranging in age from 90
to 70 years old free-recalled when they had learned public and private items of news.
The results were interesﬁng in that there were two bumps existing in the lifespan
plots. The first one is for public news items and was in the period when the
participants were aged 10 to 19, pointing towards the formation of generational
identity; and the second one was for the private items of news occurred during the
time when the participants were 20 to 29 years old. The clear evidence of the
presence of a temporal shift in the reminiscence bump for the public experiences is
explained by differential encoding of public events during the completion of the first
psychosocial stage according to the authors. The public event knowledge ties the
discussion to flashbulb memories. Neisser (1982) explained the function of flashbulb
memories as “integrating an individual’s personal history with the history of his
times.” (p.39). As reviewed before, formation of flashbulb memories differ not only
across groups but also the age at which flashbulb memqries are formed differs. Older
people experience deficiencies in forming flashbulb memories (Conway et al, 1994,
Tekcan et al., 2002). The identity formation occurs during early adulthood when the
cognitive abilities to retain personal context details and event details are at optimum.
This reveals that the self-account has got even more support from the recent studies

* at the level of a larger context of self.

1.6. Effects of Age on Phenomenological Characteristics

In order to understand various predictors of the bump, Rubin (2003) proposed
to look at several individual processes needed to produce recollective memories that

develop over the lifespan. These processes most of which has been partially
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discussed in the previous sections are not usually directly studied developmentally;
however indirect evidence is present from the empirical studies.

Phenomenological properties are among the most pronounced among these
processes. Rubin and Schulkind (1997) asked their participants to rate on seven-point
scales of phenomenological qualities: vividness, pleasantness, significance, novelty
of the event, and frequency of rehearsal, and emotionality (as calculated by the
absolute value of the difference of the pleasantness rating from neutral). Although
separate multivariate analyses were conducted, there were no significant effects; that
is, bump period was not found to be qualitatively different from other periods of the
lifespan. The only interesting finding they obtained was that older participants had
always higher ratings than the younger ones. In another study Rubin and Schulkind
(1997) examined the cue word effects; whether properties of cue words produced
differences in autobiographical me‘morie‘s, They investigated the correlations
between the age of the memories and imagery, concreteness, and meaningfulness
ratings of cue words. They found moderate correlations for almost all ages,
meaningfulness rating being always the highest of the three ratings (0.47). Similarly,
Conway and Haque (1999) found similar results in significance, novelty of the event
and frequency of rehearsal, and emotional intensity, none of the ratings differentiat§:
bump memories qualitatively from memories from other periods.

Bernsten and Rubin (2002) recently investigated the lifespén distribution of
memories of different emotional charges simply l;y asking the participants’ age
during their happiest, saddest, most traumatic and most important events. The direct
finding was that memories of the happiest and most important events formed a clear

bump; whereas memories with an emotionally negative content did not. The negative
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memories showed a recency effect for younger and older groups, and a lesser amount
of the remote memories.

Researchers also examined the imégery components of flashbulb and
autobiographical memories by imagery characteristics in order to differentiate
memories as “field” versus “observer” memories, as called by Nigro and Neisser
(1983). The first one refers to re-experiencing the event from one’s own eyes,
perceiving the situation now much as they did before. Thus, these mefnories have the
original point of view. In the latter one the original point of view is not taken, but the
experience is from the perspective of autonomous observer. The rememberer sees
himself/herself as an actor in experiencing the event. This distinction is of high value
for our purposes here because Nigro & Neisser (1983) had once found out that
memories low in emotional valence are recalled as field memories, and highly
emotional events were recalled as observer memories. The question to be asked at
this point is that how the chosen perspective influences the subjectjve experience of
remembering. Robinson & Swanson (1993, as cited in Robinson, 1996) requested the
subjects to remember autobiographical memories from various times in their lives. ‘
The participants then categorized each memory as field or observer perspective and
rated its first and current emotional intensity. When a week later subjects recalled the
same memory either form the original perspective or the alternative perspective,
shifting perspectives caused decrements on the rated emotionality, especially when
they shifted from field to observer. Mc Isaac & Eich (2002) outline that one of the
factors involved in vantage point selection is the event age. The trend across studies
is that people tend to see themselves as actors in the events of the distant past; on the

other hand events form recent past are remembered from the original perspective
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(Kihlstrom & Harackiewicz, 1982; Robinson & Swanson, 1993: as cited in McIsaac
& Eich, 2002).

In order to understand the content of a particular vantage point, Mclsaac &
Eich (2002) conducted a study with undergraduates who undertook a series of
manual tasks, such as shaping objects out of clay. They were requested the recall the
experiences either from the field or observer point of view. The results yielded that
field memories were full of affective reactions, physical sensations, and
psychological states; whereas the observer memories were composed of inforrnation
about how the participants looked, what they did, or where things were. Conway
(1996) commented that the field/observer and remembering/knowing distinctions are
orthogonal; and from the findings of MclIsaac and Eich study, it seems that field
memories are recollective experiences containing reliving.

In determining other retrieval characteristics, an interesting contribution to
the area comes from Rybash & Monaghan (1999). They believe that the confusion
around the accounts of the reminiscence bump stem from the fact that researchers
equate autobiographical memory only with episodic memory, in both free recall and
cued-recall tasks. For instance, Parkin and Walter (1992, as cited in Rybash, 1999)
stated that older adults “know the present but remember the past.” (p.6). H0§vever,
this study revealed that episodic memory undergoes no decline in the older age.
Similarly, Schuman et al. (1998) reported that earlier public events contained more
autobiographical reports, while recent events gene}ally contained factual
information. Rybash and Monaghan specifically asked in their study whether
semantic memory also contributes to the autobiographical recall. Semantic memory
refers to the recollections that are not related to the self; and it is accompanied by

noetic consciousness, which can be explained as the feeling that we know some
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infoﬁnation, which is subjective rather than objective. On the other hand, episodic
memory is associated with autonoetic consciousness which allows an individual to
become aware of his/her own identity and existencé in subjective time. thglt extends
from past to the future (Tulving, 1985). These two types of memory are supposed to
be separate, as is explicit by clinical evidence from amnesics (E.g. Klein, Loftus, &
Kihistrom, 1996, as cited in Rybash, 1999), but interconnected. Rybash & Monaghan
(1999) tried to investigate whether this distinction helps to shed light on the
mechanism responsible for the reminiscence bump. By utilizing Gardiner’s
(Gardiner, Richardson, Klavhen, & Ramponi, 1997; as cited in Rybash & Monaghan,
1999) remember/know paradigm, they tried to categorize each dated recollection as
from semantic or episodic memory. Remember (R) responses refer to the subjects’
feeling of reliving the event and is assumed to come from episodic memory; and
Know (K) responses refer to the factual information about the event and are assumed
to come from semantic memory. Interestingly, the results yielded a reminiscence
bump both for the episodic and semantic memories, implying that a comprehensive
account for the bump should consider the contribution of semantic memory, too.

In sum, evidence so far indicated that phenomenological qualities of people’s
recollective experiences may well contribute to the integrity of retrieval processes
and they may well play a determinative role in the availability of different types of
memories from across different periods of lifespan.

The main purpose of the present study was to provide further data on life
span distributions of word-cued and flashbulb memories, both of which had not been
systematically conducted with a Turkish sample. In addition, the present study aimed
to construct an index of flashbulb memory events for the Turkish populatidn. In

order to achieve this aim two different methodologies were used, free recall and
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probed recall with nine representative events. The present study also provided data
on phenomenological characteristics arssociated with each of the memories over the
lifespan.

The present study, additionally, investigated comparisons of age at event
distributions of regular autobiographical memories with flashbulb memories. Almost
all comparative studies up to now, though they are very limited in number, dealt with
autobiographical memories and free recall of flashbulb memories (Rubin & Kozin,
1988;‘Holmes & Conway, 1999; Howes & Katz, 1992). More specifically, present
data provided answers to such questions as whether the two distributions wéuld show
the same components, namely childhood amnesia, reminiscence bump, and recency;
and whether reminiscence bump would peak at different place for flashbulb
memories.

Finally, the present study tried to shed further light on whether flashbulb
memories are to be considered to be a form of recollective memory or are to be
classified as a separate form of memory. Phenomenological retrieval characteristics
of autobiographical and flashbulb memories were examined in order to highlight the

similarities and differences between autobiographical and flashbulb memories.

2. METHOD

2.1, Participants

A total of 36 participants aged between 50 to 93 years were recruited though
convenience sampling method. Descﬁptive data régarding participants were
summarized in Table 1. There were four groups by age, 50-to 59 year olds (M=
53.87, SD = 1.06), 60-to-69 year olds (M = 64.44, SD = 1.50), 70-to-79 years (M =
74.73, SD = 2.57), and 80-t0-93 years (M = 84.75, SD = 3.95) This age range (50-

93) were chosen as criteria because all participants would have lived beyond the 10
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to 30 years of age period from memory research known as the reminiscence bump.
Previous research noted that reminiscence bump was a robust effect with participants
over 50 years of age, but not with 40 years old partiéipants. Data from three
participants were omitted from the analyses due to participants’ lack of willingness
to-continue. The final sample was made up of 15 males and 21 females.

Since one of the main objectives of the present study was to explore the life
span memory distribution for a Turkish sample, the sampling procedure focused on
obtaining high-functioning, well-educated and culturally homogenous sample. Of all
the participants 44% of them had at least middle or high education, and 55% had
college or graduate degree.

In addition; ratings that were collected regarding activity levels indicated that
all of the participants were quite active in terms of participating in social groups,
such as clubs, local committees, reading and following visual media. Because the
present study was exploratory in terms of systematically investigating private and
public memories for a Turkish sample, the sampling procedure focused on obtaining
a high functioning, well-educated, and culturally homogenous sample. No known
neurological deficit was reported and, thus, none of the participants permanently use

related medication.
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TABLE 1

A Summary of the Demographic Information of the Participants

Age Gender '. ‘ Education
Middle or High College or above TOTAL
50s  Male 0 5 5
Female 1 2 | 3
Total 1 7 8
60s  Male 1 2 3
Female 2 4 6
Total 3 6 9
70s  Male 1 | 1 2
Female 7 2 9
Total 8 3 11
80s  Male 2 3 5
Female 2 1 : 3
Total 4 4 8

TOTAL 16 20 36

2.2. Design and Procedure

A repeated measures design was used in which age at event was the main
between subject independent variable and type of memory was the within subject
variable.

All participants were tested individually in their homes. They were told that
this was a study on people’s experiences, how they remember their private and

public memories. They were also told that this was not a memory test; there were no



43

correct or wrong answers. All interviews were completed in one session. The test
was consisted of 3 phases. In the first phase the participants were presented with cue
words, one ata time, and auditory. The order of preéentation of the cue words was
randomized each time. They were instructed to retrieve a memory of an event of
which each cue word reminds them, which lasts over a period of seconds, minutes, or
hours. Participants were told to sample memories widely from across their lifespans
but not to recall memories less than 1 year old. Within these constraints the
participants responded with the first memory to come to mind. They were provided
with an example event in order to create a lifespan look. The instruction wés as
follows:

For example if I were to use the word bakery, you might think of having gone
to the bakery store with your mother when you were five.

The participants were asked to make descriptions generally clear and specific,
but they were told to keep names and other symbols intelligible only for themselves.
Once their search was completed and a full and specific memory has been formed,
this was verbally described. These descriptions were tape-recorded for further
reference and analysis. The interviewer made brief descriptive notes of the
recollections. When a memory was fully reported, participants were asked to provide
various ratings. Subsequently, the participants were reminded of their memory titles
in order for them to date each memory.

The ratings that the participants were to provide were:

Consequentiality. The participants were asked to rate the perceived

importance of the event then and now, respectively, on a 5-point scale ranging from

1, “it was not of consequence to me”, to 5 “ it was of high consequentiality for me”.
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Imagery ratings. Several scales measured imagery. First, the participants were

asked to rate how vivid was the event on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 “I cannot
imagine at all”, to 5, “I can imagine it with all its details as if T am experiencing it
right now”.

In addition to these vividness rating, the participants were given detailed
instructions about how to categorize each autobiographical memory as something
they remember (H response) or something they know (B response) from their past.
After this instruction they were required to classify the reported memory as H or B.
Plus, in order to measure the per‘Spective of the memory, participants were given
detailed instructions on how to categorize their memories as a field point of view or
an observer point of view-and were required to classify their account in that respect.

Communication ratings. The participants were asked to rate how frequently

they have talked about the event with other people on a 3-point scale ranging from 1,
“I have not talked about it at all”, to 3 “ T have talked about it frequently and I still
talk about it sometimes”.

The second phase was the flashbulb memory testing phase in which free
recall procedure was used. The participants were first explained the type of memory
that is required; such as public or private events that had a surprising impact, in their
lifetime. There were no time limitations, the participants could take their time and
think until they came up with an event that met these criteria. They were required to
provide 5 events and none of the participants told more than five events. The average
number of events provided by each participant was three. The reports were again
tape-recorded. After the completion, the participants were required to date the

memories. These unique flashbulb memories were dated in terms of when the
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participants judge they first had become aware of the event, actual date was not
required.

The last and third phase of the study was the cued flashbulb memory test. The
subjects were provided with 9 public events, 8 of them of national importance, and
the last item being the Terrorist Attacks at World Trade Center. The national probe
events were selected from 7 decades starting from 1926 until 1993. The probe events

were, namely:

Lotus Disaster —1926: A military French ship ‘Lotus’ attacked a Turkish ship
in Turkish sea borders

Death of Atatiirk—1938: Death of the first President of Turkey and founder of
the Turkish Republic.

Refah Disaster —-1941: * Turkish ship carrying eight military submarines was
' drowned at Aegean Sea.

6/7 September—1955: Attacks of Rums residents living in Istanbul

1960 Revolution —1960: Military coup to abolish ruling of Democratic Peak to
prepare a new constitution

Death of Inonu —-1973: Death of the second president of Turkey and a popular
political figure afterwards

Assassination -Ozal —1988: Asssassination attempt on the eighth president of

Turkey
Death of Ozal-1993: Death of the eighth president of Turkey
WTC attacks -2000: Terrorist attacks on World Trade Center-New York

The participants were asked to complete the ratings given above for the first
section, and in addition to those ratings, for the free recall flashbulb memory and
probed flashbulb memory sections, participants were asked additional ratings.

Feeling ratings. The participants were asked first to tell how they felt at the
time of the event and at present. Then s/he was asked to rate how intense was the

emotion on a 5-point scale ranging from 1, “not intense at all”, to 5, “very intense”.
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Surprise ratings. The participants were asked to rate the surprisingness of the
event on 5 point scale ranging from 1, ““ T was not surprised at all upon hearing the
event”, to 5, “ I was very surprised to hear such news”.

The 5 canonical attributes of flashbulb memories were also asked in free

recall flashbulb memory and probed recall flashbulb memory sessions, namely:

Source How they heard about the news
Location Where they were

Activity What they were doing

Others Who they were with

Time Time of day

Each of the above questions was scored on a three-point scale (0-1-2) in terms
the amount and the specificity of the answers. Therefore, each participant obtained a
flashbulb memory (FBM) score bétween 0 and 10 for each of the events. The second
section on free recall flashbulb memories was always presented before probed
flashbulb memory section in order to prevent any anchoring.

The participants generally took about 40-50 for the first session, 30-40
minutes for the second session and 30 minutes for the last session. Each interview
ranges from lhours 10 minutes to 2 hours. The interview data sheet and the coding

sheets can be seen in Appendix A and B, respectively.
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3. RESULTS

Results are presented in four sections. The first section covers analyses
involving distribution of word-cued autobiographical memories across the life span
and analyses involving t‘he phenomenological quality ratings of the memories. The
sécond section covers the findings from participants’ free recall of flashbulb events,
distribution of those memories over a life course and the analyses of
phenomenological quality ratings. The third section presents the findings from the
mermories of the participants for the 9 probed flashbulb events in terms of their
distribution over the life span and responses to various ratings. Finally, the fourth
section covers the analyses involving direct comparisons among regular
autobiographical memoriés and flashbulb memories.

3.1. Autobiographical Memories

As reviewed in the introduction, several other studies using free and cued
recall (e.g. Rubin & Schulkind, 1997; Hyland & Ackerman, 1988) showed that when
the total distribution of memories is considered, an increase in memories from the
period after childhood decline to about age 30. One of the main 6bjectives of the
present study was to explore whether autobiographical memorics from a Turkish
sample shows the same effect of age over the lifespan.

There were 36 people participating in the study and each of them was asked
to respond to 6 cue words. The range of memories for each participant was between
two and six. Of the 216 possible memories that rlespondents could come up with,
there were a total of 180 memories. Three (1.6 %) of them were eliminated from the

analyses due to reporting of recollections of other people by the participants.
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3.1.1. Cue Word Effects

Earlier studies revealed that different cues used in word-cued studies have
different effects, such as concrete and easy-to-image words produce older memories
compared to hard—to—ima{ge words as contents, time, memory etc. (Rubin, 1982). A
oné—way ANOVA was conducted in order to examine whether there were differences
between cue words regarding the age of the memories in the present study. No
significaﬁt differences were found (F (5, 171) = 1.071, p > .10). Table 2 presents
mean ages and standard deviations for the cue words.

Table 2

Mean Ages, Standard Deviations and Medians of memories in response to cue words

Cue Word | "~ Mean Median SD

Vapur (Ship) 26.45 22.00 17.08
Kadife (Velvet) 26.73 24.50 14.76
Zil (Gong) 25.77 17.50 19.00
Anahtar (Key) 35.45 35.00 - 19.42
Corba (Soup) 27.67 19.00 - 21.37

Sandik (Chest) 27.08 20.00 19.36

For more information regarding the proportion of memories in response to
cue words from across different periods of lifespan, Table 3 below provides the

percentages of the memories corresponding to cue words in each age decade interval.



49

Table 3

Proportion of memories in response to cue words corresponding to age decades

Cue Words
AGE at EVENT Vapur  Kadife Zil Anahtar Corba Sandik
0-9 12.1 154 | 10.0 12.9 15.6 28.0
10-29 57.6 50.0 60.0 25.8 50.0 40.0
30-49 182 269 167 355 188 160
50-69 9.1 7.7 10.0 22.6 9.40 4.0
70-over 3.0 0.0 3.0 9.40 6.30 12.0

Independent one-sample chi-square tests for each cue word were conducted
in order to see whether any age decade contained more memories. The findings
revealed that for each of the cue words, 10-29-age decade interval outnumbers each
of the other decades, except for ANAHTAR (key), where no significant differences
were found between the decades. (VAPUR: y* (1, N =33) =3 1.09, p <.05)
(KADIFE: y* (1, N = 26) = 10.61, p< .05) (ZIL: ¥* (1, N =30) = 31.33, p< .05)
(ANAHTAR: y* (1, N =31) = 9.48, p> .10) (CORBA: ¥ (1, N =32) = 19.56, p< .05)
(SANDIK: * (1, N =25) = 10, p< .05)

3.1.2. Memory Type Analyses

Implicit in the assumptions of many cue~;x/0rd retrieval studies is that
autobiographical memories come to mind in fully formed Jiscrete units. In
classifying regular autobiographical memories, however, Conway et al. (1996)
identified three types of memories, event—speciﬁc knowledge, general events, and

lifetime periods. On the other hand. studies on flashbulb memories focus on specific
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episodes, such as hearing about particular news. The objective of the present study
was to directly compare distribution of flashbulb memories with regular
autobiographical ;:ve'nts. Such a comparison would require the units of analyses to be
similar. During recall of regular autobio graphical memories, participants were
instructed to report only specific events from their lives. “Specific” was
operationalized as to have happened at a very particular place and point in time. It is
this type of memory, specific events, that are dealt with in the assumptions of many
research on autobiographical memory in general. Since the investigators wanted to
gain as much control over the variable under study, focused on specific events as the

unit of memory to be investigated and give particular instructions to elicit specific

memories (reviewed in Rﬁbin, 1985). The practical reason of using specific eyents
for the present study was that if there were more items that include extended events
over a day, the results would not be eomparable with the nature of flashbulb memory
creating events in the next séction.lTable 4 presents the percentages of the total
number of memories reported by age group and memory type as categorjzed by
Conway et al. (1996) classification scheme. A chi-square analysis was conducted in
order to see if the number of specific and general memories and lifetime periods
differ across various age groups. The results yielded no significant differences
among age groups in terms of @emory type; that is specific, general eve;lts and
lifetime periods were equally balanced across ‘different age groups (xz (2,N=126) =

8.52, p >.10).
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Table 4

Percentages of Memory Types across Age Groups

Memory Type

Age at Retrieval ' Specific General Lifetime Period
50-59 | 786 19.0 2.4
60 - 69 78.3 17.4 4.3
70-79 833 14.8 1.9
80-93 64.1 23.1 12.8
TOTAL 76.8 18.2 5.0

For a more detailed comparison in terms of ages of the participants at the
time of event; Table 5 provides the proportion of memories from each age decade
interval in terms of their specificity. In line with the objectives, 81% of the reported
autobiographical memories are Specific memories, and 183% of the tqtal
autobiographical memories reported are General memories. Only 1 % percent of the
total reported memories include Lifetime Per;‘ods. A chi-square analysis was
conducted in order to see whether the three types of memories were distributed
across different ages at events equally: The results yielded no Signiﬁcant differences
across different age at event decades in terms of memory type O (16,N=172) =

8.55, p > .05).
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Table 5

Percentages of Memory Types from each Age at Event

Memory Type

Age at Event (N) ’ Specific General Lifetime Period
0-9 (27) 81 14 3
10-19 (46) 82 17 0
20-29 (36) 80 19 0
30-39 (18) 66 27 5
40-49 (19) 84 16 0
50-59 (8) | 87 12 0
60-69 (10) 80 20 0
70-79 (5) 80 20 0
80-89 (3) 100 0 0
TOTAL (172) 81 18 1

Note. N stands for the number of memories from each age decade, including specific
events, general events, and lifetime periods.

Thus, in line with previous intentions, there were more “specific” memories
recollected by the participants regardless of ages of the participants at the time of
events.

3.1.3. Distribution of Autobiographical Memories

A major concern of this study is whether reports of events across lifespan for
a Turkish sample reflect the same pattern revealed in the earlier studies in the
literature. The main independent variable was defined as the age of the participant at

the time of the event, which ranged from 2 to 85 years. Figure 1 below displays the
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percentages of memories corresponding to each age decade.
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Figure 1. Distribution of word-cued autobiographical memories across the
lifespan

The findings were in line with the previous work showing that people tended
to report more memories from 10-to-30 years of age (almost 50% of the total number
of memories). The number of memories from the first decade of life appears to be
relatively less than the following two decades. It should be noted that only 30% of
those memories from the 0-to-9 decade came from Q:’,to-S years of age. Similarly,
70% of the reported memories from the 0-9 age ﬁeriod came from when the
participants were 6-to-9 years; of age. The percentage of memories from 30 years on
tended to decrease as seen from the figure.

Although previous work showed that after 40 years of age reminiscence
effects appears to be a robust finding, the distributions were plotted according to age
groups in order to see whether there were any age related reporting biases and to see

whether the three components of the lifespan distribution curve would be clearly
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identified. Figure 2 shows the percentages of lifespan memories for each age group

falling in each decade.
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Figure 2. Distribution of autobiographical events across lifespan by age
group
As can be seen in the figure, individuals in all age groups reported the
largest proportion of their events as occurring during the decade of their early
adulthood (10-29 age period). However it was observed that for the 50- and 80- year
old participants the bump was at 20-t0-29 age decadé, whereas for the 60- and 70-
year old participants the bump was at 10-to-19 age decade. Moreover, people who
were 80 years and over at the time of retrieval reported a larger proportion of
memories from the first decade of their lives as compared to 10-to-19 age decade. An
advantage of plotting data as partitioned by different age at retrieval groups was that,
in this way, components of the lifespan distribution curve could be seen more clearly.
In fact, as can be seen from Figure 2, the recency effect was more pronounced for

some agé groups. People who were 60 and 80 years old at the time of retrieval
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recalled more recent memories compared to previous age decade. The overall data
replicated the previous findings that reminiscence bump was constant after 50 years
of age. “

Since some of the participants’ ages did not cover all the age decades, a
median split by age of participants yielded two groups, each containing 18
participants. In the younger group, ages ranged from 50 to 68 (M =594, SD =2.34).
In the older group, ages ranged from 69 to 93 years (M = 80.2, SD = 4.70). Younger

group had memories covering 7 decades; whereas the older group’s reports covered 9

decades.
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Figure 3. Distfibution of autobiographical events across the lifespan by two
age groups -
As seen in Figure 3, individuals in both of the age groups reported the largest
proportion of events as occurring during the 10-29-age interval. One difference was
tha£ older individuals remembered more events from their 0-9-age decade interval

when compared with the younger group; and their recall of memories decreased as
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their age at event increases; that is a yielding a distribution containing a “clear”
reminiscence bump. Another general trend about the distribution of the memories of
the older group was that there were disprOportionate;ly more number of memories
from the 0-t0-29 age period compared to 30-89 age period.

Statistically, different comparisons have been used to test for presence of the
reminiscence bump. For instance, Elnick et al. (1999) compared the proportion of
events reported from participants’ twenties and the average for all the remaining
decades. Conway and Haque (1999) entered the raw totals from all the decades in
one analysis. Rubin and Schulkind (1997) contrasted the percentage of merﬁories in
the 0-29-year period with those from the following decade (30-to-39).

For statistical analyses in the present study, counts falling in the five age
periods were made of the totals for each participant; periods were 0-9, 10-29, 30-49,
50-69, 70-over. These totals were then transformed into proportions for each
participant in order to make formal contrasts. The proportions of memories were
contrasted in the 10-to-29 year period with those from the following decades.
Repeated measures analyses of variance yielded significant results such that for all
age decades, 10-to-29 age decade had greater proportion of reported membries
[contrasting 10-to-29 with 0-to-9: F (1,35) = 29.4, p <.05,; contrasting 10-to-29 with
30-t0-49: F (1,35) = 15.82, p < .05, MSE = .788). Thus, the reminiscence bump held
for autobiograpﬁical memories for this sample.

3.1.4. Ratings of Autobiographical Memories

The next question of interest was whether bump memories would be
phenomenologically distinguishable from memories from other periods.
Each of the memories was rated on several rating scales. Ratings of vividness,

significance of the event then, significance of the event now were rated on 5-point
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scales. There were two 3-point scales of frequency of rehearsal, and talk in detail.
Additionally, novelty of the event, memory perspective and remember/know
judgments were rated on binomial scales.

Table 6 below shows the means and standard deviations of three periods in
the lifespan in order to allow comparison of 10-to-29 (bump period) with 0-to-9 (pre-
bump period) and 30-to-49 (post-bump period)..

Table 6 |

Means and Standard Deviations of Ratings by Life Period

Life Period

Early Life (0-9) Bump Period (10-29) Mid/Late Life (30-49)

Subjective Quality M SD M SD M SD
Vividness . 413 119 449 0.80 343 092
Significance Théen ~ 3.60 1.22 410 1.0 350  0.83
Sigﬁificance Now 384 131 366 126 271 1.8
Talked aboutthen = 1.67 073 216  0.75 209 0.72
Talked in detail 152 1.03 197 0.4 170 081

Note. All ratings are on 5-point scales where 1 = low and 5 = high; except for the last two
ratings are on 3-point scales.

As shown in Table 6, on all subjective rating scores had higher ratings for the
bump period when compared to other periods from the lifespan, namely early life (0-
to-9 years old), and mid/late life, which corresponds to post bump period (30-to-49
years old). The mean scores of the rétings of mer;lories from each life per';od for each
participant were calculated. The means and standard deviations in Table 5 were
calculated for the whole éample of memories. Univariate analyses of variance on
subjective rating scores with life period as a within subject variable revealed

significant effects. Contrasts of vividness 0-t0-9, 10-to-29 and 30-to-49 age periods
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yielded a significant effect of life period (F (2, 22) = 22.38, p < .05, MSE = 4.85).
Within subject contrasts yielded that memories at 10-to-29 age decade were rated as
more vivid than 30-to-49 memories, however they \;vere not rated as s@gniﬁcantly
higher than memories from 0—20-9 years of age.

Univariate Vanalyses of variance were conducted to see whether significance
at the time of event and its significance now differed between pre/post/bump periods.
A significant difference was found for significance of the event at the time of event
(F(2,22)=18.20, p < .05, MSE = 7.38). While within subjects contrasts did not
reveal significant results for the difference between pre-bump and bump periods,
post-bump period was found to be statistically lower than the bump period.

Similarly, significance of the event now ratings differed across three periods
of the lifespan (F (2, 22) = 15.92, p < .05, MSE = 11.44). Memories from both the
bump and the pre-bump periods were rated as more significant on current evaluation
compared to memories from the post-bump period.

Analyses on frequency of talk and talk in 4etail ratings did not reveal any
significant differences among the three periods. of lifespan (F (2,20)=2.71, p > .10,
MSE =1.28; F (2,20)=2.67, p > .10, MSE = 10.53).

Further analyses were conducted on the effect of life period on the
significance at the time of the event and significance now. A 2 x 3 ANOVA revealed
that there is a main effect of life period, however there is no effect of significance at
the time of event and at the time of retrieval. There is an effect of the interaction (F
(2,20)=8.62, p < .05, MSE =3.27).

In search of the possible predictors of the pattern of lifespan distribution

curve, we looked at how the ratings that posses the highest scores were distributed

across the lifespan.
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Figure 4. Distribution of memories rated as “very highly”

As can be seen from figure 4, approximately 65% of the participants who
gave the highest ratings for vividness g_nd significance of the event were f‘rom the 10-
29-age decade. The bumps are much more pronounced here when compared with the
life span distribution of the number of memories form each age decade. The drop is
sharper in the distribution of ratings as it is also explicit with the statistical contrasts.
Tt is of importance to note here that the rating distribution is able to predict the bump
only for the highest ratings; for the lower rating scorés the pattern is obscured.

3.1.5. Phenomenological Characteristics of Autobiographical Memories

In order to explore how phenomenological retrieval characteristics for word-
cued autobiographical memories were distributed across the lifespan,
remember/know judgments and vantage point selections were asked to the

participants.
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Remember/Know Judgments Participants were instructed to decide if the memory

triggered by each cue word should be characterized as a Remember response or

Know response. As seen in Figure 5, a similar distribution pattern becomes available

when these proportions were plotted.

40 +
35 A
30
25 A
Remember
20 - = = =Know

s [
=} [9,}
1 !

Percent of Remember/Know Response:
n

0 4
0-9  10-19. 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 $0-89

T

i ] J 1 Il

L

Age at Event

Figure 5. Distribution of R/K Autobiographical Memories

For statistical analyses, the proportions of memories that the participants
classified as R/K responses with different age decade intervals were calculated. A
repeated-measures ANOVA on the proportion of memories categorized as R
reponses within each of the nine age intervals was conducted. For each participant
the proportions of responses across all the age decades added up to 1. The first three
decades of the lifespan were dominated by remember responses. An interesting
finding is that participants have an unexpected proportion of remember responses
from when they are 0-to-9 years old; and a pronounced drop in the 30-to- 49 age
decade. After 30 years of age there were a small percentage of remember résponses.

Statistically, events 10-to-29 bump period had significantly more “remember”
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judgments compared to 30-to-49 age period. (F (1, 36) = 3.55, p < .05, MSE = 0.35).

However, 0-t0-9 age period is not significantly higher than the bump period in terms

of the proportion of remember responses.

Judgments on the Perspective of Memories Another phenomenological dimension in

retrieval of memories was the memory perspective, or in other words, vantage point
selection. The participants were instructed to categorize each memory corresponding
to a cue word as having a Field perspective, or Observer perspective. From the whole
data there were comparable number of observer memories (44.9 %) and field
memories (43.7 %). 9% of the reported memories had shifting perspectives which
included Both field and observer perspectives, and these memories categorized as
Both occurred only during when participants were 0-to-9 years old.

Interestingly, as is explicit from Figure 6 below, there are disproportionately
more field memories (70%) from the bump period. Observer memories, on the other
hand, had a peak at 40-to-49-age period (88%).
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Figure 6. Distribution of F/O Autobiographical Memories
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In sum, findings from the present section revealed that word-cued memories
peaked at 10-19 age period. No age differences were observed when the distribution
curve was plotted for each of the 4 age groups (50—; 60-, 70- and 80+ year olds). The
word cues did not reveal any biases in terms of differential reporting of memories
from across different age periods across the life span. There was a preponderance of
specific memories from all periods of lifespan. Moreover, there were qualitative
differences in terms of vividness, significance of the event now and then among the
memories from the bump period and the 30-t0-49 age period, but not from the
memories from the 0-t0-9 childhood years. Frequency of talk and talk in detail
variables were not found to be different across different periods of lifespan. In
addition to that phenomenological retrieval qualities, specifically remember
judgments and field vantage point of the recollections peaked around the same time
point in lifespan (10-29).

3.2. Free Recall Flashbulb Memories

Another question addressed in the present study was how age had an effect on
free recall personal context details of public/private events. Previous studies
regarding the lifespan distribution of similar type of memories either looked at the
effects of age-at-event only on the mention of public events, or oﬁ private/vivid
events. The present study dealt with events that have flashbulb qualities and required
the participants to free recall the specific moments when they had learned about 5
specific news items being either private or public from their own lives. The range of
memories for each participant was between one and five. They were asked to
complete the phenomenological quality ratings afterwards.

Results regarding the sampling of free recall flashbulb memories pfimarily

deal with proportions of the most frequently used events and their flashbulb scores.
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Table 7 below presents the percentages of most frequently mentioned events
by the participants, along with their flashbulb memory scores, ranging from 0 to 10.
Participants’ flashbulb memory scores, if applicablf;, for these events were calculated
by asking personal context questions. Specific questions were source, location,
others, time, activity, each are scored according to their specificity out of 2 points.
The maximum score that could be gained was 10. .

Table 7

The proportion of frequent free recall flashbulb events and their flashbulb memory

score means and standard deviations by age group

Younger Group (50-68)

Event Percent of mention N Mean FBM Scores (R = 0-10) SD
Private event 167 10 9.63 0.72
Cyprus Military Operation 133 8 7.14 1.67
HSBC Attack 11.7 7 8.57 2.14
1960 Revolution 8.3 5 8.60 1.34
1999 Earthquake 8.3 5 9.60 0.89
1980 Revolution 6.7 4 6.67 0.57
Execution of Menderes 5.0 3 6.33 | 3.05
Execution of Deniz Gezmis 5.0 3 9.00 1.00
& Friends
Korean War 5.0 3 ‘ 500 1.41

Older Group (69-93)

Event Percent of mention N Mean FBM Scores SD

Private event 43.7 28 9.84 0.65
Execution of Menderes 9.4 6 8.67 3.50
Death of Atatiirk 7.8 5 9.50 1.00
1960 Revqlution 6.3 4 5.75 4.03
6/7 September 6.3 4 9.67 » 0.57
World War Il 7 4.7 3 6.00 3.00

1999 Earthquake 477 3 9.00 1.00
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As Table 7 outlines there is a general trend of greater recall of private
memories in the older group compared to the younger group. 26.6% of the total
number of the mentiongd events was private events, 13.3% of the youﬁger group, and
35.9% of the older group. In both of the groups, private events included first time
experiences; such aé marriages, death of significant other (father, mother or spouse),
birth or announcement of birth of a child / grandchild. A list of mentioned private |
memories can be found in the Api)endix.

The present study was the first systematic attempt to collect events from a
Turkish sample. A full list of events, their percents of mention, and frequencies can
be found in Appendix C. The brief descriptions of events can also be seen in
Appendix D.

Participants’ flashbulb memory scores for these events, if applicable, were
calculated by asking personal context questions. Specific questions were Source
(How they heard about tile news), Location (Where they were), Activity (What they
were doing), Others (Who they were with), Time (Time of day).‘ Each of these
questions was scored according to their specificity out of 2 points. The maximum
score that could be gained was 10. The highest flashbulb memory scores for both
younger and older populations were for private events. For this analysis, only private
events that had the “news” event quality were selected. The public events which had
the highest flashbulb memory scores for the younger population were 1999
Earthquake; and 6/7 September for the older population.

3.2.1. Distribution of Free Recall Flashbulb Memories

Another major question of this study was how the pattern of distribution
would be if both public and private events were sampled from the same participants.

As shown in the previous section, distribution of autobiographical memories sampled
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by the cue-word technique retains a clear reminiscence bump, confirming the earlier
studies. Figure 7 below shows the lifespan distribution of free recall flashbulb
memories. As clearly seen, individuals reported the largest proportion of their events

as occurring during the decade of adolescence and early adulthood, more specifically

the bump period.
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Figure 7 Distribution of free recall flashbulb memories across the lifespan
The apparent result was that there is a clear reminiscence bump for the free
recall of flashbulb memories. Interestingly, there were more memories from the 20-
t0-29 age decade when compared to autobiographical events which had a peak at 10-
to-19 age decade. An additional finding is that th.ere were fewer percentage of
memories from the 0-t0-9 age decade compared to regular autobiographical
memories. The minimum age at event reported by the participants was 7.

The distribution pattern of the memories selected by the participants as

being their five flashbulb events across different age groups is shown in Figure 8
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below. Both 50-59 and 60-69 age groups had a sharper and narrower bump
centralized around 20-29-age decade (65% of the 50-59 group, and 54% for the 60-
69 group). 70-79 and 80-93 age groups had a broader bump starting from
approximately 10 years of age and ending at 28. Recency effects were observed for
the 50- and 60- year old participants. A general conclusion from these observations is
that across different age groups the lifespan distribution curves yielded a consistent
pattern; that is the bump existed for all the groups, whereas much fewer memories

were reported from 0-t0-9 age decade, and from the decades after 30 years of age.
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Figure 8. Distributions of free recall memories across age-at-retrieval groups

In the studies that were reviewed in the irltroduction the bump was defined as
an increase in memories from between 10-to-29 as compared to surrounding periods.
For statistical comparisons, we contrasted the proportion of events reported from
participants’ 10-to-29 age period with adjacent age periods (¥ (1, 35) =24.19, p <

.10, MSE = 1.44). Significant differences were found. The 10-to-29-age period
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possessed significantly more memories compared to 0-9 age period and 30-49 age

period.

3.2.2. Personal significance of Free Recall Flashbulb Memories

Although not directly asked during the procedure, interesting series of
findings to note were that people attributed personal relation or significance to the
public events they recalled, such as having a relative or significant other participating
in the event, or close political ties to the protagonists of the event. In that respect,
31.8% of the reported events were personally significant. However, this analysis
should be approached with caution in that this personal “distance” to the event was
not asked directly in the instructions, but deducted from the reports of the
participants. In the younger group 36.2% of the events provided personal connection.
Two highly frequent events (Cyprus and Korean War) in the younger group, for
example have high personal significance. 90% of the participants mentioning
Cyprus event, and 95% of the participants mentioning Korean War had a significant
other and/or themselves participating in these military activities. The percentage of
events having personal significance was relatively low in the older group (26.8%).

Another interesting finding is that 47.2% of the events with personal
significance were from 20-to-29 age decade. Figure 9 below displays the proportion
of events with personal significance as they occurred in their life spans. The specific
events from when the participants had been 20 to 29 years were 1960 Revolution,
Cyprus event, 6/7 September, Execution of Menderes and Execution of Deniz Gezmis

and Friends, and finally DP’s becoming the ruling party.



68

Poportion of events with perSonal significance

0-9  10-19. 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79
- AgeatEvent

Figure 9. Distribution of free recall FBMs with personal significance

3.2.3. Free Recall Flashbulb Memory Ratings

In the previous section, in parallel with the findings from autobiographical
memories we have found a reminiscence effect for the events that the participaﬁts
themselves provided without any specific cue or time restriction in the instructions.
The reminiscence bump was much narrower in the younger population. In order to
examine whether there were also qualitative differences between the free recall
flashbulb évents coming from different decades of lifespan and the reminiscence

bump period, several analyses of ratings were conducted.
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Table 8

Mean Ratings of Free Recall Memories by Life Period

Life Period

Early Life (0-9) Bump Period (10-29)  Mid/Late Life (30-49)

Subjective Quality M SD M SD M SD
Vividness 433 081 472 051 459 0.68
Significance Then 4.83 040 488 037 485 042
Significance Now 467 081 369 1.12 420 0.95
Surprisingness of the 4.17  1.16 - 432  0.86 423 0.82
Event
Routineness of the 1.67 121 259 146 2,14  1.44
activity at event
Emotionality 483 040 478 0.63 471 0.6
Talked about then 2.83 040 2.69 0.62 276  0.56
Talked about now 1.67 0.51 121 053 -1.54  0.78
Note: All ratings are on 5-point scales where 1 = low and 5 = high; except for the

last two ratings are on 3-point scales.

Table 8 above gives the means and standard dgviations of the ratings for free
recall memories across different periods of the lifespan. Separate ANOVAs for none
of the ratings, revealed significant differences among the three periods of the
lifespan. (vividness F (2,8)=1.53, p > .10, MSE = 0.6; emotionality F (2,8) = 0.00,

p > .10, MSE =0.00; surprisingness F(2,4)=0.5, p>.10, MSE = 0.33; significance
then F(2, 8)=0.00, p > .10, MSE = 0.00, significance now F(2,8) = 2.93, p> .10,

MSE = 2.40; frequency of talk F(2,8) = 1,18, p> .10, MSE = 1.66).
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In order to see the distribution of phenomenological qualities more clearly,

Figure 9, below, presents the lifespan distribution patterns of the distribution of

highest rating scores. -
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Figure 10. Distribution of free recall FBMs rated as “very high”
| Similar to the findings with regular autobiographical memories, memories
which were rated as very high on vividness, significance, emotion'ality and
surpisingness predicted the reminiscence effect.

3.2.4. Phenomenological Characteristics of Free Recall Flashbulb Memories

Remember/know judgments and vantage point judgments were examined in terms of

their distribution across lifespan.
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Figure 11. Distribution of R/K free recall flashbulb memories

On the whole, participants provided more remember memories (90.2 %) than
know memories (9.8 %) during retrieving free recall flashbulb events. Remember
memories came from all decades of lifespan, and diminished at 70 years of age,
pointing to an age effect in the formation of flashbulb memories. Remember
memories tended to peak at 20-to-29 age decade. It is of importance to interpret these
findings with caution. Since the participants were instructed to categorize each of
their memories as either Remember or Know, distribution of these categories were

dependent on each other and they add up to 100.
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Figure 12. Distribution of F/O free recall flashbulb memories

From the whole data there were comparably number of observer memories
(44.2 %) and field memories (34.2%). Field memories tended to peak at 20-t0-29
age period, whereas observer memories peaked at 50-to-59 age period. Moreover,
free recall flashbulb memories that contained both of the perspectives also tended to
peak at 20-to-29 age decade. These data should also be interpreted with caution such
that classification of these categories (field/observer) were dependent én each other,
participants were required to classify their memories as either one of them.

In sum, findings from the second section revealed that there was a range of
variation of variation among the flashbulb events recalled by participants. General
trend was that public events that were frequently mentioned did not reveal high
flashbulb memory scores. Reported free recall private events outnumbered the public
events in frequency, and they had higher flashbulb memory scores compared to
public events recalled by the participants. Free recall flashbulb events peaked at 20-
t0-29 age period, there were lesser memories from the childhood years and last

decade of life. This pattern was consistent among various age groups. There were no
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qualitative differences observed in any of the ratings, e.g. vividness, emotionality,
significance, and surprisingness. With regard to phenomenological retrieval
characteristics, Remember responses dominated all tile age periods, with an
exception in the 70- and over age period. There were no field memories from the O-
to-9 age period, whereas field memories peaked at 10-29 age period. A considerable
proportion of free recall flashbulb memories were retrieved from a point including

both of the field and observer perspectives.

3.3, Probed Flashbulb Memories

Along with the free recall procedure, we also required probed flashbulb
memories from the partici_pants. Previous studies that compared regular
autobiographical memories with flashbulb memories generally defined flashbulb
memories as vivid private or public memories. This section deals with memories of
personal context upon hearing the news of private and public events, as originally
forrnulated by Brown and Kulik (1977). This section deals with the flashbulb scores
of nine events and their mean scores. Table 9 below presents the means and standard
deviations of the nine probe events for the younger and older participants

respectively. Only 6 events were applicable for the younger participants.
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Table 9

Flashbulb memory score means and standard deviations by age group

Younger Group (50-68)

EVENT Mean FBM Scores SD

1960 Revolution (1960) 8.83 2.29
Assassination attempt on Ozal (1988) 7.94 1.87
6/7 September (1955) 7.50 1.91
Attacks on WTC (2000) 7.15 2.46
Death of Ozal (1993) 5.60 3.47
Death of Inonii (1973) | 5.00 2.94

Older Group (69-93)

EVENT Mean FBM Scores SD

Death of Atatiirk (1938) 9.39 1.24
6/7 September (1955) 7.62 2.98
1960 Revolution (1960) 6.71 3.05
Refah Disaster(1941) 5.40 433
Attacks on WTC (2000) 3.35 1.27
Assasination attempt on Ozal (1988) 320 2.71
Death of Ozal (1993) . 2.50 2.25
Death of Inonii (1973) 2.50 2.43
Lotus Disaster(1926) 0.00 0.00

All of the events, except for the Death of the first president of Turkey,

Atatiirk, were below 9 points; which was determined to be the cut-off point for being
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considered to have a flashbulb memory quality for that event in the earlier studies in
the literature (Cohen, Conway, & Maylor, 1994, Tekcan & Peynircioglu, 2002). The
events which have the first, second and third highest ;cores are respectively, / 96_0
Revolution, Assassination attempt on 8" president of Turkey, and 6/7 September-
attacks on Rums living in Turkey, for the younger participants. The events which
have the first, second and third highest scores for the older participants are,
respectively, the death of Atatiirk, 1960 Revolution, and 6/7 September-Attacks on
- Rums living in Turkey.

As seen from Table 9 the general trend is that older participants’ mean
flashbulb memory scores were lower than younger participants.

3.3.1. Distribution of Probed Flashbulb Memory Scores

The purpose of this third section was to test whether the pattern found in
regular autobiographical memories and free recall flashbulb memories would stand
for regular flashbulb memories. More specifically, lifespan distribution of recall of
specific personal context details regarding surprising and consequential public events
was explored. The motivation was to conduct a balanced sampling of flashbulb
events for a Turkish sample from different decades.

Below are the figures that show separate analyses for the events that had the

highest flashbulb memory scores in terms of their distribution across the lifespan.
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Figure 13. Distribution of mean FBM scores for 1960 Revolution (N=29)
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Figure 14. Distribution of mean FBM scores for Death of Ataturk (N=18)
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Figure 15. Distribution of mean FBM scores for 6/7 September (N=17)
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Figure 16. Distribution of mean FBM scores for assassination Ozal (N=24)
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Figure 17. Distribution of mean FBM scores for 11 September (N =33)

“Assassination attempt on Ozal” and “attacks at World Trade Center” items
were the only events that allow us to see the developmental trend from childhood
years to old age because there were participants who were 70-79 and 80-89 years old
when these events had occurred. The data on these items revealed that recall of
personal context details for a public news item diminished with age. In other words,
there is a tendency for the older participants of recalling lower amounts of detail.
“Death of Ataturk” and “1960 revolution” items should be approached with caution,
for there were only three time periods in the former, gnd five time periods in the
latter. 1960 evolution peaked at 20-29 age period? whereas 10-19, 20-29 and 30-39
age periods did not differ in terms of the mean FBM scores for the “attacks at Rums
—6/7 September”.

In order to see how the life span retrieval curves for all events looked like, a
lifespan distribution curve of mean flashbulb memory scores was plotted for only
those participants who had lived long enough to witness all the events that were

asked, that is who were over 65 years old at the time of retrieval, we spotted ages at
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the time of the event for the mean flashbulb memory scores. The resulting curve
seemed very much like that of the autobiographical memories and free recall
memories yielded, a§..the memories got older, the sco“res on canonical questions
diminished. Figure 18 below shows that the highest scores on the canonical
flashbulb memory scores were from when the participants were 10 and 19 years old.

Moreover, the highest flashbulb memory scores were distributed over the first three

decades of life (0-29)
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Figure 18. Mean FBM Scores for all events (N = 120)

3.3.2. Distribution of Probed Flashbulb Memories

When proportions of participants who scored 8, 9 and 10 were used as a
measure of flashbulb memory performance, the presence of the bumps for Death of

Ataturk, 6/7 September, and 1960 revolution could be seen more clearly.
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Figure 19. Distribution of probed flashbulb memories for Death of Ataturk
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Figure 20. Distribution of probed flashbulb memories for 6/7 September
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Figure 21. Distribution of probed flashbulb memories for 1960 Revolution
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Figure 22. Distribution of probed flashbulb memories for assassination Ozal
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Figure 23. Distribution of probed flashbulb memories for 11 September
Reminiscence bumps were found during when the participants were 20-to-29
- years old for 6/7 September and 1960 Revolution. For the death of Ataturk item the
distribution peaked at 10-19 age period. For the assassination attempt on Ozal item
the distribution peaked at 30-39 age period, and for the attacks on World Trade
Center the bump was at 50-to-59 age period.

Another aim of the present study was to construct an index of the flashbulb
events for the Turkish population. Some of the events which we asked as probes in
the flashbulb memory section —Section 3- appeared as free recall flashbulb events in
the second section. These were, as mentioned before, 1 960 revolution, death of
Atatiirk and 6/7 September, with flashbulb scores 8.3, 7.8, and 6.3 respectively.
However, none of the other events asked in the piobed flashbulb memory section
was mentioned in the free recall section.
| In sum, the present section displayed a general trend that the events used as
probes did not yield high flashbulb memory scores. The highest two events in terms

of flashbulb memory scores were Death of Ataturk and 1960 Revolution. Distribution
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patterns of these two events were in parallel with the expected pattern. When the
participants aged over 65 years old who should have witnessed all the events were
considered, the resulting pattern indicated that the highest scores came from when

the participants were 10-t0-29 years old.

3.4. Comparison of Autobiographical and Flashbulb Memory Distributions

A major aim of the present study was a direct comparison of the recall of the
autobiographical events with recall of flashbulb events across the lifespan. In the
previous sections, analyses revealed that flashbulb memories are influenced by age at
event, especially with reference to the reminiscence effect, the same way as normal
autobiographical memories. Earlier attempts of direct comparisons of the same sort
in the literature indicated that the reminiscence bump occurs later in public or vivid
memories (e.g. Rubin and Schulkind, 1997; Howes and Katz, 1992) as compared to
autobiographical memories. In the present section detailed comparisons of age
effects on the distributions of the two kinds of memories were conducted.

In the previous sections percentages of autobiographical and free recall
flashbulb memories were plotted across the lifespan separately. Figure 24 below
shows the distribution of free recall and autobiographical memories on the same plot

to allow detailed comparisons.
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Figure 24. Autobibgraphical and Free Recall Flashbulb events across lifespan

The two distributions are almost equal in shape, except for bump with free
recall flashbulb memories occurred at 20-to-29 age period, whereas the bump for the
autobiographical memories occurred at 10-to-19 age decade. Another important
thing to note is the presence of a small bump at 50-to-69 age decade with flashbulb
memories. Implications of these findings will be discussed at the last section.

Repeated-measures ANOVA was conducted whether there were more
memories at 10-29 bump period for free recall memories as compared to
autobiographical memories. The proportion of autobiographical memories and free
recall flashbulb memories were contrasted and it was found that in the bump period
there were significantly more memories for free recall memories than
autobiographical memories (F (1,32) = 3.94, p < .05, MSE = .146). Another ANOVA
was conducted to see if there were more free recall memories at 50-to-59 age period.

The proportion of memories in that age decade was not significantly higher than

autobiographical memories.
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The same comparison plots were conducted for each age at retrieval group

separately as shown in Figures 25, 26, 27, and 28. For 50-year old participants free

recall flashbulb memorips had a clear bump at 20-to-29 age decade, and there was a

small reminiscence effect. Autobiographical memories, on the other hand, had a

broader bump during 10-t0-29 age decade, and a recency effect during the last

decade of their life (40-to-49 age decade). Interesting finding was that participants

did not recall any free recall flashbulb memories from the first decade of their life for

50-year old participants.
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‘Figure 25. Autobiographical and Free Recall Flashbulb Events for 50-59

year olds

For the 60-year old participants autobiographical memories peaked at 10-to-

19 age decade, whereas free recall flashbulb memories peaked at 20-to-29 age

decade. Recency effects were more pronounced for both types of memories during

the last decades of the participants’ lives.
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Figure 26. Autobiographical and Free Recall Flashbulb Events for 60-69 year
olds.

For the 70-year old participants the distributions of the two types of memories
resembled each other regarding the place of the bump and the rest of the curve.
While autobiographical memories peaked at 10-to-19 age decade, free recall
memories tended to peak at 20-to-29 age decade with a broader bump compared to

autobiographical memories.
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Figure 27. Autobiographical and Free Recall Flashbulb Events for 70-79 year

olds
Finally, for the 80- year old participants both types of the memories tended to
peak at 20-t0-29 age decade. Participants reported more autobiographical memories

from childhood compared o free recall flashbulb memories.
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Figure 28. Autobiographical and Free Recall Flashbulb Events for 80-93 year

olds
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When childhood memories were analyzed with respect to age, the data
indicated that autobiographical memories were scattered from 2 years old until 9
years old, with a peak at 7 and half years of age. On the other hand, thé youngest free

recall flashbulb event that the participants recalled was from 7 years old in the O-to-9

age decade.
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Figure 29. Percentage of memories from 0-to-9 age decade

3.4.1. Phenomenological Characteristics Compared

Another issue to be investigated is whether two types of memories were
qualitatively different from each other from a developmental perspective. Previous
studies indicated that vivid memories were higher in all the qualitative aspects
compared to regular autobiographical memories (Rubin & Schulkind, 1997).
Independent of the age of participants at the time of event, separate ANOV As
showed the differences in various ratings. An ANOVA on the vividness ratings
showed significant differences between free recall ‘memories and autobiographical
memories, with free recall having higher vividness ratings (F (1,91) =21.14, p <

.05, MSE = 11.5). Similarly, during all decades, free recall events were rated as more
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significant at the time of event compared to autobiographical events (F (1,95) =
87.47, p < .05, MSE = 37.63). Current evaluations on the significance of the event by
the participants diffefed significantly, free recall memories being rated {;lS
consistently higher (F (1, 96) = 12.04, p < .05, MSE = 16.16). Free recall flashbulb
mémories were also discussed more frequently than autobiographical memories (F
(1,86) =24 .87, p < .05, MSE = 13.79).

In conclusion, findings from the present section revealed that flashbulb
memories peaked at a later point in time (20-to-30 age period) compared to word-
cued autobiographical memories. There were a lesser amount of childhood memories
with free recall flashbulb memories, and the minimum age that the memories were
reported from was 7 years (.)ld with free recall and 2 years old with autobiographical
memories. Moreover, free recall flashbulb memories were rated as higher in all of the
domains (vividness, significance of the event, etc.) than word-cued autobiographical

memories.
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4. DISCUSSION

The present study replicated the previous findings in the literature with cued
recall specific autOBiographical memories with a Turkish sample. The iife span
distribution curve seems to possess clear childhood amnesia and reminiscence bump
components, occurring during when the participants were 10-to-20 years of age. The
present study also proposes that flashbulb memories are recbllected in the same way
in terms of the shape of the distribution as regular autobiographical memories,
involving the same components.

Furthermore, grouping participants into four age groups representing middle
through old age (i.e. 50-, 60-, 70-, and 80 and over- year olds) demonstrated the.same
phenomenon consistently for all of them, which implies that this pattern is not
influenced by age-at-retrieval. Thus, our findings replicate other studies in the
literature on cued and vivid memories that describe the reminiscence bump with
different methodologies.

However, our findings revealed that reminiscence bump for free recall
flashbulb memories occurred later than the bump for autobiographical memories.
Free recall and probed recall flashbulb memories peaked during the period when
participants were approximately 20-to-30 years whereas recéll of autobiographical
memories tended to peak during the period when participants were approximately
10-to-20 years of age.

Moreover, the drop between the proportion of memories from the bump
period and the proportion of memories from the adjacent periods (30-39 and 0-9) was
sharper with flashbulb memories compared to regular autobiographical memories.
Autobiographical memories had a shallower bump. In other words, with free recall

flashbulb memories people recalled much more memories from the bump period.
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This finding is in accordance with Fitzgerald (1996) who found a clear bump with a
sudden drop in the number of memories after 25 years of age with vivid memories.
Fitzgerald accounted these findings with the level of education. As the 'education
level increaées, people tend to recall more memories from their youn g adolescence
ahd early adulthood. Participants of the present study also had high levels of
education. Out of thirty-six participants, twenty of them had a college degree or
above. Given that the free recall flashbulb memories reported by the participants
were very high in vividness compared to autobiographical memories, level of
education as proposed by Fitzgerald (1996) could account for the sudden drop at the
end of the bump period with free recall flashbulb memories, and, thus, can partially
explain the shift in place éf the bumps between flashbulb and autobiographical
memories.

Simularly, plots of important/vivid and word-cued memories in Rubin and
Schulkind’s (1997) study differed in the bump period. Important memories peaked at
20-t0-30 age decades, but not for thel0-to-20 period. Rubin and Schulkind regarded
this finding as a methodological issue and asserted that different siudies and/or
methodologies produced different distributions of memories, especially in the bump
period. However, recent findings on age and flashbulb memdries indicate that such a
shift of the bump, is a function of the type of memory that is searched for, not a
methodological issue per se. Recently, Tekcan and Demir (2002) asked the subjects
their memories for several public events and foun(i out that reminiscence bump for
flashbulb events occurred later it the lifespan, exactly in the 20-to-30 age period,
similar to the present findings.

The fact that there is a temporal shift in the reminiscence bump for flashbulb

events was also supported by the probed flashbulb memory section which dealt with
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memories for personal context upon hearing public events given as probes.
Reminiscence bump for these events seem to occur later (20-29) than the bump for
autobiographical memories. The findings revealed that for some news items such as
1960 Revolution which ‘had the highest flashbulb memory scores there is a clear
reminiscence bump occurring at 20-29 age period.

These results are in contradiction with Holmes and Conway (1999) who
conducted a study in which they asked the participants to recall both private and
public items of news they considered to be important. It was found that peak recall
for public items of news was in the period when people were aged 10-to-19 years
. whereas peak recall of private items of news occurred in the period when the
participants were aged 20;t0-29 years. They explained these findings with
development of Eriksonian psychosocial stages; more specifically, the formation of a
‘generational identity’ earlier than the development of an ‘internal identity’.
Generational identity refers to individual’s recognition that he/she is part of a
particular social subgroup, with which he shares common goals, knowledge and
memories of similar kinds of experiences, and in trying to identify him/herself with
the group, the individual experiences cognitive effort that leads to privileged
encoding of knowledge into memory and more advantaged retention of public
knowledge and memory during this period. Internal identity, on the other hand, refers
to themes more related to self, such as romantic relationships and marriage which
occur at a later period of ‘the lifespan, and thus me;nories for these self-related
themes comes from later age period (20-to-29). Given the limits of the sample size
and lack of socio-emotional control variables, the present data can not claim a new
formulation of psychosocial development. A rather moderate proposal would include

a later development of public awareness. Flashbulb memories, by definition, require
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awareness of public issues and attributing levels of significance to them. Participants
in the present study reported more public or political flashbulb memories from their
early adulthood (20;'29). It can be asserted thE}t flashbulb events are invblved in one’s
initial understanding of ;.)ublic and political domains in the early adulthood period.
O'n the other hand, regular autobiographical memories, as implied by the present
data, come generally from late adolescence (10-19) and are lower in ratings of
significance than flashbulb memories. Moreover, closer examinations on the data
revealed that none of the events reported in the word-cued autobiographical memory
section were related to public events. Thus, the present study proposes that the
difference in the location of the bump might be due to differential developments of
private and public awarenéss of the individuals.

4.1. Childhood Memories

Word cued autobiographical and free recall flashbulb memories differed also
with regard to memories from childhood. Mullen (1994, as cited in Rubin, 2002)
asserted that the childhood amnesia component is affected by culture. Thus, the
present study provided insights about this component with Turkjsh culture. First of
all, participants reported a higher proportion of childhood memories with word-cued
memories compared to free recall memories. Earliest ‘memoﬁes came as early as two
years of age with autobiographical memories, whereas with free recall flashbulb
memories the earliest memories are from seven years of age. A closer examination of
the content areas of those memories revealed that ;mtobiographical memories from 2-
t0-9 age period included traumatic experiences and dramatic events. With free recall
memories the most frequent event from 7-t0-9 age period was Meeting with the first
president of Turkey, Ataturk. An interesting observation to note is that the earliest

flashbulb memory reported by the participants was a personal experience, not a



94

public event. This finding is quite consistent with Schumann and Scott (1981) who
also reported that visually dramatic events are likely to imprint a younger age group.
As reviewed before Winograd and Killinger (1978) reported that child_fen who had
been 5 years and over reé:alled more contextual details of flashbulb events when
cdmpared with children 4 years and younger. Similarly, Neisser (1993) found that
adults’ memories personally significant events from childhood (birth of a sibling,
death of a relative, etc.) increase with age at encoding, pointing towards a
developmental change in recalling personal context details, such as source of the
information. An interesting observation is that the earliest reported flashbulb memory
by the participants is

Similarly, with probed flashbulb memories, none of the participants has
flashbulb scores 8 or over during the 0-9 age period. Moderate scores exist in that
age decade only for the Death of Ataturk item. The lack of flashbulb memories in the
earliest decade of life, as generally explained by researchers, points to a systematic
age gradient in the formation of flashbulb memories. However, this event should be
interpreted with caution since it is limited to only three time periods, and the age of
the respondents having relatively higher flashbulb memory scores for this event are
between 7 and 9 in this decade. Winograd and Killinger (1977) in a similar study
found out that only 5 year old subjects had flashbulb memories for JFK
assassination, and they reasoned that older subjects would have been at school when
the news was announced and it might have been the interruption of the school routine
that facilitated the formation of a distinctive memory. A similar mechanism for the
death of Ataturk event may be playing a role in the findings of the present study,

given the accounts of the participants involving the formal school routines.
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4.2. Memories from the last decade of life

For word-cued memories and free recall flashbulb memories, there are a
lesser proportion of memories from the last decade of life when all age groups are
considered compared to t‘he earlier findings in the literature (Rubin et al., 1986,
Rubin and Schulkind, 1997).

Recency component on the other hand was more clearly observed when the
distributions were plotted by different age-at-retrieval groups separately for free
recall flashbulb and autobiographical memories. Participants recalled more memories
from the most recent decade of their lives than the previous adjacent decade, but not
from the other decades.

A closer look at theAcontent of the memories revealed that recent events
reported in the free recall flashbulb memory section generally were not public events,
but they were private events. Similarly, with probed recall of flashbulb events section
where probes were public events provided by the experimenter, almost none of the
participants seemed to posses flashbulb memory score 7 and/or over during when
they were over 60 and over years old. The strongest of the possiblé explanations
from the literature is that older people over 60 and 70 years experience an age related
deficit in the formation of flashbulb memories. Similarly, Yarmey and Bull (1977),
Conway, Cohen and Maylor (1994), and Tekcan and Peynircioglu (2002) found
" evidence to suggest that subjects over the age of 55 years had fewer flashbulb
memories than younger subjects.

4.3. Cue Word Effects

The present study was the first syStematical study in using cue words to
sample memories across the lifespan with a Turkish sample. The findings, as

reported before, replicated the previous literature (e.g. Rubin & Schulkind, 1997) in
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terms of the shape of the distribution and the place of the bump. Previous studies
replicated the reminiscence effect, as indicated by Rubin (2002) by using as many as
900 cue words given to each participant, and as few as 10 cue words. The present
demonstrated that the bur’np is still preserved when much fewer number of cue
wérds, six in the present case, were used. Moreover, analyses of cue word effects
yielded that the type of cue word used did not differentiate memories that came from
the bump period from other memories.

Rubin (1982) asserted that different cues had different effects; such that
concrete, easy-to-image words which usually have objects as referents produce older
memories, and abstract and hard-to-image words produced younger memories. The
cue words in the present stﬁdy were more of concrete words, such as ship, soup,
chest, etc. Although there is still a considerable proportion of memories from the
recent years of life, the reason for reporting of older memories from the 10-19 age
period by the participants may have resulted due to the use of concrete words. Future
studies in Turkish should replicate this methodology with abstract words in order to
see whether there would be any reporting biases in terms of the agé of the memories.

4.4, Phenomenologicél Characteristics

Brewer (1996), in his analysis on classification of types of memory, néted
that researchers use phenomenology to distinguish autobiographical memories from
other forms of memory. A side purpose of the present study was to provide further
evidence on whether flashbulb memories were to l;e classified a separate form of
memory or not. Comparisons among regular autobiographical and free recall
flashbulb memories indicated that free recall flashbulb memories were rated as
significantly higher than regular autobiographical memories. Since data in the

present study was collected from the same participants, this findings may well point
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to phenomenological differences, at least in intensity, among autobiographical and

flashbulb memories.

4.5, Distribution of Phenomenological Characteristics

In order to further ﬁnderstand the retrieval process, we also examined
phehomenological differences between memories from across the lifespan. Previous
research (e.g. Rubin and Schulkind, 1997; Fitzgerald, 1996) reported that memories
from the bump were not more significant, emotional or vivid compared to other
periods of the lifespan. Interestingly, in the present study it was found that memories
from the bump period with autobiographical memories were rated as more significant
and vivid compared to memories from ages 30 and over, but not statistically higher
than the memories from 0-t0-9 age. Such a finding points to the need for a more
systematic investigation of remote memories which were found to be more vivid,
significant and more frequently talked about compared to more recent memories.

With flashbulb memories, on the other hand, ratings of vividness,
surprisingness, significance and even emotionality of the memories from 10-to-29
age period were not statistically different from the other periods of the lifespan. How
can we explain the findings that, with regular autobiographical memories, qualitative
rating distributions predicted reminiscence bump, and not with flashbulb memories?
Although not asked directly in the first section, informal content analyses within
regular autobiographical memories yielded that reported memories were positive
altogether in content or they were currently positively evaluated when recalled.
There were few exceptional participants who reported traumatic and sad experiences
from their youth. Rubin and Bernsten (2002) proposed that life scripts favoring
positive events in young adulthood could account for the bump for there was é

preponderance of happy memories in the bump period. Therefore, it could be
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concluded that emotionality of the autobiographical memories may cause the
qualitative differences between different periods of lifespan. Indirect evidence for
such a conplusion comes from Wright (1991) who showed strong correlations
between importance/significance of the event and emotionality of the event. Findings
of the present study indicated that the reminiscence bump is predicted by the
proportion of participants who rates consequentiality/significance very higly, as seen
in Figure 4. It follows that significant events were quite happy memories, and thus
made the memories from the remote past qualitatively distinctive compared to recent
word-cued memories.

Flashbulb memories from all the periods of the lifespan, on the other hand,
were rated comparatively high. Pillemer (1984) noted that when asking for recall of
flashbulb memories lack of qualitative differences between periods of lifespan might
have resulted because individuals might think (in retrospect) that these types of
events, given their vivid nature, should be evaluated as important. Thus, he
concluded, with retrospective ratings one can never be sure whether retrieval itself
caused the rating or vice versa. For instance, in the present study; 1960 revolution
appeared as a flashbulb event, rated as highly significant, with both probed recall and
free recall of flashbulb memories. Although it was rated as highly significant and
vivid, there is evidence that reconstructive factors may be playing a role. 91% of the
participants reported to recall learning the news “of that important event” from the
“though” voice of a popular political figure, Alparslan Turkes, who was then only a
military officer unknown to the public. The possibility of recognizing his voice then
aé Turkes is quite low. It would be possible to conclude that extra importance is
attributed to the revolutién later and participants reconstructed their memories about

the event based on their later knowledge. Neisser (1982) noted that consequentiality
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is factor which contributes to the formation of flashbulb memories can change over
time, and this may lead to the reconstruction.

On the other hand, Rubin(2003) noted_ that lack of a difference of qualitative
differences among bump memories and memories from other decades of the lifespan
may be a sampling problem, that is the first memories that came to mind are most
probably the ones that are the highest in imagery, most significant and emotional,
therefore makes it difficult to make statistical comparisons in terms of their
occurrence in the lifespan.

Other phenomenological retrieval characteristics in the present study that
yielded interesting results in relation to age were remember/know judgments and
vantage point selections.

Regarding vantage point selection researchers (e.g. Mc Isaac and Eich, 2002)
identified age as an influencing variable. In general, it was found out that people
tended to see themselves as actors in events of the distant past, that is observer
perspective; but re-experienced recent events from something akin to the original
perspective, field perspective. Our results suggest that with regulér autobiographical
memories participants’ judgments regarding field perspective were concentrated
during 10-to-30 age decade, and dropped at 30-to-49 age decade whereas observer
memories peaked at a much later period, at 30-to-49 age decade and continued at a
steady level (65%) until the age at event was 70 and over. These findings indicate
that bump with auto memories is predicted by fielc.i memories, which were defined
by Neisser and Nigro (1983) as memories that focus on psychological states,
affective reactions of the actor. This finding may also contribute to explain the
qualitative rating differences among the bump and postbump periods with word-cued

autobiographical memories.
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The case is much different with free recall flashbulb memories. No field
memories came from 0-9 age period. They have a Peak at 10-29 age period and then
diminished toward 70-over age period. Interesting finding is that there is a
considerable percent (21%) of “both” category that contains both field and observer
perspectives in a single memory account. Both memories tended to peak at 10-29 age
period, too. These findings makes sense because observer memories are defined to
include information about how the subjects looked, what they did or where things
were, all of which are personal context details, which directly relates them to
flashbulb memories.

Interesting results were reached with remember/know judgments. With
autobiographical memories remember responses peaked at 10-to-19 age period, and
diminished at 30-to-39 age period, which points to the fact that memories from the
bump period are “relived rather than just “known” to happen. Given the finding that
there is no significant difference between the proportion of Remember responses
between 0-9 age period and 10-29 age period, points to the conclusion that remote
memories are relived, whereas recent memories are just known fbr this specific
sample. In other words, following Tulving’s ( 1985) reasoning episodic memory
contributes to remote memories, which is in line with Parkih and Walter (1992, as
cited in Rybash, 1999) who stated that older adults know the present but remember
the past. Thus, findings of the present study demonstrated that this phenomenological
property of autobiographical memories differs over. the lifespan. Specifically, the
bump peaked at 10to-19 age period for remember memories, whereas at 40to-49 age
period for know memories with autobiographical memories. These findings are in
sharp contrast with data from ﬁybash and Monaghan (1999) who found no difference

in the shape of the bump between remember and know memories.
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With flashbulb memories remember responses dominated all the age periods,
as expected given that flashbulb memories are the <memories for personal context.
However, a considerable proportion of Know responses also existed (10%). What is
interesting is that remember responses diminished at age 70 and over, pointing to an
aging effect. Specific explanations may include the assertion that flashbulb memories
depending on the same cognitive and neural processes as source memory. Johnson,
Hashtroudi, and Lindsay (1993) suggested that, by definition, source and flashbulb
memories both involve memory for the spatial, temporal or perceptual contexts in
which events are experienced. Moreover, in most studies of flashbulb memory, what
is of interest is memory for the reception of information about the event, when,
where, and from whom the event was heard; that is remembering the source of the
event itself. There are a wide range of studies with older adults that designate
disproportional deficits in source memory compared to factual and other types of
memories ( e.g. Brown, Jones, and Davis, 1995; Ferguson, Hashtroudi, and Johnson,
1992; Spencer and Rai, 1994). Thus, diminishing remember responses after 70 years
of age in the present study may well be related to the deficits of éource memory, and
thus, deficits in the formation of flashbulb memories.

4.6. Contents of the memories

It is of importance for extending the definition flashbulb memories that which
kind of memories people prefer to recall more when they were asked to report vivid
public and private memories. Holmes and Conway ( 1999) reported that their subjects
reported more private memories compared to public memories. The present study
also found that participants from all age groups reported more private memories than
public events. Moreover, although for all events, the general trend was considerably

high flashbulb memory scores, it was found that private flashbulb events were
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reported to have the highest scores. Similarly, Rubin and Kozin (1984) suggested
that the majority of flashbulb memories are formed to personally important life-
events rather than newsworthy events of national and international importance. Such
a conclusion is also supported by the present findings that a good percent of our
sample (30%) reported personal ties or connections to the public event they reported,
such as having father/brother that was influenced/ or influenced by the event. Wright
(1991) proposed emotionality, and therefore, consequeptiality of the event as the
primary predictor of flashbulb memory formation. Findings of the present study
additionally suggest personal significance and/or emotionality-consequentiality as a
crucial factor in the long term retention of flashbulb memories over the lifespan,
especially given that probed flashbulb memories had much lower scores compared to
the free recall flashbulb memory scores in the present study.

Elnick et al. (1999) reported that memories from the bump period were
generally from family/relationship or work/education domain and concluded that
since these memories reflected intense psychological activity related to self, the
results favored a self narrative hypothesis, favoring the retention of self-related
memories from late adolescence and early adulthood. Informal content analyses of
the free recall flashbulb events in the present study, especially the ones in the bump,
did not yield any steadiness of content areas. They were not consistently about
family, relationship, or work issues; nor wefe they always military issues. ‘Several
political issues were raised. Thus, it is hard to conclude for a self-narrative approach
with regard to contents of the free recall memories within this particular sample.

A rather novel aspect of the present study was to construct an index of
flashbulb eventé for the Turkish population. Some of the events which were asked as

probes in the third section appeﬁed as free recall flashbulb events with high FBM
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scores in the second section. These were 1960 revolution (1960), death of Ataturk
(1938), and 6/7 September-attacks on Rum residents in Istanbul (1955). Other events
that were frequently identified by the participan;s in the free recall section were
Execution of Menderes, a major earthquake (1999), Cyprus military operation, and
recent terrorist attacks on HSBC Bank in Istanbul. These events are worthy of
consideration, however, they should be interpreted with caution due to the smallness
of the sample of participants in the present study.

In conclusion, this study was an attempt to specify the influence of age on
memory processes further by comparing regular autobiographical and flashbulb
memories in terms of their distribution and phenomenological qualities. This study
was the first study in Turkish that systematically used cued recall for sampling of
autobiographical memories and findings yielded a clear reminiscence bump and
childhood amnesia components as reported by the earlier studies in the literature.
Moreover, this study was among the few in the literature that reported qualitative
differences between the memories from the bump period and post bump period.
Among the several predictors of such a difference may be the émotionality of the
memories of the bump memories as the preponderance of field memories, which are
characterized as containing affective and psychological states, from the same period
suggests.

Since no previous study systematically investigated distributién of flashbulb
memories across the lifespan and their phenomenolo gical qualities, the present study
used a double measure to assess flashbulb memories over the lifespan; free recall and
f)robed recall of flashbulb memories. Another motivation to use these methods was to
construct an index of flashbulb memories across the lifespan. The results yielded that

with both of the methods the reminiscence effect was replicated. Free recall flashbulb
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memories peaked at 20-to-30 age period, with a fewer proportion of childhood and
recent memories compared to word-cued autobiographical memories. Similarly,
when all the probe events were considered reminiscence was found to exist. An
important thing to note here is that flashbulb memory scores for probed recall section
were much lower compared to the events in the free recall section. Moreover,
phenomenological characteristics of free recall flashbulb memories do not differ
across different periods of lifespan; that is, bump memories were not found to be
qualitatively different from memories of other periods, in contrast with
autobiographical memories.

The present study compared the two types of memories in two areas,
reminiscence bump and childhood amnesia. Results indicated that autobiographical
and flashbulb memories tended to peak at different points in time, the former peaked
at 10-to-19 age period and the latter at 20-to-30 age period. No specific explanation
of such a finding can be suggeéted besides the qualitative differences between these
memory types. For instance, the bump with word-cued memories was supported by
field memories whereas bump period from free recall memories were supported by
observer and both perspectives.

It follows from the above findings that flashbulb memories do not appear as a
completely distinct type of memory in terms of its quantitative distribution across the
lifespan. However, flashbulb memories from all periods of the lifespan were found to
be more vivid, significant and frequently talked about than word cued
autobiographical memories, which is finding points to a qualitative difference

between these two types of memories, at least in intensity.
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APPENDIX A - MULAKAT SORULARI

Bu calisma Bogazici Universitesi yiiksek lisans programu bitirme tezi kapsamindadir.
Bu calisma kisilerin ge¢cmis deneyimlerini nasil hatirladigiyla ilgilidir.
Kesinlikle bir hafiza testi degildir.

Tleri calismalarda kullanmak icin, yasadifimiz 6miir boyunca taniklik ettiginiz
birtakim kisisel ve toplumsal olaylar hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak istiyoruz.

Calismaya katilmak tamamen goniilliidiir. Istediginiz zaman birakma hakkina
sahipsiniz. '

Kat11d1g1nlz icin simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.
I- Otobiyografik Bellek Sorulari

Simdi size baz1 kelimeler gosterecegim. Bu kelimelerin hatiriniza getirdigi ilk amyi
kisaca anlatmanizi isteyecegim. ( Bu kelimelerin size ¢agristirdigi olaylan ya da
deneyimlerinizi hatirlamaya calisiniz.) Bunlar mutlaka sizin de icinde bulundugunuz
ya da tanik oldugunuz olaylar olmalidir. Uzunlugu saniyeler, dakikalar veya saatler
-stirmiis olabilir. Ama mesela, giin boyunca siiren uzun bir olay: anlatmanizi
istemiyoruz. Daha ¢ok o uzun olayin kisa bir parcasini ya da basinizdan gegen kisa
siireli, ayrintili ve 6zel bir aniy1 anlatmanizi rica ediyoruz. Anlatacaginiz olaylar cok
ilging ya da 6nemli olmak zorunda degildir, basinizdan gecen herhangi bir olay1
anlatabilirsiniz. Mesela ben size “firin” kelimesini sdylersem; 5.yasinizdayken
annenizle gittiginiz firinda, ekmek kalmadigin: hatirlayabilirsiniz.

11k kelimeyi gordiikten sonra hemen cevap vermeyiniz. Kendinize diistinmek igin
siire tan1yimiz. AKLINIZA ILK GELEN OLAYI SOYLEYINIZ.

Eskiden yasadiginiz ya da yeni bir olay olabilir.
Liitfen son bir sene i¢inde meydana gelmemis olmasina dikkat ediniz.

Birden ¢ok ani ¢agrisim yapiyorsa liitfen en uygun buldugunuzu ( en ayrintili olani)
se¢iniz.

Yasadiginiz bu olayi bana 1-2 ciimleyle tarif eder misiniz. Daha sonra listiinde
konustugumuzda tantyabilmek igin birlikte bu aniya bir baslik bulalim.

Simdi liitfen anlattiginiz bu ant ile ilgili su sorular1 yamitlayiniz.
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e Bu olay o zamanki yasantiniz i¢cinde ne derece onemli bir olaydi?

Hic 6nemli degildi-1

Pek 6nemli degildi-2

Orta derecede 6nemli bir olaydi-3
Onemli bir olaydi-4

Cok onemli bir olaydi-5

e Bu olay su anda sizin i¢in ne kadar 6nemli?

Hic 6nemli degil-1

Pek 6nemli degil-2

Orta derecede 6nemli bir olay-3
Onemli bir olay-4

Cok 6nemli bir olay-5

e Buolay1 kimlere anlattiniz?

e Bu olay hakkinda baskalariyla ne siklikta konustunuz? Ne siklikta anlattiniz?

Hig-1
Biraz-2
Cok anlattim-3

(Bu aniy: daha 6nce tahminen kag¢ kez anlattiniz?)

e Bu aniyi daha 6nce ne kadar ayrintili anlattiniz? ( sadece anlatanlara
sorulacak)

Hig¢ ayrintih anlatmadim-1
Bazi ayrintilari anlattim ama herseyi degil-2
Olay1 biitiin ayrintilariyla anlattim-3

Bu olay1 yasadiginiz an su anda goziiniizde ne kadar canli beliriyor?

1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ canli degil belli-belirsiz  biraz canh ¢ok canli su an yastyormusum gibi

e Buolay meydana gelmeden 6nce buna benzer bir olay yasadiniz m1?

Hayir, hi¢ yasamadim-1
Evet, buna benzer olay yasadim-2
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e Simdi sizden bu olayi nasi hatirladigimzla ilgili bilgi istiyoruz. Insanlar baz
olaylarin sadece yasandigini bilir fakat hi¢bir ayrint1 hatirlamaz, géziinde
canlandiramaz. Biz bu anilara Bilinen anilar diyoruz. Baz1 anilar ise
hatirlarken su an yasityormus hissine kapilir, olay ile ilgili ayrintilar hatirlar.
Bu ikinci tarzdakilere ise Hatirlanan anilar diyoruz. Mesela, annenizle
gittiginiz firtnda ekmegi yapan kisinin hi¢ ekmekleri kalmadigini size
sOylemesini goziinlizde resim gibi canlandirabiliyorsamiz, bu amy1
hatirliyorsunuz demektir. Yok sadece o firinda ekmek olmadig bilgisini
animstyorsaniz bu olay1 sadece biliyorsunuz demektir. Simdi liitfen bu

olaymnin size nasil “geldigini” tekrar diisiiniiniiz ve bu

an1yi Biliyorum ya da Hatirhyorum olarak siniflandiriniz.

K (Bilinen) R (Hatirlanan)

e Yasantilar, anilar iki tiirlii hatirlanir. Bazi anilar anlatanin bakis acisindan
hatirlanir. Anlatan kisi sanki olay1 perdeye yansitilan bir filmde izliyormus
gibi hatirlar. Ikinci tiir anilar ise o olay1 sanki su anda yasiyormus gibi,
yasayan kisini goziinden hatirlanir. Siz bu aniy1 nasil hatirliyorsunuz?

O- Disandan izleyen 3. bir kisinin goziinden (observer)

F- Olay: yasayan kisinin goziinden (field)

e Bu aniyV/ olayr ne zaman yasadiginizi hatirliyor musunuz? Kabaca bir tarih
belirtebilir misiniz? Kag yasmnizda oldugunuzu hatirliyor musunuz?
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II- (Free-Recall) Flag Bellek Sorulari

Simdi sizden en 6nemli gordiigiiniiz 5 olay1 sOylemenizi isteyecegim. Kisisel ya da
toplumsal farketmez. Boyle onemli olaylarinnasil 6grenildigi genelde ¢ok net
hatrlanir. Mesala; bir yakininizin hamile oldugunu ilk 6grendiginiz an, ya da
beklenmedik sekilde bir yere bomba diistiigii haberini aldiginiz zaman gibi..Bu gibi
anlarda insanlar nerede, kimlerle birlikte olduklarini net olarak hatirlarlar. Ben de
sizden nasil duydugunuzu, 6grendiginiz cok net hatirladiginiz olaylari hatirlamnizi
istiyorum. Istediginiz kadar diisiinebilirsiniz.

Bir tane sdyleyin mesela ben size onun gibi olup olmadifini séyleyeyim.

e Evet, mesela bu olay: ilk duydugunuz an hatirliyor musunuz?
Evet Hayr

e Bu haberi duydugunuz an su anda goziiniizde ne kadar canlt beliriyor?
1 2 3 4 5

hi¢ canli degil  belli-belirsiz canli  cok canli su an yasiyormusum gibi

e Bu olay: ilk kimden/nereden duydugunuzu hatirliyor musunuz?
¢ Bu haberi aldiginizda saat tam olarak kact1?

e Bu haberi ilk duydugunuzda nerede oldugunuzu hatirliyor musunuz?
Neredeydiniz?

¢ Olay! duydugunuz esnada ne yaptiginizi hatirhyor musunuz? Ne ile
mesguldiiniiz? :

~ e Olayi duydugunuz esnada yanimizda kimler vardi?



122

¢ Olayi duydugunuz/yasadiginiz sirada ne hissettiniz? (saskinlik, korku,
heyecan vs.)

Cok zayif ‘ Cok kuvvetli
1. 1 2 3 4 5
2. 1 2 3 4 5
3. 1 2 3 4 5
¢ Olay hakkinda su anda ne hissediyorsunuz? (saskinlik, korku, heyecan vs.)
Cok zayif ' Cok kuvvetli
1. 1 2 3 4 S
2. 1 2 3 4 5
3. 1 2 3 4 5
¢ Bu olay sizin icin ne kadar siipriz/sasirtic1 oldu?
1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ sasirtic1 olmadi son derece sasirtict oldu
¢ Kendi giinliik yasaminizi diisiindiigiintizde, bu haberi ilk kez duydugunuzda
mesgul oldugunuz is/ugras sizin i¢in ne kadar siradan bir ugrasti?
1 2 3 4 -5
son derece siradan; son derece siradisi;
sik sik yaptigim bir sey normalde ¢ok az yaptigim

bir sey
e Bu olay o zamanki yasantiniz i¢inde ne derece 6nemli bir olaydi?

Hig 6nemli degildi-1

Pek onemli degildi-2

Orta derecede 6nemli bir olaydi-3
Onemli bir olaydi-4

Cok 6nemli bir olaydi-5

e Su anki degerlendirmenize gore bu olay ne kadar 6nemli bir olaydir?

Hig 6nemli degil-1

Pek 6nemli degil-2

Orta derecede onemli bir olay-3
Onemli bir olay-4

Cok 6nemli bir olay-5
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Bu olay hakkinda baskalariyla ne siklikta konustunuz? Ne siklikta anlattiniz?

Hig-1 -
Biraz-2
Cok anlattim-3

Bu an1y1 daha dnce ne kadar ayrintili anlattiniz? (sadece anlatanlara
sorulacak)

Hi¢ ayrintili anlatmadim-1
Baz: ayrintilan1 anlattim ama herseyt degil-2
Olayz biitlin ayrintilartyla anlatim-3

Simdi sizden bu olay1 nasil hatirladiginizla ilgili bilgi istiyoruz. Insanlar baz
olaylarin sadece yasandigin bilir fakat hi¢bir ayrintt hatirlamaz, goziinde
canlandiramaz. Biz bu anilara Bilinen anilar diyoruz. Bazi anilan ise
hatirlarken su an yasiyormus hissine kapilir, olay ile ilgili ayrintilar hatirlar.
Bu ikinci tarzdakilere ise Hatirlanan anilar diyoruz. Mesela, annenizle
gittiginiz finnda ekmegi yapan kisinin hi¢ ekmekleri kalmadigini size
soylemesini goziiniizde resim gibi canlandirabiliyorsaniz, bu aniy1
hatirltyorsunuz demektir. Yok sadece o firinda ekmek olmadig bilgisini
animsiyorsaniz bu olayi sadece biliyorsunuz demektir. Simdi liitfen bu
olaymnin size nasil “geldigini” tekrar diisiiniintiz ve bu
antyi Biliyorum ya da Hatirhyorum olarak siniflandiriniz.

K (Bilinen) R (Hatirlanan)

Yasantilar, anilar iki tiirlii hatrlanir. Baz: anilar anlatanin bakis acisindan
hatirlanir. Anlatan kisi sanki olayr perdeye yansitilan bir filmde izliyormus

~ gibi hatrlar. Ikinci tiir anilar ise o olay: sanki su anda yastyormus gibi,

yasayan kisini gbziinden hatirlanir. Siz bu aniy1 nasil hatirliyorsunuz?

O-  Disanidan izleyen 3. bir kisinin goziinden (observer)

F- Olay1 yasayan kisinin goziinden (field)

Bu olayin ne zaman meydana geldigini hatirliyor musunuz? Kabaca tarih
belirtiniz. Kag yasinda oldugunuzu hatirsiyor musunuz?
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III- (Probed Recall) Flas Bellek Sorular:

Simdi sizden bir takim 6nemli politik ya da toplumsal olaylari, 6zellikle sasirtici
olaylari nasil 6grendiginizi hatirlamaniz1 isteyecegim. Bu sefer olaylar kisa bagliklar
halinde size ben soyleyecegim.

* haberini/ olayini ilk duydugunuz ani hatirliyor
musunuz?

Evet Hayir

e Bu haberi duydugunuz an su anda goziiniizde ne kadar canli beliriyor?

1 2 3 4 5
hi¢ canlt degil belli-belirsiz . canli  ¢ok canli olayi su an yasiyormusum gibi

e Bu olayr ilk kimden/nereden duydugunuzu hatirliyor musunuz?
e Bu haberi aldifinizda saat tam olarak kagt1?

e Bu haberi ilk duydugunuzda nerede oldugunuzu hat1rhybr musunuz?
Neredeydiniz?

e Olayt duydugunuz esnada ne yaptiginizi hatirliyor musunuz? Ne ile
mesguldiintiz?

e Olay1 duydugunuz esnada yanmizda kimler vardi?

e Olay1 duydugunuz sirada ne hissettiniz? (saskinlik, korku, heyecan

VvS.)
Cok zayif Cok kuvvetli
1. 1 2 3 4 5
2. 1 2 3 4 5
3. 1 2 3 4 S
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e Olay hakkinda su anda ne hissediyorsunuz? (saskinlik, korku, heyecan

vS.)
Cok zayif Cok kuvvetli
1. 1 2 3 4 5
2. 1 2 3 4 5
3. 1 2 3 4 5

e Bu olay sizin i¢in ne kadar stipriz/sasirtici oldu?

1 2 3 4 5

hic¢ sasirtici olmadi son derece sasirtict oldu

e Kendi giinlik yasaminizi diisiindiigiiniizde, bu haberi ilk kez duydugunuzda
mesgul oldugunuz is/ugras sizin i¢in ne kadar siradan bir ugrast1?

1 2 3 4 5
son derece siradan; son derece siradist;
sik sik ya da diizenli normalde ¢ok az yaptigim
olarak yaptigim bir seydi bir seydi

¢ Bu olay o zamanki yasantiniz i¢inde ne derece 6nemli bir olaydi1?

Hig¢ 6nemli degildi-1

Pek onemli degildi-2

Orta derecede dnemli bir olaydi-3
Onemli bir olaydi-4

Cok onemli bir olaydi-5

¢ Su anki degerlendirmenize gore bu olay ne kadar énemli bir olaydir?

Hic 6nemli degil-1

Pek 6nemli degil-2

Orta derecede dnemli bir olay-3
Onemli bir olay-4

Cok Snemli bir olay-5
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¢ Bu olay hakkinda, olaydan hemen sonra baskalariyla ne siklikta konustunuz?
Ne siklikta anlattiniz, tartistimiz? Bu haber hakkinda yorumlara maruz
kaldiniz?

Hic ayrintili anlatmadim-1
Baz: aynintilan anlattim ama herseyi degil-2
Olay biitiin ayrintilartyla anlattim-3

¢ Bu olay hakkinda son bir yil i¢inde ne siklikta konustunuz ya da olayin
tizerinde diisiindiiniiz?

Hig-1
Biraz-2
Cok-3

e Simdi sizden bu olay1 nasil hatirladifimizla ilgili bilgi istiyoruz. Insanlar baz
olaylarin sadece yasandigim bilir fakat hicbir ayrinti hatirlamaz, géziinde
canlandiramaz. Biz bu anilara Bilinen anilar diyoruz. Bazi anilar ise
hatirlarken su an yastyormus hissine kapilir, olay ile ilgili ayrintilar hatirlar.
Bu ikinci tarzdakilere ise Hatirlanan anilar diyoruz. Mesela, annenizle
gittiginiz firinda ekmegi yapan kisinin hi¢ ekmekleri kalmadigini size
soylemesini goziiniizde resim gibi canlandirabiliyorsaniz, bu aniy1
hatirliyorsunuz demektir. Yok sadece o firinda ekmek olmadig bilgisini
antmsiyorsaniz bu olay1 sadece biliyorsunuz demektir. Simdi liitfen bu

olayinin size nasil “geldigini” tekrar diisiiniiniiz ve bu

aniyt Biliyorum ya da Hatirhyorum olarak siniflandiriniz.

K (Bilinen) R (Hatlrlanén)

e Yasantilar, anilar iki tiirlii hatirlanir. Bazi anilar anlatanin bakis agisindan
hatirlanir. Anlatan kisi sanki olay: perdeye yansitilan bir filmde izliyormus
gibi hatirlar. Ikinci tiir anilar ise o olay: sanki su anda yastyormus gibi,
yasayan kisini géziinden hatirlanir. Siz bu aniy1 nasil hatirliyorsunuz?

O-  Disandan izleyen 3. bir kisinin géziinden (observer)

F- Olay1 yasayan kisinin goziinden (ficld)

e Bu olaymn ne zaman meydana geldigini hatirliyor musunuz? Kabaca bir
" tarih belirtebilir misiniz? Kag yasimizda oldugunuzu hatirliyor musunuz?
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APPENDIX B — KATILIMCI BILGi FORMU ve CEVAP FORMU

= IDNO:

= Yas:

[ Icinsiyet:

=  Egitim Duramu: ( Liitfen en son mezun oldugunuz okulu belirtiniz.)

ko gretim
Ortadgretim
Lise
Yiiksekokul
Universite
Yiiksek Lisans

=  Alant:
= Meslegi:

=  Emekli ise, kag yildir emekli:
.* Emekli olduktan sonra ne isle mesgul oldunuz? (if relevant)

=  Evde birlikte yasadigimiz kimseler var rm? Varsa kimler?
= Ne kadar stiredir burada oturuyorsunuz? Simdiye kadar nerede, ne siklikta
yasadimiz?

= Bos vakitlerinizi nasil degerlendirirsiniz? Sik sik yaptigimiz aktiviteler nelerdir?

- kitap vs. okumak 1., 2piraz 3ok

- gazete ve gorsel yayim organlarmi takip (haberleri izlemek): 1 a; 2yiraz 3cok

- sosyal gruplara ( dernek, kliip, kiraathane vb) katilmak: 2piraz 3ok

- diizenli olarak gittiginiz arakdas toplantilan, kliip, orduevi, 6gretmenevi gibi yerler
var m1?

- Diger

=  Giinde ortalama kag saat TV izliyorsunuz?
"= En ¢ok hangi programlan seyrediyorsunuz?

= Siirekli bir ila¢ kullaniyor musunuz? __ Y N
Nigin kullaniyorsunuz?



[KODLAMA SAYFAS]

1 Béliim. Otobiyografik Bellek

VAPUR Bagshk:
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O zamanki yasanti icinde ne kadar 6nemli: 1y 2 3 4 5¢ok
Su andé ne kadar 6nemli: 1y 2 3 4 Seok

Kimlere anlattiniz:

Bagkalariyla ne siklikta konustunuz: 1y 2 3ok

Daha Once ne kadar ayninuth anlatmz: 1y, 2 3eox

Ne kadar canli beliriyor: 1y, 2 3 4 5 gox

Benzer bir olay yasadimizmi: E H

Know/remember: K R

Vantage point: F 0

KADIFE Bashl

O zamanki yaganti iginde ne kadar 6nemli: 1y 2 3 4 Scok
Su anda ne kadar dnemli: 1y 2 3 4 Scok

Kimlere anlattiniz:

Baskalanyla ne sikhikta konustunuz: 1y, 2 3ok

Daha 6nce ne kadar ayrintih anlatimz: 1y, 2 3ok

Ne kadar canli beliriyor: 1 2 3 4 5 cok

Benzer bir olay yasadimizmi: E = H

Know/remember: K R

Vémtage point: F 0O

ZiL Baghk:
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Benzer bir olay yasadimzmi: E H

O zamanki yasant1 i¢inde ne kadar dnemli: 1y 3 4 5¢ok
Su anda ne kadar Snemli: Iy 2 3 4 " Seok
Kimlere anlattiniz: v
Baskalanyla ne siklikta konuastunuz: l‘hig 2 3ok
Daha 6nce ne kadar aynintih anlatimz: 1, 2 3ok
Ne kadar canl beliriyor: 1 2 3 4 S ok
Benzer bir olay yasadimz mi: E H
Know/remember: K R
Vantage point: F O
ANAHTAR Btk
O zamanki yasanti icinde ne kadar Snemli: 1y 2 3 4 5¢ok
Su anda ne kadar Snemli: 1y 2 3 4 5ok
Kimiere anlattiniz:
Bagkalariyla ne sikhikta konustunuz: 1y, 2 3ok
Daha 6nce ne kadar ayrintili anlatimz: 1y, 2 3ok
Ne kadar canli beliriyor: 1 p; 2 3 4 5 cok
Benzer bir olay yasadimz mui: E H
Know/remember: K R
Vantage point: F O
CORBA Bashk:
O zamanki yasant1 icinde ne kadar 6nemli: 1 2 3 4 5¢ok
Su anda ne kadar dnemli: 1y 2 3 4 5cok
Kimlere anlattiniz:
Baskalariyla ne siklikta konustunuz: 1y, 2 3ok
Daha 6nce ne kadar ayrintih anlatimz: 1p;; 2 3ok
Ne kadar canli beliriyor: 1 ¢ 2 3 4 5 cok



Know/remember: K R

Vantage point: F o

SANDIK Bk
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O zamanki yasant1 i¢inde ne kadar 6nemli: Ty 2 3
Su anda ne kadar 6nemli: 1y 2 3 4 Seok

Kimlere anlattiniz:

Bagkalariyla ne sikhikta konustunuz: 1y, 2 3ok

Daha 6nce ne kadar ayrintihi anlatiniz: 1y, 2 3ok

Ne kadar canl beliriyor: 1 2 3 4 Seok
Benzer bir olay yasadimzmi: E H

Know/remember: K R

Vantage point: F O

Animn vast: Kadife
Vapur
Zi
Anabhtar :
Corba
Sandik :

11. Boliim. Flas Bellek -Free Recall-
1.

4

Scok

ilk duydugunuz: E H

Ne kadar canli: 1 2 3 4 Sok
Nereden 6grendiniz:

Saat: Kimlerleydiniz:

Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:

Duygulithen:1;;2 34 5 Duygu2then:1p;, 234 5
Duyguinow:1 y; 2345 (o DuyguZnow: 1y 2345 o1

Sasirtict 1y 2 3 4 5 cok

Ne kadar siradan: 1 2 3 4 5 ok
O zaman ne kadar Snemli: 14 2345 o

Ne siklikta: Ipc23

R/K:R K

Duygu3then:1 ;2345 o
Duygu3now: 1 y;c 2345 ok

su an ne kadar 6nemli: 142345
son bir yil iginde: 1 ;2 3
vantage point: F O
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2,

1k duydugunuz: E H

Ne kadar canli: 1 2 3 4 Seok
Nereden dgrendiniz:

Saat: ) Kimlerleydiniz:
Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:
Duygulthen:1p;c2 3 4 5 o
Duygulnow:1 p; 2345 .o«

Duygu2then:1y 2345 o
Duygu2now: 1y 2345

Duygu3then:1 42345
Duygu3now: 1 2345

Sastrticn 1y 2 3 4 5ok

Ne kadar srradan: 1 2 3 4 5 gok

O zaman ne kadar dnemli: 1423 45 oy su an ne kadar nemli: 1423 45 o
Ne siklikta: 1hc23 son bir yul iginde: 1 pic 2 3 g
R/K: R K vantage point: F O

3.

[k duydugunuz: E H

Ne kadar canli: 1 2 3 4 Seok

Nereden 0grendiniz:

Saat: Kimlerleydiniz:

Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:
Duygulthen:1y;c2 34 5 oo«
Duygulnow:1 g 2345 oo«

Duygu2then:1 e 2345 o
Duygu2now: 1 e 2345 ook

Duygu3then:1 ;0234 5
Duygu3now: 1y 2345 cox

Sagirtici 1 p;e 2 3 4 5 cok

Ne kadar siradan: 1y 2 3 4 5 gok

O zaman ne kadar dnemli: 113,234 5 su an ne kadar dnemli: 143234 5 o
Ne siklikta: 123 son bir yil iginde: 14 2 3 ok
R/K:R K vantage point: F O

4.

Ik duydugunuz: E H

Ne kadar canli: 1y 2 3 4 Seok

Nereden 0grendiniz:

Saat: Kimlerleydiniz:

Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:
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Duygulthen:1;;2 34 5 o Duygu2then:1 i 2345 . Duygu3then:1 ;2345 o
Duyguinow:1 pic 2345 ok Duygu2now: 1 y;c 2345 Duygu3now: 1 i 2345
Sasirtic 1y 2 3 4 5ok

Ne kadar siradan: 1y 2 3 4 Seok

O zaman ne kadar Snemli: 1y 234 5 o su an ne kadar Snemli: 13,234 5 o
Ne siklikta: 123 son bir yil iginde: 14ig 2 3 o

R/K: R K vantage point: F O

5.

1k duydugunuz: E H

Ne kadar canli: 1, 2 3 4 Scok

Nereden 6grendiniz:

Saat: Kimlerleydiniz:

Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:

Duyguithen:1pic2 34 5 o1 Duygu2then:1yic 2345 Duygu3then:1p. 234 5
Duygulnow:] i 2345 Duygu2now: 1y 2345 Duygu3now: 1 yic 2345 o
Sagirtica 1y 2 3 4 5 ok

Ne kadar siradan: 1 y¢ 2 3 4 5 cok

O zaman ne kadar 6nemli: 14523 45 & su an ne kadar dnemli: 142345 o
Ne siklikta: 1123 son bir y1l iginde: 1 ¢ 2 3 ok

R/K:R K vantage point: F O

Ammnn yasi: 1

“hn K W N
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I11. Boliim Flas Bellek -Probed Recall-

Lotus faciasi-1926

Ik duydugunuz: E H

Ne kadar canli: 1 L2 3 4 Scok

Nereden 6grendiniz:

Saat: . Kimlerleydiniz:

Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:

Duygulthen:lhig 23454 Duygu2then:1pi; 234 5 Duygu3then:1 ;2345 oo
Duygulnow:1 . 2345 o Duygu2now: 1 y; 2345 ook Duygu3now: 1 4 2345 o
Sasirtict 1 ;¢ 2 3 4 5 ok

Ne kadar siradan: 1 2 3 4 5 cok

O zaman ne kadar Onemli: 145234 5 ¢ su an ne kadar 6nemli: 145,234 5
Ne siklikta: 1h23 son bir yil i¢inde: 1 1 2 3 g1

R/K:R K vantage point: F O

Atatiirk’iin 6liimii-1938

ilk duydugunuz: E H

Ne kadar canli: 1 2 3 4 Scok

Nereden 6grendiniz: ’

Saat: Kimlerleydiniz:

Neredeydiniz: -

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:

Duygulthen:14ic2 34 5 o Duygu2then:1 e 2345 Duygu3then:1 e 234 5 o
Duygulnow:1 y; 2345 o« Duygu2now: 1 ;¢ 2345 o Duygu3now: 1 y;¢ 2345 oo
Sasirtict 1y 2 3 4 5 cok

Ne kadar siradan: 1 p; 2 3 4 5 cok

O zaman ne kadar Onemli: 145323 45 su an ne kadar dnemli: 14234 5
Ne siklikta: 1p23 son bir yil i¢inde: 1 pig 2 3 cox

R/K: R K vantage point: F O

Refah faciasi-1941

Ik duydugunuz: E H

Ne kadar canli: 1 g 2 3 4 Scok

Nereden dgrendiniz:

Saat: Kimlerleydiniz:

Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:

Duygulthen:1;c2 3 4 5 o« Duygu2then:1y;; 23456 Duygu3then:1, 234 5
Duygulnow:1 ¢ 2345 o« DuyguZnow: 1 ¢ 2345 o Duygu3now: 1y 2345 ok
Sagirtict 1y 2 3 4 5 qok w

Ne kadar siradan: 1 2 3 4 5 cok

O zaman ne kadar Snemli: 11,234 5 su an ne kadar 6nemii: 112345 o
Ne siklikta: 1423 son bir yil icinde: 1 ;¢ 2 3 o

R/K:R K vantage point: ¥ O
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6-7 Evyhil olaylari-1955

ik duydugunuz: E H

Ne kadar canli: 1 4 2 3 4 Sok

Nereden §grendiniz:

Saat: Kimlerleydiniz:

Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz: ,
Duygulthen:12 34 5 o DuyguZthen:1 ;e 234 5o Duygu3then:1 ¢ 2345
Duygulnow:1 yi; 2345 o« Duygu2now: 1 yic 2345 .o Duygu3now: 1 e 2345 o
Sasirucs 1 ¢ 2 3 4 5 cok

Ne kadar siradan: 1, 2 3 4 5 gok

O zaman ne kadar dnemli: 14234 5 o su an ne kadar Snemli: 14,234 5o
Ne siklikta: 1h23 son bir yil iginde: 1 2 3 ook

R/K: R K vantage point: F O

1960 ihtilali-1960

1lk duydugunuz: E H

Ne kadar canli: 1y 2 3 4 Scok

Nereden ogrendiniz:

Saat: Kimlerleydiniz:

Neredeydiniz: :

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:

Duygulthen:1pc2 34 5k Duygu2then:1pe 2345 o Duygu3then:14ic 234 5 o«
Duygulnow:1 y;c 2345 Duygu2now: 1 ;¢ 2345 o Duygu3now: 1 ¢ 2345
Sasirtict 1 g 2 3 4 5 cok

Ne kadar siradan: 1 2 3 4 5 cok .

O zaman ne kadar 6nemli: 14ic 234 5 o« su an ne kadar dnemliz 145,23 4 5 g
Ne siklikta: The23 son bir yil iginde: 1p;c 2 3 oo

R/K: R K vantage point: F O

ismet inénii’niin 6liimii-1973

Ik duydugunuz: E H

Ne kadar canh: 1 ;¢ 2 3 4 Sok

Nereden 6grendiniz:

Saat: Kimlerleydiniz:

Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:

Duygulthen:1yc2 3 4 5 Duygu2then:1 ;g 2345 o Duygu3then:1 e 234 5 o
Duygulnow:1 e 2345 Duygu2now: 1y 2345 col Duygu3now: 1 g 2345 ox
Sasirtict 1y 2 3 4 5 cok .

Ne kadar siradan: 1 g 2 3 4 5 ok

O zaman ne kadar 6nemliz 14 23 4 5 o . su an ne kadar onemli: 1,234 5
Ne siklikta: 123 son bir yil iginde: 1y 2 3 ook

R/K:R K vantage point: F O



Ozal’a suikast-1988
Ik duydugunuz: E
Ne kadar canh: 1y
Nereden 6grendiniz:
Saat:

Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:

Duygulthen:1y2 34 5
Duygulnow:1 y;c 2345

Sasirtict 1 pg 2
Ne kadar siradan: 1y

e

3
2

3 4 Scok

Kimlerleydiniz:

-Duygu2then:1 e 2345 ¢

Duygu2now: 1 15, 2345 o1

4 5 cok
3 4 5 cok

O zaman ne kadar dnemli: 142345

Ne siklikta: Tpg23

R/K:R K

Ozal’1n 6liimii-1993
Ik duydugunuz: E
Ne kadar canli: 1 ;¢
Nereden 6grendiniz:
Saat:

Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:

Duygulthen:1;.2 34 5 o
Duygulnow:1 pi; 2345 (o

Sasirtict 1 g 2
Ne kadar siradan: 1

N T

3
2

Duygu3then:1 5 2 34 5 ok
Duygu3now: 1, 2345 o

son bir yil iginde: 1 4ic 2 3 ok
vantage poini: F O

3 4 5 ok

Kimlerleydiniz:

DuyguZthen:1 i 23 4 5o
DuyguZnow: 1 2345 o
4 5 cok
3 4 5 cok

O zaman ne kadar 6nemli: 142345

Ne siklikta: Tpc 23

R/K: R K

11 Eyliil hava saldirsi-2000

ilk duydugunuz: E
Ne kadar canhi: 1
Nereden 6grendiniz:
Saat:

Neredeydiniz:

Ne isle mesguldiiniiz:

Duygulihen:1y;c2 3 4 5o
Duygulnow:1 e 2345

Sasirtict 1y 2
Ne kadar siradan: 1y

H
2

3
2

Duygu3then:1; 234 5
Duygu3now: 1y 2345 o

son bir yil icinde: 1 pic 2 3 ok
vantage point: F O

3 4 5ok

Kimlerleydiniz:

Duygu2then:1y 2345 o

Duygu2now: 1y, 2345 .

4 5 cok
3 4 5 gox

O zaman ne kadar 6nemli: 14,2345

Ne siklikta: The23

R/K:R K

Duygu3then:1p;; 234 5 o

Duygu3now: 1 i 2345

son bir yil icinde: 1 ¢ 2 3 ok
vantage point: F O
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su an ne kadar onemli: 14ic 234 5 g

su an ne kadar Onemli: 144234 5 o

su an ne kadar Onemli: 112345 o
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APPENDIX C - List of Free Recall Events and their Percent of Mention

Event Name Percent of Mention Frequency
Private Events 30.0 . 38
1960 Revolution-1960 13 T 9
Execution of Menderes-1 95 1 7.3 9
Cyprus Invasion-1974 6.5 8
1999 Earthquake-1999 6.5 8
Bombing of HSBC Bank-2003 6.5 8
Death of Ataturk-1938 4.0 5
1980 R evolution-1980 4.0 5 |
September 6/7 (attacks at Rums)-1955 4.0 5
Execution of Deniz Gezmis-1972 2.4 3
Korean War-1950 | 24 3
Start of World War I1-1940 2.4 3
Other major Earthquakes-1992 2.4 3
DP becoming the ruling party-1950 1.6 2
Great Fire at Kapalicarsi-1943 1.6 2
Bombing of Sinagogs-2003 1.6 ' 2
World War II- military regime-1942 0.8 ' 1
September 11-WTC-2000 0.8 1
Exchange of residents -1930 08 1
Ship Accident at Izmit-1958 0.8 I 3 1
Assassination of Israeli Consul-1971 0.8 1
Start of color broadcasting-1981 0.8 1
Death of Muhsin Ertugrul-1979 0.8 1
Death of Muammer Karaca—l978 0.8 1-
Yilmaz Guney’s murder attempt—r17974 0.8 i

Abolishing “Village Institutes’’-1954 0.8 |
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APPENDIX D — List of Free Recall Events and their brief descriptions

Event Name Description

1960 Revolution-1960 A military coup to abolish ruling of Democratic Peak to
prepare a new constitution

Execution of Menderes-1961  Execution of former prime minister of Turkey
Cyprus Military Operation-1974 A military operation on the northern part of the Cyprus
Island by Turkish forces to claim rights of Turkish

minorities in Cyprus against Greek forces

1999 Earthquake A major earthquake in Turkey-Golcuk with great loss

Bombing of HSBC Bank-2003 Terrorist attacks on HSBC Bank

Death of Ataturk-1938 Death of the first President of Turkey and founder of Turkish
Republic

1980 Revolution-1980 A military coup

September 6/7 - 1955 Attacks on Rum residents in Istanbul, plundering of their
properties

Execution of Deniz Gezmis-1972 Execution by hanging of three leftist activists

Korean War-1950 Turkey’s decision to send troops to Korean War

Start of World War I1-1940 News of the declaration of war by Germany

Other major Earthquakes-1992 Other major earthquakes in Turkey-1939 Mus/1992
Erzincan with great losses

DP; becoming ruling party-1950 Democratic Peak’s becoming the first party in the 1950

elections

Fire at Kapalicarsi-1943 The great fire at Kapalicarsi, a center for trade in Istanbul, a
total of 202 stores were destroyed

Bombing of Sinagogs-2003  Terrorist attacks on two sinagogs in Istanbul

- World War II- 1942 Announcement of a military regime at northwestern parts of
Turkey pointing to Turkey’s possible joining to the war

September 11-WTC-2000 Terrorist attacks on World Trade Center in New York

Exchange of residents -1930  Announcement of the exchange of residents
between Greece and Turkey
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Ship Accident at Izmit-1958 The greatest ship accident in Turkish history in
[zmit in which hundreds of students were drown

Assassination of Israeli Consul-1971  Israeli Consul Efraim Elrom assassinated in Istanbul.

Start of color broadcasting-1981 Tests of color broadcasts of Turkey National
Televisions
Death of Muhsin Ertugrul-1979 Death of a popular actor and the founder of modern

Turkish theatre and cinema
Death of Muammer Karaca-1978 Death of a famous actor and director
Yilmaz Guney’s murder attempt-1974 A famous actor and director murdered a judge.

Abolishment “Village Institutes’’-1954 Abolishment of an educational mobilisation
program for social change
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