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Thesis Abstract
A Reevaluation of Canonical Categories in Flashbulb Memories
Burcu Kaya Kizil6z
The aim of the present study is to reevaluate the canonical categoriesin
flashbulb memoriesdefined by Brown and Kulik (1977). Also, the present study is
aimed to examine the relationship between canonical categories and event type,
consequentiality, event memory, and cue type. It was predicted that canonical
categories will differ for personal and public events. Also, regardiess of the event
type, type of canonical categories remembered is expected to be related to the cue
type. Furthermore, arelation between canonical categories and consequentiality
and event memory is predicted. The data for the study was gathered from the
participant who attended university entrance exam in 1998, 1999, and 2000. The
cancellation of the university entrance exam in 1999, September, 11 eventsin 2001
and bombing of the HSBC Bank in 2003 were used as events for flashbulb
memories. A questionnaire for flashbulb memory, a consequentiality questionnaire
and an event memory questionnaire was used. The results revealed that there was
difference between 1998, 1999 and 2000 groups in terms of word counts, number
of canonical categories remembered and flashbulb memory scores for personal
events. It was found that the number and types of the canonical categories were
affected by the event type, consequentiality, and being affected by the event. No

significant effects were found for cue type.



Kisa Ozet
Flas Bellekteki Kanonik Kategorilerin Y eniden Degerlendirilmesi
Burcu KayaKizil6z

Bu arastirmanin amaci Brown ve Kulik’ de (1977) tanimlanan, flas bellekteki kanonik
kategoriler yeniden degerlendirilmektir. Ayrica kanonik kategoriler ve olay tird,
etki/bnem dereces, olay bellegi ve ipucu turtarasindaki iliski incelenmistir.
Kanonik kategorilerin kisisel ve toplumsal olaylar arasinda fark gosterecegi
Ongorulmastir. Ayrica olay tipinden bagimsiz olarak, hatirlanan kanonik kategori
turlerinin ipucu tardyle iliskili olacagi ongordlmuistir. Ayrica, kanonik kategoriler
ve etki/onem derecesi ve olay bellegi arasinda bir iliski 6éne strtlmustir. Veriler
Ogrenci segme sinavina 1998, 1999 ve 2000 yillarinda giren katilimcilardan
toplanmistir. 1999’ da gerceklesen dgrenci segme sinavinin iptali, 2001’ de
gerceklesen 11 Eylul olaylari ve 2003’ de meydana gelen HSBC Bankas’ nin
bombalanmasi flas bellek olaylari olarak kullaniimistir. Bir flas bellek anketi, bir
etki/6nem anketi ve bir olay bellegi anketi kullanilmistir. Sonuclar 1998, 1999 ve
2000 gruplari arasinda sozcuk sayisi, hatirlanan kanonik kategori sayis ve flas bellek
skoru acisindan fark oldugunu gostermistir. Hatirlanan kanonik kategorilerin
sayisinin ve tarinin olay tard, etki/dnem derecesi, olay bellegi ve olaydan katilimci
yadabir yakinin etkilenmis olmasindan etkilendigi bulunmustur. Ipucu tirintn

kanonik kategorilerin sayisi ve turtine anlamli bir etkis bulunamamistir.

Vi
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1. INTRODUCTION

The term “flashbulb memory” was introduced to the literature by Brown and Kulik
in 1977. They used the term flashbulb memory to define the memories for the
circumstances in which a person first learned of a very consequential and very
surprising event. According to the flashbulb memory hypothesis postulated by the
authors, high values of surprise and consequentiality are requisite for the formation of
flashbulb memories. The element of surprise initiates the formation and level of
personal consequentiality determines the degree of elaboration of memory. Therefore,
Brown and Kulik claimed that flashbulb memories can have different degrees of
clarity and detail and there is a positive correlation between degrees of clarity and
detail and personal consequentiality: the greater the level of personal consequentiality,
the more clear and detailed the memory.

The authors stated that the flashbulb memory hypothesis has its roots in the neuro-
psychological theory caled “now print” (Livingstone, 1967). In this theory, it is
argued that when an event occursit isfirst evaluated in terms of expectedness and
surprise. Following that, a test for biological significance of the event is made. If the
event passes this test and accepted as biologically significant, then the limbic system
firesinto the reticular system. This stimulation resultsin a spreading discharge
distributed among the cortical hemispheres. As aresult of these responses, the state of

the brain is recorded as a memory and all circumstancestied to that event are
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permanently registered. This theory overlaps with Brown and Kulik’s Flashbulb
Memory Hypothesis in severa ways, however, unlike Brown and Kulik (1977),
Livingstone (1967) argues that everything is captured and encoded just like a
photograph.

To examine formation of flashbulb memories, Brown and Kulik conducted the first
formal flashbulb memory study. Brown and Kulik (1977) used two criteriain the
study. Based on the assassination of JohnF. Kennedy, the first criterionwasthat the
public event had to be unexpected and novel, therefore surprising. The secord criterion
was that different groups within the society would rate the consequentiality of different
events varioudy.

Brown and Kulik used forty white and forty black Americans as subjects. The age
range of the white subjects was 20 to 54 with a median age of 27 and it was 20 to 60
with amedian of 25 for the black subjects. 10 very unexpected novel events were
selected to test their hypotheses to satisfy the first operation: the registration of
novelty. The first event, assassination of J. F. Kennedy satisfied this operation. Besides
this event, 8 more public events and a personal event like a death of afriend or family
member included. The public events were the assassinations of Medgar Evers, J. F.
Kennedy, Malcolm “X”, Martin Luther King, Robert F. Kennedy, Ted Kennedy,
George Wallace, Gerald Force, and the death of General Francisco Franco.
Consequentiality should also be fulfilled for all of the subjects. Therefore the 8 public
events were divided into two different types of events which can satisfy the need of
consequentiality for both white and black Americans. Subjects were also asked to rate
the consequentiality of the eventsin afive point scale.
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Subjects were first given the definition of the flashbulb memoriesin atwo page
booklet. After that, they were asked the question “Do you recall the circumstances in
which you heard that...?’” for al of the events. If the subject answered the question
positively, he/she was asked to write afree recall of the circumstances in any form or
order and at any length he liked. After each event subjects were asked to rate the
conseguentiality of the event. The consequentiality was defined in the study as*“In
order to rate the consaequentiality of an event you must try to imagine things that might
have gone differently had if x lived”. Next, the subjects rehearsal rate was measured
by asking how often they had related that account.

Brown and Kulik (1977) used three criteria of flashbulb effect. The first one was
subjects' response to the question as yes or no. Since a divison made by asimple
guestion is not absolute and cannot cover the content, number of words used in the
narrative was used as the second criterion. This criterion also enabled to represent the
fact that flashbulb memories varied in degree. The third criterion, a content coding of
the circumstances written down in the narratives in terms of prevalent categories, was
used to see the constancies and to make a better analysis of the content. As there was
no previoudy defined content for memories to be accepted as flashbulb memories, the
authors invented arule to apply to the memories. The first author read al the memory
descriptions and identified six classes of informetion reported on 50 percent or more of
the accounts. These six classes were place, ongoing event, informant, affect in others,
own affect and aftermath. These six classes of information were accepted to be
canonical in memories as they were likely to be remembered but no one used al six

categories at the same time. In addition to these categories, there were also classes of
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information in the memories which were unique and could not be categorized. So the
content of the information given by subjects in memories were dl unique in a sense
but they could also be categorized by the presence of six canonical categories.

For the personal events, five of the previous categories were identified: place,
ongoing event, informant, own affect and aftermath. In addition, related to the nature
of the question two additional categories were present: event and person. These seven
categories were defined as the canonical categories for the persona events. In line with
the public events, the memories for personal events also included unique information
that could not be categorized.

For both the public and personal events, there were great variations between
subjects in terms of the canonical categories used. Based on this, Brown and Kulik
(1977) defined the criteria of amemory to be flashbulb as a yes answer to the question
“do you remember the circumstances when you first heard x” and presence of at least
one of the canonical category in the free recall of memories.

The first hypothesis of the study was that the degree of elaboration in flashbulb
accounts measured in terms of the canonical categories would be positively related
with consequentiality of the events. The second hypothesis was that, the degree of
consequentiality, frequency of overt rehearsal and degree of elaboration would be
positively correlated with each other.

In the analysis the consequentiality measured both with the race of the participants

and the sdlf reports were compared for ten events. The people who were more
involved with civil rights were expected to be rated more consequential for black

participants. The results showed that, black participants rated people involved morein
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civil rights as more consequential. In addition, the relation between the
consequentiality and overt rehearsal was very high. Consequentiality was also
positively correlated with the elaboration of an account in canonical categories and
length in words of memory descriptions. Also, rehearsals were also found to be related
to content elaboration and word length in accounts.

This study showed that for the public events above a critical level of surprise and
consequentiality subjects remember not only the factual detail regarding the event but
also the circumstances in which they first learned that event. Also, from the content
analysis of memory descriptions for such events, six categories that are place,
informant, ongoing event, own affect, other affect and aftermath were found to be
present on most of descriptions. In al groups and for all events, two or three canonical
categories were present and for the assassination of John F. Kennedy four or more
canonical categories were remembered. In addition, there was a positive correlation
between the ratings of consequentiality and the number of the canonical categories
present. However, the number of these categories present in descriptions varied
greatly among subjects. Thus, Brown and Kulik (1977) accepted an account as
flashbulb if one or more canonical categories were present. The descriptions of
memories aso included information that could not be placed in any of these
categories. Most common examples of such information were descriptions as the color

of the cloth participant wore that day and how the weather was or the name of

informant.



1.1 The Importance of Canonical Caegories

Presence or number of canonical categories has been the mgjor criterion which
flashbulb memory performance have been evaluated. Brown and Kulik (1977) used the
following criteria for flashbulb memoriesin their research: A yes answer to the
guestion “Do you recall the circumstances in which you first heard that...?” has to be
given and at least one of the canonical categories have to be present in the free recall
of the memory. Therefore it is proper to claim that canonical categories have a very
important place in the flashbulb memory literature.

Forty-gx of the studies published on flashbulb memoriesbetween 1977 and
February 19, 2007 have been examined in terms of the types of the categories used
(see table 1). The results showed that in total, 21 categories were used as canonica
categories in different studies. The percentages of these 21 categories are given in
table 2. The results of the analyses of these 46 studies showed that none of them
guestioned the existence or the characteristics of the canonical categories stated by
Brown and Kulik (1977). In al of these 46 studies, only two studies (Rubin & Kozin,
1984h; Mackavey, Malley & Stewart, 1991) used free recall accounts to determine the
canonical categories present and the aims of these studies were not to investigate the
canonical categories.

The am of the Rubin and Kozin study (1984) was to understand the similarities
and differences between flashbulb memories and vivid memories. In order to do that,
they asked the subjects to write down 3 of their clearest memories. Unlike Brown and
Kulik, they did not use nationally important events as cues but to identify these
memories as vivid memories Rubin and Kozin used the same operationa criteria: the
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subject must judge the memory account as flashbulb memory and one of the six
canonical categories should be present. The memories were coded for the nature of the
event, the person involved, the place, the ongoing event, own affect and aftermath. The
informant and affect on others categories was excluded since most of the events
described by the subjects lacked these categories. The results showed that memories
had 4.50 (S.D. = 1.03) canonical categories present out of apossible 6. Rubin and
Kozin stated that 71% of the memories contained extraneous details that did not fit any
of the categories set by Brown and Kulik.

In the study by Mackavey, Malley and Stewart (1991), memories for
autobiographically consequential experiences were examined by analyzing the
autobiographies of 49 eminent psychologists. Since these type of memories share
many characteristics of flashbulb memories, the narratives were coded for 4 of
canonical categories; place, own affect, others' affect and ongoing activity. The results
showed that in all memories of autobiographically consequential experiences, the
percentages of the canonical categories were as follows: place 54%, own affect 30%,
others affect 9% and ongoing activity was not present. If these results are reevaluated
according to the criteria set by Brown and Kulik (1977), only place category can be
accepted as a canonical category, since Brown and Kulik accepted only the categories
which were reported in 50 percent or more of the accounts as canonical categories.
The findings from the two studies are in conflict with the data from Brown and Kulik.
However, these findings did not say much about the nature of canonical categoriesin
flashbulb memories because the narratives used in the study were not flashbulb
memories though they share many characteristics of them.
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Although these two studies gave valuable information about the canonical
categories by using similar methods to Brown and Kulik (1977), they did not discuss
the presence or the nature of the canonical categories. Other 44 studies did attempt to
analyze the narratives to see whether these six categories are really canonical or there
are more or less of them. However, when defining a memory as a flashbulb memory,
canonical categories play a significant role. Therefore the nature of the canonical
categories should be understood better.

1.2 Consequentiality and Canonical Categories

Consequentiality is defined as an important determinant of flashbulb memories
(Brown&Kulik, 1977). In most of the studies on flashbulb memories, consequentiality
was used as an important measure (Brown & Kulik, 1977; Wright, 1993; Cohen,
Conway & Maylor, 1994; Conway, Anderson, & Larsen et a., 1994; Wright, Gaskell
& O'Muircheartaigh, 1998; Winningham, Heyman Jr. & Dinnel, 2000; Tekcan &
Peynircioglu, 2002; Niedzwienska, 2003; Luminet, Curci, & Marsh et al., 2004; Otani,
Kusumi, & Kato et al., 2005). In their study, Brown and Kulik used two sets of events
for white and Black Americans to have similar consequentiality levels for these two
groups and the subjects were asked to rate the consequentiality of the events with a
five-point scale. The results revealed that both groups reported significantly higher
flashbulb memories for the events which were rated more consequential by them. Also
the subjects reported significantly higher flashbulb memories for the events which
were classified as more consequentia for their groups by the authors. Brown and

Kulik concluded that consequentiality is positively correlated with both the elaboration



of an account in canonical categories(r=.786 and r=.883) and account length in
words (r=.810 and r=.883).

Conway et al. (1994) examined the formation of flashbulb memories and examined
persona and national importance as secondary measures influencing flashbub
memory formation. To do that they asked subjects their memories about when they
first heard of the resignation of Margaret Thatcher. United Kingdom citizens and non
citizens who were not residents at the time of resignation were used as subjects. The
results revealed that there is relationship between flashbulb memories and both
personal and national importance (%2 =39.4, p<.01 and 2 = 20.2, p<.01, respectively).
Flashbulb memories were found to be associated with moderate levels of persona
importance and high levels of national importance. On contrary, non-flashbulb
memories were found to be associated with moderate to low levels of personal
importance and were equally distributed across the 3-point scale for nationa
importance. The findings of Conwayet al. study (1994) establish that the persona and
national importance of an item is critica for flashbulb memory formation. The authors
concluded that their findings support the original proposal that some events cause
unusually detailed memories because of their consequentiality.

In another study Tekcan and Peynircioglu (2002) investigated the effect of aging
on flashbulb memories. In the study, elderly Turks were asked how they heard the

death of the first president of Turkey in 1939 and the inclusion of Hatay to the national

borders of the country in 1939. In addition, both elderly and young adults were asked
to remember the circumstances how they first heard of the death of the 8" president of

Turkey in 1993. The subjects were also asked to report persona and national
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importance for the events. The results revealed that only personal importance but not
national importance had a significant effect on flashbulb memories.

However there are other studies which do not support Brown and Kulik’ view
(1977). In the study of Wright, Gaskell and O’ Muircheartaigh (1998), by using two
genera population surveys of Great Britain, Margaret Thatcher resignation as Prime
Minister and the Hillsborough football disaster were examined. When two events were
compared, the results revealed that Hillsborough tragedy was more important but
recollections for Thatcher’ s resignation were clearer. This result means that the event
rated as more important does not produce clearer memories. Furthermore, the
Hillsborough disaster was rated for its importance both by men and women and
women rated the event as more important (t(2092)=4.04, p<.001). However men
reported having clearer memories. The authors concluded that these two results
contradict Brown and Kulik’s (1977) view of corsequentiality.

In amore recent study, Otani et al. (2005) investigated whether the nuclear
accident that occurred in Japan in 1999 produced flashbulb memories among people
living near the accident site who divided into three according to their distances to the
accident location. Among other components, national and personal consequentiality
was also rated by the subject. The results revealed that neither personal nor national
consequentiality has any significant effect on flashbulb memory formation.

1.3. Event Memory and Flashbulb Memories

Flashbulb memory is defined as the recollection of the circumstances when a
person first heard of an event, on the other hand event memory is defined as the
recollection of the details of the event itself (Tekcan, Ece, Glilgoz, & Er, 2003). The
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relationship between flashbulb memories and event memoriesis studied by several
researches (Bohannon I11, 1988; Finkenauer, Luminet, & Gidle, et a., 1998; Smith,
Bibi, & Sheard, 2003; Pezdek, 2003; Nachson & Zelig, 2003).

In one of the early studies, Bohannon (1988) compared the flashbulb memories
and the event memories of the Space Shuttle Challenger disaster between two groups:
people who learned the event from another person and people who learned the event
from the media. Subjects were asked to report both the details surrounding their
discovery of the event and facts about the Challenger mission itself. The results stated
that flashbulb memories of the discovery of the shuttle explosion and the event
memory about the shuttle explosion are distinct cognitive phenomena since they were
affected by differently by delay. The accuracy of event memory declines dramatically
over time whereas the accuracy of flashbulb memories were consistent.

Finkenauer et al. (1998) examined the relationship between flashbulb memories
and event memoriesin their study in which they proposed an emotional integrative
model. 394 Belgian subjects volunteers participated to the study. The subjects were
asked their flashbulb and event memories about the unexpected death of Belgian King
Baudoin in 1993. The results showed that there is a significant relationship between
these two types of memories (72 = .286, p<.05). Unlike Bohannon (1988), Finkenauer
et a. stated that there is relation between the memory for the original event and
flashbulb memories.

Nachson and Zelig (2003), conducted a study to clarify the differential nature of
flashbulb and event memories by examining the memories of the nation of the
Israel’ s Prime Minister 1tzhak Rabin and the circumstances in which the subjects

11



discovered the event. The authors predicted that flashbulb memories about the event
would be reported with greater accuracy, consistency and vividness than the event
memory. The results of the study contradicted Bohannon’s (1988) finding which
claims event memory is more prone to time delay. Furthermore, according to Nachson
and Zelig (2003) these two types of memories show similar amounts of visual
representations and similar levels of confidence in memory accuracy. The authors
concluded that the distinction between flashbulb and event memories do not exist as
Bohannon (1988) stated.

1.4. Present study

The overall aim of the present study aims to reevaluate the canonical categories
defined by Brown and Kulik (1977). Thisisimportant because all research on
flashbulb memories use one version or another of Brown and Kulik’s (1977)
categories as a measure of memory. Moreover, these categories were based on
individuals' recall of asingle event: John F. Kennedy assassination. First, Brown and
Kulik study (1977) will be replicated with alarger sample of 200 people to obtain
frequencies of different canonical categories.

Second, the effect of even type on the canonical categories will be investigated. In
the present study, type of event has two dimensions. The two dimensions are a)
whether the event is global or local, b) whether the event is public or private. A global
event and two local events will be used to investigate the first dimension. These three
events will be compared to seeif there is a difference in the presence and number of
canonical categories according to the first dimension. To investigate whether thereisa

difference between public and personal events, one event which can be considered as
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public by one group and personal by the other group will be used. These two groups
will be compared to see if there is difference between persona and public eventsin
remembering the canonical categories.

In the Brown and Kulik study (1977), participants received a 2 page definition of
the flashbulb memory concept with 2 canonical categories as examples and after that
they received the events. In the present study, subjects will be divided into three
groups and each group will receive a different type of flashbulb memory definition to
see whether the type of definition affect type and number of canonical categories
remembered.

Brown and Kulik (1977) stated that consequentiadity is an indicator of the number
of canonical categories present. In the present study, consequentiality will be used for
the same purpose. However, whether there is a relation between consequentiality and
the type of canonical categories remembered will also be investigated by asking the
participants to rate the consequentiality of the events. Also, type of consequentiality
(public/persona), initial time of consequentiality and duration of consequentiality and
their effects on the number and type of the canonical categories remembered will be
examined.

According to Brown and Kulik (1977), being more affected by the event may have
an effect in the presence of flashbulb memories, therefore canonical categories. In the
present study subjects will be asked if they or a person close them is affected by the
event. The answers of the question will be used to investigate whether being affected

by the event in some way has an impact on the type of canonical categories present.
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To have a comprehensive understanding of flashbulb memories reported for these

events, participant will be asked questions about their event memories for these events.

1.4.1. Hypotheses

The hypotheses of the present study are as follows:

1.

a)

Event type will have a significant effect on the canonical categories
remembered.
More and different types of canonical categories will be remembered for

personal events. This will be seen as higher scores on;

Number of words of flashbulb memory accounts

b) Flashbulb memory scores

c)
3.

Number of canonical categories present.

The word counts of flashbulb memory accounts number and types of the
canonical categories remembered for the local event will be significantly
different from the canonical categories remembered for the global event.
More and different types of canonical categories and will be remembered for
the events with higher consequentiality ratings. This will be seen as higher
SCOres in measures.

More and different types of canonical categories will be remembered when
participants or someone close to them is affected by the event. This will be

seen as higher scores in measures.

The type of cue given for flashbulb memories will have a significant effect

on the number and type of the canonical categories remembered.
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2.METHOD

2.1. Participants
135 subjects participated in the study. Of 135 subjects, 79 were females and 56
were males. The age range was between 24 and 32 and the range of years of education
was between 11 and 19. 35 of the subjects participated in the university exam in 1998,
51 of them in 1999 and 49 of them in 2000. In all 135 subjects, 48 subjects received a
guestionnaire without a cue, 45 received the location cue and 42 received the informant
cue. Distribution of groups along categories of age, years of education, cue type and
OSS entrance year are presented in Table 3a, 3b and 3c.
2.2. Material
Each participant was given a booklet of 11 pages of questionnaires. In the first
page, a definition of the flashbulb memories was given according to the definition of
Brown and Kulik. Since one of the purposes of the study was to see to see the effect of
instructions, there were three types of definitions. The first definition was as follows:
“Flas bellek; onemli, beklenmedik ve duygusal boyutu olan toplumsal ya da bireysel
olaylarin ilk kez ogrenildigi anileilgili ayrintilarin hatirlanmasina verilen ismdir.

Olayin Uzerinden ¢ok uzun zaman gegse de olayi 6grendiginiz ana dair_kosullar net

bir sekilde hatirlanabilir. Sizden istedigimiz bazi toplumsal olaylari ilk dgrendiginiz
anda ne yaptiginizi ayrintili olarak anlatmaniz. Sizden olaya ait bilgileri hatirlamanizi
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deqil, olayi ilk 6grendiginiz ana dair bilgileri hatirlamanizi istiyoruz.”. For the
location and informant the first sentence was changed as “Flas bellek 6nemli,
beklenmedik ve duygusal boyutu olan toplumsal ya da bireysel olaylarin ilk kez
Ogrenildigi aniileilgili ayrintilarin hatirlanmasina (nerede vs.) verilen ismdir.” and
“Flas bellek 6nemli, beklenmedik ve duygusal boyutu olan toplumsal ya da bireysel
olaylarinilk kez 6 grenildigi anileilgili ayrintilarin hatirlanmasina (kimdenvs.) verilen
ismdir.” respectively given as cues. After the definition, they were asked to remember
the circumstances in which they first heard about three events. The cancellation of
university entrance exam in May 1, 1999; the bombing of the World Trade Center, in
September 11, 2001; the bombing of the HSBC building in Levent in November 20,
2003. Subjects were asked as if they remember the first time they heard about the
events and if the answer is yes they will be asked to explain it in detail. After each
event participants were asked if they or anyone closely related to them is affected by
the events. After completing all events subjects were asked to rate the consequentiality
of the event. The questionnaires were given in the appendix.

Participantswere asked whether they remember the other bombing events which
took place around the time when the HSBC building was bombed. Also for each event,
event memory question derived from Tekcan et al. (2003) was presented.

2.3. Procedure

Participantsweretested individually. First, the participants were informed that this

study is about autobiographical memories and the definition of the flashbulb memories

was read to them. Lastly they were given the booklets and the consent forms.
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In each booklet, the definition of the flashbulb memories was in the first page. I n
one page the questions “...... ilk dgrendiginiz ani hatirliyor musunuz?’ and
“Hatirliyorsaniz lutfen ayrintili bir sekilde anlatiniz.” and in the second page the
question “Bu olaydan siz ya da yakinlarinizdan biri dogrudan etkilendi mi?’ were
presented.

After that, participants were asked to rate the consequentiality of the event, type of
consequentiality (public/personal), and duration of consequentiality in afive point
scale where 1 means “hig etkili/6nemli degildi” and 5 means “cok etkili/Gnemliydi”.
Initial time of consequentiality will be rated in 6 point scale where 1 means “hemen”
and 6 means “1 yil sonra’. This procedure was repeated for al events

After al the questions were answered for al events, subject were asked event
memory questions for all events. Also for the bombing of HSBC building, a question

about the similar events which took place around the same time was asked.
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3. RESULTS
Flashbulb memory scores, number of canonical categories present, number of
words of flashbulb memory accounts, consequentiaity scores and event memory scores
were calculated for each subject and these served as the data for the analysis.
3.1. The Comparison of Events
The three events used in this study, cancellation of the university entrance exam

OSS, September, 11 events and the bombing of the HSBC Bank were compared to see

whether there are significant differences among them in terms of word counts, number

of canonical categories present and flashbulb memory scores. Differences among

events were expected since these three events vary in their degreesof psychological

and physical distances to the subjects.

3.1.1. Comparisons for the 1999 Group

The comparison of events were made for the 1999 groups first because the
cancellation of the OSS was a personal event for this group and therefore differences
among personal and public events can be seen better.

3.1.1.1. Word Counts

The results of one-way repeated measures ANOV A revealed that word counts of
OSS (M =65.98, SD =71.30), September, 11 events (M = 37.16, SD = 31.50) and the
bombing of the HSBC Bank (M = 37.04, SD = 29.53) are significantly different

F(2,132) = 9.74, p<.05. The pairwise comparisons showed that there are significant
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difference between OSS and the September, 11 events and between OSS and the
Bombing of the HSBC Bank. No significant differences were found between
September, 11 events and the bombing of the HSBC Bank. The mean differences can
be seen in figure 1.

3.1.1.2. Number of Canonical Categories Present

The results of the one-way repeated measure ANOV A showed that number of
canonical categoriesfor OSS (M = 4.69, SD =2.24), September, 11 events (M = 3.84,
SD = 2.06) and bombing of the HSBC Bank (M = 3.51, SD = 1.89) are significantly
different F(2,132) = 6.48, p<.05. Pairwise comparisons revealed that OSS and the
September, 11 events and OSS and the Bombing of the HSBC Bank were significantly
different from each other.. No significant differences were found between September,
11 events and the bombing of the HSBC Bank. The mean differences can be seenin
figure 2.

No significant results were found among three events in terms of flashbulb
memory scores for the 1999 group.

3.1.2. Comparisons of the Whole Group

Previous research suggested that being psychologically close to the event have an
effect on the details of the memories (Er, 2003; Pezdek, 2003). To examine these
findings word counts, number of canonical categories present and flashbulb memories

of all subjects were examined for the cancellation of OSS, September, 11 events and

the bombing of the HSBC Bank.
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3.1.2.1. Word Counts

Word counts of all subjects were examined to see whether there is a difference
amongthe events. The results of the one-way repeated measures ANOVA revealed
that word counts of OSS (M = 41.93, SD =53.78) September, 11 events (M = 38.38,
SD = 28.64) and the bombing of the HSBC Bank (M=36.19, SD=38.09) are not
significantly different from each other.

3.1.2.2. Number of Canonical Categories Present

The results of one-way repeated measures ANOV A showed that number of
canonical categoriesfor OSS (M = 3.14, SD =2.55), September, 11 events (M = 4.03,
SD = 2.03) and the bombing of the HSBC Bank (M=3.37, SD=2.14) are significantly
different F(2,132) = 7.14, p<.01. Pairwise comparisons revealed that OSS and
September, 11 events and September, 11 events and the bombing of the HSBC Bank
were significantly different from each other. There were no significant differences
between the cancellation of OSS and the bombing f the HSBC Bank. The mean
differences can be seen in figure 3.

3.1.2.3. Flashbulb Memory Scores

One-way repeated measures ANOVA is conducted to see whether there are
significant differences between events in terms of flashbulb memory scores. The
results showed that flashbulb memory scores for OSS (M = 3.01, SD =2.05),
September, 11 events (M = 3.91, SD = 1.57) and the bombing of the HSBC Bank
(M=3.55, SD=1.83) are significantly different F(2,132) = 9.50, p<.05. Pairwise
comparisons reveaed that OSS and September, 11 events and OSS and the bombing of

the HSBC Bank were significantly different from each other. The difference between
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September, 11 events and the bombing of the HSBC Bankis also close to significance
(p=.055). The mean differences can be seen in figure 4.

According to the results of the comparisons of event types, subjects produced
significantly higher scores on the flashbulb memory measures for personal events.
Furthermore, there was an effect of psychological distance. Subjects got higher scores
on the number of canonical categories and flashbulb memory scores the global event,
September, 11 events.

3.2. Comparison of Participants according to OSS Entrance Y ear

To have a better understanding on how the canonical categories differ for personal
events, the percentages of the recalled canonical categories for OSS were calculated.
Percentages of the canonical categories present in recall of OSS exam details for OSS
entrance years are given in table 4a. 1999 groups had 5 categories with percentages
higher than 50 percent which is the criterion set by Brown and Kulik (1977) for the
categories to be called canonical. These categories are informant/source, own affect,
ongoing activity, aftermath and location 1998 and 2000 groups had no category which
can pass the 50 percent criterion.

To evaluate flashbulb memories, word counts, number of canonical categories
present and flashbulb memory score set by Brown and Kulik (1977) was used as
measures.

3.2.1 OSS Entrance Y ear and Word Counts

ANOVA is conducted to see difference between word counts of three OSS groups
for al events. The results revealed that there is a significant difference between

participant who entered the OSS in 1998, 1999 and 2000 in terms of word counts, F(2,
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132)=7.29, p<.01. Results of the post hoc analysis Tukey, showed that the 1999 group
(M= 65.98, SD= 71.30) used more words than both the 1998 (M= 23.54, SD= 32.13)
and the 2000 groups (M= 30.02, SD= 32.30) who were rot different from each other.
No significant differences were found in terms of the word counts for September, 11
Events and the bombing of HSBC Bank among three groups.

3.2.2 OSS Entrance Y ear and Number of Canonical Categories Present

To see the difference in terms of the number of canonical categories present an
ANOVA is conducted. Results show that there is a significant effect of OSS entrance
year on the number of canonical categories present in participants flashbulb memory
accounts for the cancellation of the OSS, F(2,132)= 19.35, p<.01. Results of the post
hoc analyses reveaed that there is a difference between the 1999 group (M= 4.69,
SD= 2.24) and others but there is no significant difference between 1998 (M= 2, SD=
2.18) and 2000 (M= 2.35, SD=2.33) groups. No significant differences were found in
terms of the number of canonical categories present for September, 11 Events and the
bombing of the HSBC Bank among three groups.

3.2.3 OSS Entrance Y ear and Flashbulb Memory Score

The results of the ANOV A conducted to see the difference between the groupsin
terms of flashbulb memory scores for the cancellation of OSS revealed that thereis a
significant difference between groups, F(2,132)= 18.34, p<.01. According to the post

hoc tests conducted flashbulb scores of the 1999 group (M= 4.24, SD=1.43) is

significantly higher than the other two and there is no significant difference between

1998 (M= 2.14, SD=2.21) and 2000 (M= 2.36, SD= 1.90) groups. Thereis no
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difference between groups in terms of flashbulb memory scores for September, 11
events and the bombing of the HSBC Bank.

The analyses performed to see whether there was a difference among subjects for
personal and public events revealed that subjects had higher scores on flashbulb
memory scores for the persona event. This result isin line with the event type
comparison findings.

3.3. The Relationship between Being Effected by the Event and the Canonical

Categories

Subjects were asked for each event even if they or a person close to them is
affected by the event. For OSS 92, for September, 11 events 12 and for the bombing of
the HSBC Bank 25 subjects stated that they or someone close to them is affected by
the event. Means and standard deviations for al groups can be seen in table 5.

3.3.1 Being Affected by the Event and Word Counts

Anayses of Variance is conducted for all events to see whether thereis a
significant effect of being affected by event on the word counts of flashbulb memory
accounts for OSS. The results revealed that there is a significant difference between
participarts who are affected by the OSS and who are not, F(1, 133)= 21.59, p<.01.
Affected group had higher word counts with a mean of 55.62 (SD=59.42). Thereis no
difference between groups in terms of word counts for September, 11 events and the

bombing of the HSBC Bank.

3.3.2Being Affected by the Event and Number of Canonical Categories Present

To see whether being affected by the event has a significant effect on the number

of canonical categories presents, ANOV A was conducted for all events. The results
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revealed that for the cancellation of OSS, participants recalled more numbers of
canonical categoriesin their flashbulb memory accounts, F(1, 133)= 31.509, p<.01.
For the bombing of HSBC Bank, a group of 24 participants were selected randomly
from the data to eliminate the difference between the numbers of affected and not
affected groups. The results revealed that the group affected by the event recalled
significantly more canonical categories than the other group, F(1,23)= 4.465, p<.05.
There is no difference between groups in terms of the number of canonical categories
present for September, 11 events.

3.3.3. Being Affected by the Event and Flashbulb Memory Scores

ANOVA is conducted for al events to examine whether being affected by the
event has a significant effect on flashbulb memory scores. Results showed that
participants who were affected by the cancellation of the university entrance exam
from all groups had significantly higher flashbulb memory scores for that event than
the participants who were not, F(1,133)= 37.385, p<.01 and the participants affected
by the bombing of the HSBC BANK had significantly higher flashbulb memory scores
for that event than the others, F(1,23)= 4.041, p<.05. No significant effect for
September 11 events was found.

Analyses conducted to see whether there was an effect of being affected by the
event had an effect on canonical categories revealed that there was effect on al

flashbulb memory measures for the cancellation of the university exam. For the

bombing of the HSBC Bank, there was an effect of being affected by the event on
flashbulb memory scores and number of canonical categories present. For the

September, 11 events, no significant effect was found.
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3.4. Consequentiality and Canonical Categories

For examining the relation between canonical categories and consequentiality, a
conseguentiality questionnaire was formed after Tekcan et a. (2003) and subjects
scores were calculated. Analysis of variance was conducted to see whether OSS
entrance year has an effect on the consequentiality scores given for the cancellation of
the OSS and results revealed that all groups are significantly different from each other
F(2,127)= 115.11, p<.01. The means of consequentiality scores for 1998, 1999 and
2000 groups are 16.48 (SD=3.58), 21.10 (SD=3.87) and 18.70 (SD=4.17) respectively.

3.4.1. Consequentiality and Word Counts

Results of the Pearson Correlation revealed that that there is significant
relationship between consequentiality and word count for OSS (r=.252, p<.01). No
significant results were found for the word counts of September, 11 events (r=.013,
p>.05) and the bombing of the HSBC Bank (r=.149, p>.05).

3.4.2. Consequentiality and Number of Canonical Categories

To examine the relationship between consequentiality and the number of the
canonical categories present Pearson Correlation was conducted. The results showed
that there is significant relationship between these two variables for OSS (r=.284,
p<.01) and for the bombing of the HSBC Bark (r=.252, p<.01), but not for the
September, 11 events (r=.030, p>.05).

3.4.3. Consequentiality and Flashbulb Memory Score

Results of the analyses performed showed that there is significant relationship

between consequentiality and flashbulb memory score for OSS (r=342, p<.01), and for
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the bombing of the HSBC Bank (r=.292, p<.01). No significant results were found for
the September, 11 events (r=.007, p>.05).

3.4.4. Personal versus National Conseguentiality

Word counts, number of canonical categories present and flashbulb memory scores
for all events were analyzed to see relationship between them and personal and
national consequentiality. The results showed that there are significant relations
between personal consequentiality and word counts (r=.302, p<.01), number of
canonical categories present (r=.335, p<.01), and flashbulb memory scores (r=.358,
p<.01) for the cancellation of OSS. No significant results were found for national
consequentiality.

For the bombing of the HSBC Bank, there are significant relations between word
counts, number of canonical categories present and flashbulb memory and personal
consequentiality (r=.271, p<.01; r=.375, p<.01; r=.376, p<.01 respectively). No
significant relations were found for national consequentiality.

Neither for persona nor for national consequentiality, no significant relations were
found for the September, 11 events.

The analyses revealed there was a relationship between consequentiality and
canonical memories in line with the previous research (Brown & Kulik, 1977; Tekcan
& Peynircioglu, 2002). The results showed that especially the persona
consequentiality had an effect on the canonical categories remembered.

3.5. Event Memory and Canonical Categories
To examine the relationship between canonical categories and event memory,

event memory questions were asked for each event and subjects scores were
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calculated. Analyses of variance was conducted to see whether OSS entrance year has
an effect on the event memory scores and results revealed that 1999 group has
significantly higher event memory scores from 1998 and 2000 groups F(2,132)=
15.51, p<.01. There was no difference between 1998 and 2000 groups. The means of
event memory scores for 1998, 1999 and 2000 groups are 1.71 (SD=1.01), 2.68
(SD=.81) and 1.77 (SD=1.04) respectively.

3.5.1. Event Memory and Word Counts

Results of the Pearson Correlation revealed that that there is significant
relationship between event memory scores and word count for OSS (r=.200, p<.05)
and for the bombing of the HSBC Bank (r=.175, p<.05). No significant results were
found for the relationship between word counts of September, 11 events and event
Memory Scores.

3.5.2. Event Memory and Number of Canonical Categories

The relationship between event memory and the number of the canonical
categories present was examined by conducting Pearson Correlation. The results
showed that there is significant relationship between these two variables for OSS
(r=.335, p<.01) and for September, 11 events (r=.287, p<.01) and for the bombing of
the HSBC Bank (r=.264, p<.01).

3.5.3. Event Memory and Flashbulb Memory Score

Results of the Pearson Correlation performed showed that there is significant
relationship between consequentiality and flashbulb memory score for OSS (r=329,
p<.01), and for September, 11 events (r=.299, p<.01) and for the bombing of the
HSBC Bank (r=.359, p<.01).
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The results revealed that there was a relationship between event memory and
flashbulb memory scores and number of canonical categories present for all events.
For the OSS and the bombing of the HSBC Bank, there was a relationship between
event memory and word counts. For the September, 11 events, no significant relations
were found for the word counts.

3.6. Comparisons of the Cue Type

The effect of cue type given in the instructions on the caronical categories
remembered was evaluated. The percentages of canonical categories for cue types
were given in tables 6a, 6b and 6c¢.

3.6.1. Comparisons of the Cue Type for OSS

The means of word counts according to cue type for OSS were M= 40.79, SD=
34.53 for without cue; M= 39.04, SD= 58.73 for location cue; M= 46.31, SD= 65.99
for informant cue. Analyses of Variance is conducted between cue groups for OSSin
terms of word counts (F(2,132)= .212, p>.05) and no significant effect of cue type was
found.

For the cancellation of OSS, means of the number of the canonical categories for
without cue, location cue and informant cue situations were M= 3.50, SD= 2.46; M=
2.78, SD= 2.50; M= 3.50, SD= 2.70 respectively. Theresultsof the ANOVA
conducted revealed that there was no effect of cue type on the number of canonical
categories remembered for OSS, F(2,132)= .930, p>.05.

The means of flashbulb memory scores according to cue type for the cancellation
of OSS were M= 3.27, SD= 1.98 for without cue; M= 2.62, SD= 1.88 for location cue;

M= 3.14, SD= 1.28 for informant cue. Analyses of Variance is conducted between cue
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groups for OSS in terms of flashbulb memory scores (F(2,132)= 1.28, p>.05) and no
significant effect of cue type was found.

3.6.2. Comparisons of cue type for the September, 11 events

For September, 11 events means of word counts of without cue, location cue and
informant cue situations were M= 39.48, SD= 24.41; M= 37.78, SD= 30.30; M=
37.76, SD= 31.78 respectively. The results of the ANOVA conducted revealed that
there was no effect of cue type on the number of canonical categories remembered for
September, 11 evens, F(2,132)= .054, p>.05.

Means of without cue, location cue and informant cue situations of number of
canonical categories present for Sepember, 11 events were M= 4.23, SD= 1.58; M=
3.87, SD=1.96; M= 3.98, SD= 2.54 respectively. Theresultsof the ANOVA
conducted revealed that there was no effect of cue type on the number of canonical
categories remembered for September, 11 events, F(2,132)=.385, p>.05.

The means of flashbulb memory scores according to cue type for the September,
11 events were M=4.14, SD=1.30 for without cue; M=3.84, SD=1.47 for location cue;
M=3.71, SD=1.92 for informant cue. Analyses of Variance is conducted between cue
groups for September, 11 events for flashbulb memory scores (F(2,132)= .899, p>.05)
and no significant effect of cue type was found.

3.6.3. Comparisons of cue type for the bombing of the HSBC Bank:

For the bombing of the HSBC Bank, means of word counts according to cue type
were M=30.69, SD= 28.84 for without cue; M= 37.16, SD= 38.24 for location cue;

M= 41.43, SD=49.04 for informant cue. Analyses of Variance is conducted between
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cue groups for OSS in terms of word counts (F(2,132)= .865, p>.05) and no significant
effect of cue type was found.

For the number of canonical categories present for the bombing of the HSBC
Bank, the means according to the cue type were for without cue M=3.44, SD=1.99; for
location cue M=3.13, SD=2.20; informant cue M=3.55, SD=2.25. Results of the
ANOVA conducted revealed that there was no effect of cue type on the number of
canonical categories present for the bombing of the HSBC Bank, F(2,132)=.440,
p>.05.

The means of flashbulb memory scores according to cue type for the bombing of
the HSBC Bank were M=3.68, SD=1.77 for without cue; M=3.3, SD=1.85 for location
cue; M=3.64, SD=1.88 for informant cue. The results of the ANOVA conducted
revealed that there was no effect of cue type on flashbulb memory scores for the
bombing of the HSBC BANK, F(2,132)=.500, p>.05.

According to the results of the present study, no significant relations were found

between cue type and canonical categories.
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4. DISCUSSION
The main aim of the present study is to reevaluate the canonical categoriesin
flashbulb memories set by Brown and Kulik (1977). Also, the relationship between the
canonical categories and cue type, event type, consequentiality, and event memory was
investigated.

4.1. The Comparison of Events

4.1.1. Comparisons for the 1999 Group

The results supported hypothesis 1 for the word counts and number of canonical
categories present for OSS, September, 11 events and the bombing of the HSBC Bank.
There are significant difference between OSS and the September, 11 events and
between OSS and the Bombing of the HSBC Bank. No significant differences were
found between September, 11 events and the bombing of the HSBC Bank. The
personal event is significantly different from other events in terms of elaboration. It
can be concluded that having personal relations with the event is a more important
indicator than the distance to event.

Although significant results were found for the number of canonical categories
present, no significant results were found among three events in terms of flashbub
memory scores for the 1999 group. The reason behind this situation is this: 1999 group

remembered several other categories like time, activity before, other present and day
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of week better than the other two groups. However, this information is excluded form
the analysis because these categories were not defined as canonical categories by
Brown and Kulik (1977) and therefore not included in flashbulb memory scores.

4.1.2. Comparisons of the Whole Group

Word counts of all subjects were examined to see whether there is a difference
among the events. The results revealed that word counts of OSS, September, 11
events, and the bombing of the HSBC Bank are not significantly different from each
other.

The results showed that number of canonical categories for OSS, September, 11
events, and the bombing of the HSBC Bank are significantly different from each other.
OSS and September, 11 events and September, 11 events and the bombing of the
HSBC Bank were significantly different from each other. But there were no significant
differences between the cancellation of OSS and the bombing of the HSBC Bank.
Since these two events are both local this result is understandable.

However, there was a different situation for flashbulb memory scores. OSS and
September, 11 events ard OSS and the bombing of the HSBC Bank were significantly
different from each other. The difference between September, 11 events and the
bombing of the HSBC Bank is aso close to significance. Due the difference between
the results of the number of canonical categories and flashbulb memory scores, it can
be stated that none of them can efficiently measure canonical categories alone.

Furthermore, on contrary with the hypothesis 1, mean scores of the global event
September 11, events were higher than the local event, the bombing of the HSBC
Bank. There are two reasons explaining this result. First of all, September, 11 events
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had greater consequentiality than other events and its consequences still affects the
world. Second, September, 11 events caused severa action of United States and one of
them was the invasion of Irag, which is a neighboring country. These two conditions
may have caused higher degrees of rehearsals for the flashbulb memory accounts of
the event and therefore higher scores.
4.2. Comparison of Participants According to OSS Entrance Y ear for the
Cancellation of the University Entrance Exam

According to the results, only 1999 group had categories with percentages higher
than 50 percent which is the criteria set by Brown and Kulik for a category to be
accepted as canonical. These categories are informant/source, own affect, ongoing
activity, aftermath and location This result is in accordance with the second
hypothesis of the present study, since the cancellation of the exam is a personal event
for the participant who took the exam in 1999. The categories which passed the 50
percent criteriawere consistent with the original canonical categories set by Brown
and Kulik (1977) for personal event. In Brown and Kulik study, canonical categories
for personal events were defined by using subjects own personal memories. In the
present study, a controlled event was used and Brown and Kulik’s canonical categories
for persona events were supported with strong evidence.

4.2.1. OSS Entrance Y ear and Word Countsfor the Cancellation of the OSS

The results revealed that there is a significant difference between participant who
entered the OSS in 1998, 1999 and 2000 in terms of word counts. 1999 group used
more words than both the 1998 and the 2000 groups who were not different from each

other. No significant differences were found in terms of the word counts for
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September, 11 Events and the bombing of HSBC Bank among three groups. These
results provided support for the hypothesis 2a. Brown and Kulik (1977) used word
counts as the measure of the elaboration of the memory. According to these results it
can be claimed that participant had a stronger elaboration for personal memories.

4.2.2 OSS Entrance Y ear and Number of Canonical Categories Present for the

Cancellation of OSS

In accordance with hypothesis 2b, results showed that there was a significant effect
of OSS entrance year on the number of canonical categories present in participants’
flashbulb memory accounts for the cancellation of the OSS. Results of the post hoc
analyses reveaed that there is a difference between the 1999 group and others but
there is no significant difference between 1998 and 2000 groups.

4.2.3 OSS Entrance Y ear and Flashbulb Memory Score for the Cancellation of the

0SS

Thereisasignificant difference between groups in terms of the flashbulb memory
scores which was set by Brown and Kulik. According to the post hoc tests conducted
flashbulb scores of the 1999 group is significantly higher than the other two and there
is no significant difference between 1998 and 2000 groups. Thereis no difference
between groups in terms of flashbulb memory scores for September, 11 events and the
bombing of the HSBC Bank.

4.3. The Relationship betweenBeing Effected by the Event and the Canonical
Caegories
Hypothesis 5 stated that participants who were or someone close to them was

affected by the event will have higher scores on words counts, number of canonical
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categories present, and flashbulb memory scores. The results revealed that thereisa
significant difference between participants who are affected by the event and who are
not in the predicted direction

In the case of OSS, affected groups had higher word counts. There is no difference
between groups in terms of word counts for September, 11 events and the bombing of
the HSBC Bank.

In terms of the number of the canonical categories present and the flashbulb
memory scores, there was a significant difference of being affected by the event for
the cancellation of the university entrance exam and the bombing of the HSBC Bank.
There is no difference between groups in terms of the number of canonical categories
present for September, 11 events. Except the September, 11 events, the result revealed
that having personal relations with the event caused better elaboration of the memories
and flashbulb memories with higher numbers of canonical categories.

However, the case of September, 11 events should be approached carefully since
there was agreat gap between the numbers of affected and not affected participants.
Among 135 participants, only 12 stated that they or someone close to them was
affected by the event and it was impossible to make a statistically meaningful
comparison.

4.4. Conseguentiality and Canonical Categories

There is significant relationship between consequentiality and word counts for
OSS. No significant results were found for the word counts of September, 11 events
and the bombing of the HSBC Bank. The only difference is found for the OSS event
which has personal effects for most of the subjects (92 of them stated that they or
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someone close to them is affected by the events). This result may be due to the fact
that personal consequentiality has a stronger effect on flashbulb memories (Tekcan &
Peynircioglu, 2002).

In terms of flashbulb memory scores and number of canonical categories present,
the results showed that there is significant relationship between consequentiality and
the two variablesfor OSSand for the bombing of the HSBC Bank. No significant
results were found for the September, 11 events. Again, thisresult may be due to the
fact that both events have higher numbers of participants affected from the event in
some way and therefore had higher personal consequentiality ratings.

4.4.1. Personal versus National Consequentiality

In accordance with the previous studies (Brown & Kulik, 1977; Tekcan and
Peynircioglu, 2002), the results showed that there are significant relations between
personal consequentiality and word counts, number of canonical categories present,
and flashbub memory scores for the cancellation of OSS and the bombing of the
HSBC Bank. No significant results were found for national consequentiality.

Neither for personal nor for national consequentiality, no significant relations were
found for the September, 11 events.

4.5. Event Memory and Canonical Categories
In accordance with the previous studies (Nachson & Zelig, 2003), there are

significant relationships between event memories and number of canonical categories

and flashbulb memory scores for OSS and for September, 11 events and for the

bombing of the HSBC Bank.
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OSS entrance year has an effect on the event memory scores and results revealed
that 1999 group has significartly higher event memory scores from 1998 and 2000
groups There was no difference between 1998 and 2000 groups. It can be concluded
that event memories are stronger for personal events.

There is significant relationship between event memory scores and word count for
OSS and for the bombing of the HSBC Bank, in accordance with the previous studies
(Nachson & Zelig, 2003) No significant results were found for the relationship
between word counts of September, 11 events and event memory scores. this result
may be due to the fact that the cancellation of OSS and the bombing of HSBC Bank
were more personal for the subjects than the September, 11 events.

4.6. Comparisons of the Cue Type

Between cue groups for al eventsin terms of word counts, number of canonical
categories present and flashbulb memory scores, no significant results were found.
However the types of canonical categories which can pass the 50 percent criteriais
different for different cue types. For the cancellation of the OSS, without cue group
remembered location and informant categories. However, there were no canonical
categor ies which can pass the 50 percent criteriain the location cue group and in the
informant cue group, only own affect can be remembered.

For the September, 11 events, al group remembered three canonical categories:
location, ongoing activity and informant. But till, the percentages of the without cue
group and the location cue group were almost same for location. Furthermore, without

cue remembered informant category better than the informant group and the

37



percentage of location cue and informant cue group were almost same for that
category.

For the bombing of the HSBC, both informant cue and without cue groups
remembered location category better than the location cue group. The same case
applied for the informant category. Both without cue and location cue groups
remembered that category better than the informant cue group.

These results are consistent with previous studies (Brown & Hall, 1979; Nobel &
Schiffrin, 2001) Brown and Hall (1979) examined the effect of part-list cueing on
retrieval of information from semantic memory and found that there was an overall
inhibitory effect of cued, relative to non-cued, recall. The results of the present study
can be explained due to the inhibitory effect of cued recall.

4.7. Conclusion

In this study, the canonical categories defined by Brown and Kulik (1977) were
reevaluated. It was found that the number and types of the canonical categories were
affected by the event type, consequentiality, and being affected by the event. These
findings might give to direction to further studies on flashbulb memories and canonical

categories.

38



5. REFERENCES

Bernsten, D., & Thomsen, D. K. (2005). Personal memories for remote historical events:
Accuracy and clarity of flashbulb memoriesrelated to World War 11. Journal of
Experimental Psychology — General, 134 (2), 242-257.

Bohannon, J. N, (1988). Flashbulb memories for the space-shuttle disaster — atale of
two theories. Cognition, 29 (2), 179-196.

Brown, A.S,, & Hall, L.A. (1979). Part-list cueing inhibition in semantic memory.
Journal of American Psychology, 92 (2), 351-362.

Brown, R., & Kulik, J. (1977). Flashbulb memories. Cognition, 5, 73-99.

Budson, A. E, Simons, J. S, Sullivan, A. L., Beier, J. S, Solomon, P. R., Scinto, L. F.,
Daffner, K. R., & Schacter, D. L. (2004). Memory and emotions for the September
11, 2001, terrorist attacks in patients with Alzheimer’ s disease, patients with mild
cognitive impairment, and healthy older adults. Neuropsychology, 18(2), 315-327.

Christianson, S. A., (1989). Flashbulb memories— special, but not so special. Memory
and Cognition, 17 (4), 435-443.

Christianson, S. A., & Engelberg, E. (1999). Memory and emotional consistency: The
MS Estonia ferry disaster. Memory, 7 (4), 471-482.

Cohen, G., Conway, M. A., & Maylor, E. A. (1994). Flashbulb memoriesin older adults.

Psychology and Aging, 9 (3), 454-463.

39



Conway, M. A., Anderson, S. J,, Larsen, S. F., Donndlly, C. M., McDaniel, M. A,
McCldland, A. G. R., Rawles, R. E. & Logie, R. H., (1994). The formation of
flashbulb memories. Memory and Cognition, 22 (3), 326-343.

Curci, A. (2005). Latent variable models for the measurement of flashbulb memories: A
comparative approach. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 19 (1), 3-22.

Davidson, P., Cook, S., Glisky, E., Verfadlie, M., & Rapcsak, S. (2005). Source
memory in the real world: A neuropsychological study of flashbulb memory.
Journal of Clinical and Experimental Neuropsychology, 27 (7), 915-929.

Er, N. (2003). A new flashbulb memory model applied to the Marmara earthquake.
Applied Cognitive Psychology, 17 (5), 503-517.

Fikenauer, C., Luminet, O., Gide L., EI-Ahmadi, A., van der Linden, M., & Philippot, P.
(1998). Flashbulb memories and the underlying mechanisms of their formation:
Toward an emotional- integrative model. Memory and Cognition, 26 (3), 516-531.

Fitzgerald, J. M. (1988). Vivid memories and the reminisince phenomenon — the role of
asdf narrative. Human Development, 31 (5), 261-273.

Kvavilashvili, L., Mirani, J. Schlagman, S., & Kornbrot, D. E. (2003). Comparing
flashbulb memories of September 11 and the death of Princess Diana: Effects of
time delays and nationality. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 17 (9), 1017-1031.

Lee P. J., & Brown, N.R. (2003). Delay related changes in persona memories for
September 11, 2001. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 17 (9), 1007-1015.

Luminet, O., Curci, A., Marsh, E. J., Wessd, |., Constantin, T., Gencoz, F., & Yogo, M.

(2004). The cognitive, emotional, and social impacts of the September 11 attacks:

40



Group differences in memory for the reception context and the determinants of
flashbulb memory. Journal of General Psychology, 131 (3), 197-224.

McCloskey, M., Wible, C.G., & Cohen, N.J. (1988). Is there a specia flashbulb- memory
mechanism? Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 117 (2), 171-181.

Morley, S. (1993). Vivid memory for everyday pains. Pain, 55 (1), 55-62.

Nachson, 1., & Z€lig, A. (2003). Flashbulb and factual memories. The case of Rabin’s
assassination. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 17 (5), 519-531.

Neisser, U., Winograd, E., Bergman, E T., Schreiber, C. A., Pamer, S. E., & Weldon,
M. S. (1996). Remembering the earthquake: Direct experience vs. hearing the
news. Memory, 4 (4), 337-357.

Niedzwienska, A. (2003). Gender differencesin vivid memories. Sex roles, 49 (7-8),
321-331.

Nobel, P.A., & Schiffrin, R.M. (2001). Retrieval process in recognition and cued recall.
Journal of Experimental Psychology —Learning, Memory and Cognition, 27 (2),
384-413.

Otani, H., Kusumi, T., Kato, K., Matsuda, K., Kern, R. P., Widner, R., Jr., & Ohta, N.
(2005). Remembering a nuclear accident in Japan: Did it trigger flashbulb
memories? Memory, 13(1), 6-20.

Paradis, C. M., Solomon, L. Z. FHorer, F., & Thompson, T. (2004). Flashbulb memories
of personal events of 9/11 and the day after for a sample of New Y ork City
residents. Psychological Reports, 95 (1), 304-310.

Pezdek, K. (2003). Event memory and autobiographical memory for the events of
September 11, 2001. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 17 (9), 1033-1045.

41



Pillemer, D. B. (1984). Flashbulb memories of the assassination attempt on Reagan.
Cognition, 16 (1), 63-80.

Pillemer, D. B., Koff, E., & Rhinehart, E. D. (1987). Flashbulb memories of menarche
and adult menstrual distress. Journal of Adolescence, 10 (2), 187-199.

Pillemer, D. B., Picariello, M. L., & Pruett, J. C. (1994). Very long-term memories of a
salient preschool event. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 8 (2), 95-106.

Rubin, D. C., & Kozin, M. (1984). Vivid memories. Cognition, 16 (1), 81-95.

Schmolck, H., Buffalo, E. A., & Squire, L. R. (2000). Menory distortions develop over
time: Recollections of the O.J. Simpson trial verdict after 15 and 32 months.
Psychological Science, 11 (1), 39-45.

Scott, D., & Ponsodo, V. (1996). The role of positive and negative affect in flashbulb
memory. Psychological Reports, 79 (2), 467-473.

Smith, M. C,, Bibi, U., & Sheard, D. E. (2003). Evidence for the differential impact of
time and emotion on personal and event memories for September 11, 2001. Applied
Cognitive Psychology, 17 (9), 1047-1055.

Talarico, J. M., & Rubin, D. C. (2003). Confidence, not consistency, characterizes
flashbulb memories. Psychological Science, 14 (5), 455-461.

Tekcan, A. |. (2001) Flashbulb memories for a negative and a positive event: News of
Desert Storm and acceptance to college. Psychological Reports, 88 (2), 323-331.

Tekean, A. ., & Peynircioglu, Z. F. (2002). Effects of age on flashbulb memories.

Psychology and Aging, 17 (3), 416-422.

42



Tekcan, A. |., Ece, B., Gulgoz, S., & Er, N. (2003). Autobiographical and event memory
for 9/11: Changes across one year. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 17 (9), 1057-
1066.

Ter, L. C., Bloch, D. A., Michel, B. A., Shi, H., Reinhardt, J. A., & Metayer, S. (1996).
Children’s memories in the wake of Challenger. American Journal of Psychiatry,
153(5), 618-625.

Weaver, C.A. (1993). Do you need a flash to form a flashbulb memory? Journal of
Experimental Psychology: General, 122 (1), 39-48.

Weaver, C. A., & Krug, K. S. (2004). Consolidation-like effects in flashbulb memories:
Evidence from September 11, 2001. American Journal of Psychology, 117 (4), 517-
530.

Winningham, D. B., & Nunn, J. A. (2000). Flashbulb memories? The effects of when
the initial memory report was obtained. Memory, 8 (4), 209-216.

Winograd, E., & Killinger, W. A. (1983). Relating age at encoding in early childhood to
adult recall-development of flashbulb memories. Journal of Experimental
Psychology —General, 112 (3), 413-422.

Wolters, G., & Goudsmit, J. J. (2005). Flashbulb and event memory of September 11,
2001 Consistency, confidence and age effects. Psychological Reports, 96 (3), 605-
619.

Wright, D. B., (1993). Recall of the Hillsborough disaster over time— systematic biases

of flashbulb memories. Applied Cognitive Psychology, 7 (2), 129-138.

43



Wright, D. B., Gaskdll, G. D. & O’ Muircheartaigh, C. A. (1998). Flashbulb memory
assumptions. Using national surveys to explore cognitive phenomena. British
Journal of Psychology, 89, 103-121.

Yarmer, A. D., & Bull, M. P. (1978). Where were you when President Kennedy was

assassinated? Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society, 11, 133-135.

44



6. TABLES

45



Table 1: Types of Canonical Categories Used in Flashbulb Memories since 1977

Ongoing Others
Year Study Location Time Activity Present
1977 Brown& Kulik v v v
1977  Yarmey & Bull v v v
1983  Winograd & Killinger v v
1984  Rubin& Kozin v v v
1984  Pillemer v v v
1987  Pillemer, Koff, & Rhinehart v v
1988  Bohannon v v v
1988  Pillemer & Goldsmith v v
1988  McCloskey, Wible, & Cohen v v
1989  Chritianson v v v v
1991  Mackavey & Stewart v v v
1993  Wright v v v v
193  Morley v
1993  Weaver v v
1994  Conway, Anderson & Larsenet al. v v v
1994  Cohen, Conway, & Maylor v v v
1996  Neisser, Winograd, & Bergman et a. v v v v
1996  Scott & Ponsoda v v v
1996  Terr, Bloch, & Michel et al. v v
1998  Finkenauer, Luminet, & Giseet al. v v v v
1999  Chritianson & Engelberg v v v v
2000  Winningham, Hyman, & Dinnel v v v
2000  Schmolck, Buffalo, Squire v v v v
2001  Tekean v v v v
2002  Tekcan& Peynircioglu v v v
2002  Davidson & Glisky v v v v
2003  Nachson& Zelig v v v
2003  Niedzwienska
2003  Taarico & Rubin v v v v
2003  Pezdek v v v v
2003 Lee& Brown v v v v
2003  Kvavilashivili, & Mirani et d. v v v v
2003 Er v v v 4
2003  Tekcan, Ece, Gillgdz, & Er v v v v
2003  Smith, Bibi, & Sheard v v v v
2004  Budson, Simons, & Sullivan et al.
2004  Luminet, Curci, & Marshet d. v v v v
2004  Weaver & Krug v v v v
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Table 1. continued.

Ongoing Others
Year Study Location Time Activity Present

2005  Wolters & Goudsmith v v v v
2005  Davidson, Cook, & Glisky et d. v v v
2005  Otai, Kusumi, & Katoetal. v v v
2005 Bernsten& Thomsen v v v v
1988  Reynolds& Thakooshian v v
2003  Paradis, Solomon, & Florer et d. v v v v
2005  Curci v v v v
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Table 1. continued.

Year

Study

Informant

Own Affect

Affect on
Others

Aftermath

1977
1977

Brown & Kulik

Yarmey & Bull

Winograd & Killinger

Rubin & Kozin

Pillemer

Pillemer, Koff, & Rhinehart
Bohannon

Pillemer & Goldsmith
McCloskey, Wible, & Cohen
Christianson

Mackavey & Stewart
Wright

Morley

Weaver

Conway, Anderson, & Larsenet al.
Cohen, Conway, Maylor

Neisser, Winograd, & Bergman et al.

Scott & Ponsoda

Terr, Bloch, &Michel etal.
Finkenauer, Luminet, & Gideet a.
Chrigtianson & Engelberg
Winningham, Hyman, & Dinnel
Schmolck, Buffalo, & Squire
Tekcan

Tekcan & Peynircioglu
Davidson & Glisky

Nachson & Zelig

Niedzwienska

Taarico & Rubin

Pezdek

Lee & Brown

Kvavilashivili & Mirani et al.

Er

Tekcan, Ece, Gulgoz, & Er
Smith, Bibi, Sheard

Budson, Simons, & Sullivanet a.
Luminet, Curci, & Marsh et d.

v

4

v

v
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Table 1. continued.

Affect on
Year Study Informant Own Affect Others Aftermath
2004 Weaver & Krug v v
2005 Wolters& Goudsmith v
2005 Davidson, Cook, & Glisky et d. v
2005 Otai, Kusumi, & Kato et al. v v v v
2005 Bernsten& Thomsen v
1988 Reynolds& Thakooshian
2003 Paradis, Solomon, & Florer et al.
2005 Curci v
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Table 1. continued.

Year Study Nature of event Reaction Elllr(S)Lght
1977  Brown& Kulik v
1977  Yarmey & Bull
1983  Winograd & Killinger
1984  Rubin& Kozin v
1984  Pillemer
1987  Pillemer, Koff, & Rhinehart
1988  Bohannon
1988  Pillemer & Goldsmith v v
1988  McCloskey, Wible, & Cohen v
1989  Chrigtianson v
1991  Mackavey & Stewart
1993  Wright
1993  Morley v
1993  Weaver
1994  Conway, Anderson, & Larsenetal.
1994  Cohen, Conway, & Maylor
1996  Neisser, Winograd, & Bergman et .
1996  Scott & Ponsoda
1996  Terr, Bloch, & Michel etal.
1998  Finkenauer, Luminet, & Gideet al. v v
1999  Christianson & Engelberg
2000  Winningham, Hyman, & Dinnel
2000  Schmolck, Buffalo, Squire
2001  Tekcan
2002  Tekcan& Peynircioglu
2002  Davidson & Glisky
2003  Nachson& Zelig
2003  Niedzwienska
2003  Tdarico & Rubin
2003  Pezdek
2003  Lee Brown
2003  Kvavilashivili & Miranaet al.
2003  Er
2003  Tekcan, Ece, Gllgoz, & Er
2003  Smith, Bibi, & Sheard
2004  Budson, Simons, & Sullivan et al.
2004  Luminet, Curci, & Marshet d.
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Table 1. continued.

Year Study Nature of event Reaction Clothes %rghght
2004  Weaver & Krug v
2005  Wolters & Goudsmith
2005  Davidson, Cook, & Glisky et d.
2005  Otai, Kusumi, & Katoet al.
2005 Bernsten& Thomsen v
1988  Reynolds& Thakoosian
2003  Peradis, Solomon, & Florer et d.
2005  Curci
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Table 1. continued.

Change in
Activity after Date of Ongoing
Year Study Event Event Day of Week Activity
1977  Brown & Kulik
1977  Yamey & Bull v
1983  Winograd & Killinger v
1984  Rubin & Kozin
1984  Pillemer
1987  Pillemer, Koff, & Rhinehart
1988  Bohannon v
1988  Pillemer & Goldsmith v
1988  McCloskey, Wible & Cohen
1989  Christianson
1991  Mackavey & Stewart
1993  Wright
1993  Morley v
1993  Weaver
1994  Conway, Anderson, & Larsenetal.
1994  Cohen, Conway, Maylor
1996  Neisser, Winograd, & Bergman et al.
1996  Scott & Ponsoda v
1996  Terr, Bloch, & Michel et al. v
1998  Finkenauer, Luminet, & Gisleet al. v
1999  Christianson & Engelberg
2000  Winningham, Hyman, & Dinnel
2000  Schmolck, Buffalo, & Squire v
2001  Tekcan
2002  Tekcan& Peynircioglu
2002  Davidson & Glisky v
2003  Nachson& Zelig
2003  Niedzwienska
2003  Tdarico & Rubin
2003  Pezdek
2003 Lee& Brown
2003  Kvavilashivili & Mirani et al.
2003  Er
2003  Tekcan, Ece, Gllgoz, & Er
2003  Smith, Bibi, & Sheard
2004  Budson, Simons, & Sullivan et al.
2004  Luminet, Curci, & Marsh et d. v v v
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Table 1. continued.

Activity after Date of

Change in
Ongoing

Year Study Event Event Day of Week Activity
2004  Weaver & Krug
2005  Wolters & Goudsmith
2005  Davidson, Cook, & Glisky et al. v
2005  Otai, Kusumi, & Kato et al.
2005  Bernsten & Thomsen
1988  Reynolds & Thakooshian
2003  Peradis, Solomon, & Florer et al.
2005  Curci
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Table 1. continued

First Thing First Thing
Said after Thought Activity Mode of
Year  Study Event after Event before Event Discovery Weather
1977  Brown & Kulik
1977 Yarmey & Bull v
1983  Winograd & Killinger
1984 Rubin& Kozin
1984  Pillemer
1987  Pillemer, Koff, & Rhinehart v
1988  Bohannon v
1988  Pillemer & Goldsmith
1988  McCloskey, Wible and Cohen
1989  Christianson
1991 Mackavey & Stewart
1993  Wright
1993 Morley
1993  Weaver
1994 Conway, Anderson, & Larsenet d.
1994  Cohen, Conway, Maylor
1996 Neisser, Winograd, & Bergman et al.
1996  Scott & Ponsoda
1996 Terr, Bloch, & Michel et al.
1998  Finkenauer, Luminet, & Gideet a.
1999 Christianson & Engelberg
2000  Winningham, Hyman, & Dinnel
2000 Schmolck, Buffalo, & Squire
2001 Tekcan
2002 Tekcan & Peynircioglu
2002 Davidson & Glisky
2003 Nachson& Zelig
2003  Niedzwienska
2003 Taarico & Rubin v
2003  Pezdek v v
2003 Lee& Brown
2003  Kvavilashivili & Mirani et al.
2003 Er
2003 Tekcan, Ece, Gllgoz, & Er
2003  Smith, Bibi, & Sheard
2004  Budson, Simons, & Sullivanet al.
2004  Luminet, Curci, & Marsh et al.
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Tablw 1. continued.

First Thing First Thing
Said after Thought Activity Mode of
Year  Study Event after Event  before Event Discovery Weather
2004 Weaver & Krug
2005 Wolters & Goudsmith
2005 Davidson, Cook, & Glisky et d. v
2005 Otai, Kusumi, & Kato et al.
2005 Bernsten & Thomsen
1988 Reynolds & Thakooshian
2003  Paradis, Solomon, & Florer et al.
2005  Curci
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Table 2: Percentage of Frequencies of Canonical Categories Used in the Studies between
1977 And 2005

categories yes no
Location 89.4 10.6
Ongoing Activity 85.1 14.9
Others Present 71.7 28.3
Informant 56.5 43.5
Time 51.1 48.9
Own Affect 32,6 67,4
Affect on Others 28,3 71,7
Aftermath 17,4 82,6
Activity after Event 15.2 84.8
Clothes 15.2 84.8
Nature of Event 8.7 91.3
Reaction 6.5 93.5
Date of Event 6.5 93.5
First Thought 4.3 95.7
Day of Week 4.3 95.7
change in ongoing activity 4.3 95.7
Activity before Event 4.3 95.7
First Thing Told after Event 2.2 97.8
First Thing Said after Event 2.2 97.8
mode of discovery 2,.2 97.8
weather 2.2 97.8
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Table 3a: Distribution of Subjects according to OSS Entrance Y ear and Cue Type

1998 1999 2000

no cue 12 17 19
location 11 16 17
informant 12 18 13
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Table 3b: Means and Standard Deviations of Age with Respect to OSS Entrance Y ear

N Mean SD
Group
1998 35 26,77 ,942
1999 51 26,12 1,211
2000 49 25,14 ,935
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Table 3c: Means and Standard Deviations of Age with Respect to Cue Type

59

Group

no cue
location
informant

N Mean SD
48 25,73 ,939
44 25,89 1,301
43 26,21 1,406




Table 4a: Percentages of Canonical Categories for the OSS among Groups

1998 1999 2000

Location 314 56.9 36.7
Time 57 21.6 12.2
on going activity 20 64.7 30.6
activity before 57 21.6 2
change in on going activity 0 7.8 0
aftermath 17,1 58.8 8.2
others present 11,4 39.2 14.3
informant 40 72.5 38.8
own affect 314 66.7 32.7
affect of others 8,6 5.9 12.2
first thought 20 294 28.6
first thing said after event 2,9 11.8 10.2
first told 0 9.8 6.1
day of week 2,9 3.9 0
weather 0 0 2
clothes 2,9 0 0
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Table 4b: Percentages of Canonical Categories for All Subjects

0SS SEP. 11 HSBC
Location 43 64.4 67.4
Time 14.1 6.3 6.7
ongoing activity 40.7 61.5 40.7
activity before 10.4 9.6 9.6
change in on going activity 3 3.7 11.1
aftermath 29.6 38.5 46.7
others present 23 29.6 11.9
informant 51.9 77 64.4
own affect 45.2 43 37.8
affect of others 8.9 11.9 104
first thought 26.7 32.6 17.8
first thing said after event 8.9 5.9 2.2
first told 5.9 10.4 4.4
day of week 2.2 0.7 2.2
weather 0.7 5.2 2.2
clothes 0.7 2.2 0
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Table 5: Means of Word Counts, Number of Canonical Categories Present and
Flashbulb Memory Scores for the Cancellation of OSS, September, 11 Events and the
Bombing of the HSBC Bank According to Being Affected by the Event

0OSss September 11 HSBC

Yes No Yes No Yes No

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Word Counts 55.62 59.42 12.63 17 30.42 23.70 39.15 29.04 49.96 47.86 33.21 36.48
Number of Canonical
Categories Present 390 247 151 188 383 158 405 208 417 222 320 2.09
Flashbulb Memory Scores 3.67 178 1.60 1.89 4 .95 390 162 425 151 340 1.86
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Table 6a: Percentages of Canonical Categories for the Cancellation of OSS According to

Cue Type
combined w/o cue location informant

location 43 50 40 38,1
time 14,1 16,7 13,3 11,9
ongoing activity 40,7 41,7 37,8 42,9
activity before event 10,4 6,3 6,7 19
change in ongoing
activity 3 4.2 0 4.8
aftermath 29,6 29,2 22,2 38,1
other present 23 29,2 24.4 14,3
informant 51,9 60,4 46,7 47,6
own affect 45,2 45,8 37,8 52,4
affect of others 8,9 8,3 2,2 16,7
first thought 26,7 35,4 26,7 16,7
first thing said after
event 8,9 12,5 8,9 4,8
first thing told after event 5,9 6,3 6,7 4.8
day of week 2,2 4,2 2,2 0
weather 0,7 0 2,2 0
clothes 0,7 2,1 0 0
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Table 6b: Percentages of Canonical Categories for the Cancellation of September 11

Events According to Cue Type

combined w/o cue location informant

location 64,4 68,8 68,9 54,8
time 6,3 6,3 8,8 4,8
ongoing activity 61,5 60,4 64,4 59,5
activity before event 9,6 10,4 11,1 7,1
change in ongoing

activity 3.7 2,1 2,2 7,1
aftermath 38,5 37,5 37,8 40,5
other present 29,6 33,3 244 31
informant 77 87,5 71,1 71,4
own affect 43 43,8 37,8 47,6
affect of others 11,9 16,7 2,2 7,1
first thought 32,6 35,4 24,4 38,1
first thing said after

event 5,9 4,2 11,1 24
first thing told after event 10,4 6,3 11,1 14,3
day of week 0,7 0 0 2,4
weather 5,2 6,3 2,2 7,1
clothes 2,2 2,1 2,2 2,4
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Table 6¢. Percentages of Canonica Categories for the Cancellation of the Bombing of

HSBC Bank According to Cue Type

combined w/o cue location Informant
location 67,4 70,8 64,4 66,7
time 6,7 8,3 11,1 0
ongoing activity 40,7 50 37,8 33,3
activity before event 9,6 6,3 6,7 16,7
change in ongoing
activity 11,1 16,7 8,9 7,1
aftermath 46,7 56,3 35,6 47,6
other present 11,9 6,3 8,9 21,4
informant 64,4 68,8 66,7 57,1
own affect 37,8 29,2 35,6 50
affect of others 10,4 42 8,9 19
first thought 17,8 14,6 15,6 23,8
first thing said after
event 2,2 0 6,7 0
first thing told after event 4,4 4,2 4.4 4,8
day of week 2,2 4,2 0 2,4
weather 2,2 4,2 0 2,4
clothes 0 0 0 0
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7. FIGURES
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Figure 1: Means of 1999 Group for word counts for al events
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APPENDIX A: FLASHBULB MEMORY INSTRUCTION WITHOUT CUE
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Flas bellek 6nemli, beklenmedik ve duygusal boyutu olan toplumsal ya da bireysel o laylarin ilk
kez 6grenildigi an ile ilgili ayrintilarin hatirlanmasina verilen isimdir. Olayin tGizerinden ¢ok
uzun zaman gegse de olayi 6grendiginizana dair kosullar ¢ok net bir sekilde hatirlanabilir.
Sizden istedigimiz bazi toplumsal olaylari ilk 6grendiginiz anda ne yaptiginizi ayrintili olarak
anlatmaniz. Sizden, olaya ait bilgileri hatirlamanizi deqil, olayi 6grendiginiz ana dair
bilgileri hatirlamanizi istiyoruz.
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APPENDIX B: FLASHBULB MEMORY INSTRUCTION WITH LOCATION CUE
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Flas bellek 6nemli, beklenmedik ve duygusal boyutu olan toplumsal ya da bireysel olaylarin ilk
kez 6grenildigi an ile ilgili ayrintilarin hatirlanmasina (nerede vs.) verilen isimdir. Olayin
uzerinden ¢ok uzun zaman gec¢se de olayi 6grendiginiz ana dair kosullar ¢ok net bir sekilde
hatirlanabilir. Sizden istedigimiz bazi toplumsal olaylari ilk 6grendiqiniz anda ne yaptiginizi
ayrintili olarak anlatmaniz. Sizden, olaya ait bilgileri hatirlamanizi deqil, olayi 6grendiginiz
ana dair bilgileri hatirlamanizi istiyoruz.
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APPENDIX C: FLASHBULB MEMORY INSTRUCTION WITH INFORMANT CUE
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Flas bellek 6nemli, beklenmedik ve duygusal boyutu olan toplumsal ya da bireysel olaylarin ilk
kez égrenildigi an ile ilgili ayrintilarin hatirlanmasina (kimden vs.) verilen isimdir. Olayin
uzerinden ¢ok uzun zaman gec¢se de olayi 6grendiginiz ana dair kosullar ¢ok net bir sekilde
hatirlanabilir. Sizden istedigimiz bazi toplumsal olaylari ilk 6grendiqiniz anda ne yaptiginizi
ayrintili olarak anlatmaniz. Sizden, olaya ait bilgileri hatirlamanizi deqil, olayi 6grendiginiz
ana dair bilgileri hatirlamanizi istiyoruz.
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APPENDIX D: FLASHBULB MEMORY QUESTIONAIRRE FOR THE
CANCELLATION OF UNIVERSITY ENTRANCE EXAM
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1 Mayis 1999 da Ogrenci Se¢gme Sinavinin iptal edildigini ilk 6grendiginiz ani hatirliyor
musunuz?

Hatirliyorsaniz lutfen ayrintili bir sekilde anlatiniz.
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APPENDIX E: FLASHBULB MEMORY QUESTIONAIRRE FOR THE
SEPTEMBER, 11 EVENTS
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11 Eylul 2001'de Dinya Ticaret Merkezi'ne yapilan saldiriyi ilk 6grendiginiz ani hatirliyor
musunuz?

Hatirliyorsaniz lutfen ayrintili bir sekilde anlatiniz.
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APPENDIX F: FLASHBULB MEMORY QUESTIONAIRRE FOR THE BOMBING
OF THE HSBC BANK
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20 Kasim 2003’de Levent'teki HSBC bankasinin bombalandigini ilk 6grendiginiz ani hatirliyor
musunuz?

Hatirliyorsaniz lutfen ayrintili bir sekilde anlatiniz.
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APPENDIX G: CONSEQUENTIALITY QUESTIONNAIRE
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1. Buolay sizinicin kisisel olarak ne kadar dnemliydi?

1 2 3 4 5
Hig cok
Neden?

2. Buolay szinicin toplumsa olarak ne kadar dnemliydi?

1 2 3 4 5
Hic cok
Neden?

3. Buolayin 6neminin ne zaman farkina vardiniz?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Hemen  lsaatsonra lginsonra 1 haftasonra 1ay sonra 1yil sonra
4. Olayin oldugu giin siz bu olayin ne kadar énemli oldugunu distindiniz?
1 2 3 4 5
Hic cok
5. Buolay daha sonra sizinicin ne kadar nem kazandi?

1 2 3 4 5
Hic cok
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APPENDIX H: EVENT MEMORY QUESTIONNAIRE
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10.

11.

1 Mayis 1999 da Ogrenci Segme Sinavi neden iptal edilmisti?

Sinavin iptaline neden olan olay nerede gergeklesti?

Sinav haftanin hangi gunt iptal edildi?

Ikinci sinav ne zaman yapildi?

11 Eylll 2001 de Dinya Ticaret Merkezi’ ne yapilan saldirida kag ucak
kullanildi?

Ayni guin baska nerelere saldiri diizenlenmisti?

Saldirilari ilk kim Ustlendi?

20 Kasim 2003’ de Levent HSBC bankasinin bombalanmasi olayini ilk kim
ustlendi?

Ayni gin Istanbul’ da baska nerelerde saldirilar gergeklesti?

Saldiri saat kagta gerceklesti?

HSBC bankasinin bombalanmasiyla ayni gunlerde Istanbul’ un farkli
bolgelerinde benzer saldirilar gergeklesti. Bu olaylardan hatirladiklarinizi
yaziniz.
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