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Amanda C. Gingerich Hege

Gettysburg College Homecoming 
Psychology Symposium

16 October 2009

Presenter
Presentation Notes
First, thank you for inviting me to speak to you today; I’m really enjoying my visit and I appreciate the opportunity to share my research with you.

In general, I’m interested in the ways that memory can go wrong and make us think that something happened that really didn’t or that did happen but in a very different way from how we remember it. 
My research, in general, has focused on factors that influence the likelihood that we’ll falsely remember something. 
In the research that I’m going to present to you today, I looked specifically at the effect of mood (or affective state) on a certain type of memory error known as inadvertent plagiarism.

**I’ll use “affective state” and “mood” interchangeably throughout this talk**

[Bredart, Lampinen, and Defeldre – Phenomenal characs of crypto.  Confidence lower for plag’d responses than for correct responses.  On MCQ, correct associated with more experiential detail than plag’s responses – consistent with SMF].
[Marsh & Landau, 1995 – Other theory to explain crypto.  Relative Strength Account – different classes of items exist in memory with variable degrees of average strength.  Items generated by the participant should be strongest, new items should be weakest, and items generated by the computer/partner should be somewhere in-between.  Ss set two decision criteria, one above which they report “self-generated” and one below which they report “new.”  In between these two criteria, they can make errors because, presumably, they can’t just rely on item strength].
[SM judgments require more time to cpmplete than do old-new recognition judgments – Johnson, Kounios, & Reeder, 1994].
[Brown & Halliday, 1991 – introduced a delay between IG and RO.  Delay increased crypto rates].
[Bink, Marsh, Hicks, & Howard, 1999 – Ss more likely to plagiarize a more credible source than a less credible source].




• Affective state provides information about the 
current situation and how it should be interpreted.

1 Clore, Schwarz, & Conway (1994); Gasper & Clore (2002); Schwarz & Clore (1983)

=

=

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The theoretical framework that has motivated these experiments is the Affect-as-Information Hypothesis.

According to the AAI hypothesis, the affective state that someone’s in provides them with information about how they should interpret the current situation.

Someone experiencing positive affect uses these feelings as a “go” signal to continue using whatever cognitive strategies are currently available to them. For example, people in a positive affective state rely more on stereotypes, schemas, scripts, etc. than do people in a sad mood.

Someone experiencing negative affect, on the other hand, uses these feelings as a “caution” (or even a “stop”) signal. They take their negative mood as information that it might not be appropriate or advantageous to use the currently available strategies. This, then, tends to lead to more careful processing of the situation.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Previous research has looked at the influence of affective state on item memory and found that negative affective state reduces false memory errors.

Typically, when people are presented with a set of words that are all related to a word that is NOT presented, they falsely report that that item was presented, indicating that their memory of what they were presented is not consistent with what really happened.



2 Storbeck & Clore (2005)
Positive    Negative  Neutral

 Negative affective state (i.e., sad mood) has 
been shown to reduce false memory errors 2

Presenter
Presentation Notes
There is evidence, though, that being in a negative or sad mood actually makes people less likely to make these false memory errors.

For example, Storbeck and Clore, found that participants in positive and neutral moods were equally likely to falsely recall the lure items in this paradigm, but those in a negative mood were significantly less likely to false recall the lures.

One result of this for memory is that negative affective state may increase memory accuracy.
For example, Storbeck and Clore found that people in a negative mood were less likely to falsely recall an item that wasn’t presented in the DRM paradigm than people in a positive mood.
When presented with words such as…….those in a positive mood were more likely to report that the word sleep was presented when in fact it was not.

In a task in which participants heard a story about people going out to dinner and were then asked to recognize details from that story, participants in a happy mood were more likely to show more false recognition of previously unpresented, but script-consistent information than were participants in a sad mood (Bless et al., 1996).

So, there is some evidence that being in a negative mood can increase your memory accuracy when you have to determine whether an item was presented or not,
But what about when you have to remember who presented the information?



?

?

Does Affective State Influence 
Source Memory?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In other words, what about memory for source?

Source memory refers to memory for the context in which one has learned facts and items (e.g., Johnson, Hashtroudi & Lindsay, 1993).

Can include who presented the information, physical attributes of the information, etc.

I looked at this issue in the three experiments that I’m going to present to you today.



 Memory error that occurs when one
(a) claims a previously-encountered idea 

to be a new idea or 
(b) claims an idea generated by someone 

else to be one’s own idea.

Also known as:
Cryptomnesia
Unintentional Plagiarism
Unconscious Plagiarism

Presenter
Presentation Notes
One way to look at source memory is using an inadvertent plagiarism paradigm.

Not only is it a mysterious phenomenon, but it also has a bit of a secret identity because it goes by many names:
Cryptomnesia
Unintentional plagiarism
Unconscious plagiarism



George Harrison vs. Bright Tunes Music Corp.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
A real world example of this was when George Harrison was sued by…
E.g., Bright Tunes Music Corp. vs. Harrisongs Music
George Harrison’s “My Sweet Lord”
Ronald Mack/The Chiffons’ “He’s So Fine”



Three-Phase Procedure3

3 Brown & Murphy (1989, Exp. 1)

Generate-NewInitial Generation Recall-Own

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Very interesting phenomenon, but not much empirical work has been done on it, probably b/c it’s challenging to replicate in the lab.

First empirical study…



Trial 1:

Initial Generation

flute

guitar

violin

piano

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Four participants alternated generating new exemplars from four categories (e.g.,  musical instruments) until each participant gave four exemplars for each category.
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Trial 2:

Initial Generation

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This occurred three times for each category so that each participant had generated 4 exemplars.



Recall-Own Phase

flute, 
saxophone

guitar, 
bassoon

violin, 
cello

piano, 
oboe

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In RO, participants recalled the exemplars that they had contributed to the IG phase.

[Asked for confidence rating on 3-point scale In E2 (semantic and orthographic categories) and E3 (visual presentation)– found most Correct conf rating were high conf and most PP and NE conf ratings were low conf].




Generate-New Phase

trumpet, 
piccolo

tuba, 
cymbals

viola, harp

bass, 
ukulele

**Significant Inadvertent Plagiarism in every Phase**

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Participants were asked to generate four new exemplars for each category that no one had generated previously.

Brown & Murphy found significant rates of plagiarism in every phase.

**For the research questions that I’ve been asking, a different paradigm seems to work better. And I’ll get into the details of that paradigm in a moment.**

[Average repetition rate for control group, who generated exemplars in the same fashion, but without alternating turns with other participants was 0.4%.
Initial Generation:  3.6% of generated items repeated items that someone else said
Recall-Own:  7.3% of items recalled were actually spoken by another participant
Most plagiarized items were from source immediately preceding subject.
Generate-New:  8.6% of produced items were generated by another participant]

[Asked for confidence rating on 3-point scale In E2 (semantic and orthographic categories) and E3 (visual presentation)– found most Correct conf rating were high conf and most PP conf ratings were also high conf (strangely enough).  This provides evidence that the semantic activation from IG remains while the episodic tag fades rapidly].

[Maybe results were due to knowledge of sequence (when the participant would be taking his turn).  Therefore, Linna & Gulgoz (1994) randomized sequence of responding and still found cryptomnesia, in rates similar to that of B&M].



Can mood influence 
inadvertent plagiarism?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
**For my research questions, a different paradigm worked better, and I’ll tell you about that in just a minute.**
In the first experiment that I’m going to tell you about today, I just wanted to know whether mood would influence inadvertent plagiarism.



Mood 
Induction Write about Happy or 

Sad Event for Total of 
11 Minutes

Presenter
Presentation Notes
To do this, participants came into the lab and wrote about the Happiest or Saddest day of their life for a total of 11 minutes.



Mood 
Induction

Initial 
Generation Take Turns 

Generating and
Sharing Responses



4
Marsh & Bower (1993)

Boggle Paradigm4 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
One way this has been studied experimentally is using the Boggle paradigm.
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C A O S

G L I N

A N L D

Initial-Generation
Trial 1

sat, yes, 
soil

gate

4
Marsh & Bower (1993)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The way it works is that the participant takes turns with the computer coming up with Boggle puzzle solutions.
Computer partner generates 3 items, then participant generates 1
Trial is over when participant has generated 4 items

M&B (1993):
IG SP&PP: .12
RO PP: .32
GN SP&PP: .28

Brown & Murphy:
IG: .036 PP
RO: .073 PP
GN: .086 PP




S T E Y

C A O S

G L I N

A N L D

Initial-Generation
Trial 2

cat

tail, ate, 
son

4
Marsh & Bower (1993)



Initial Generation 
Computer's Turn 

The computer's word is : GREEN 

1Nhen you have located this word, click the button below. 

I've found it 



Initial Generation 
Participant's Turn 

Enter a new word: '---___ ------'1 [ Submit I [ Skip I 

Technical problems? Please contact us and let us know. 



Four trials for 
each of 6 puzzles

Total Generations:
Computer: 72
Participant: 24

Materials

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Initial Generation Phase
Participant alternates generating words with computer “partner”
Computer “finds” 3 words, participant finds 1
This process occurs 4 times for each of 6 puzzles

Computer presented 72 items total 
Participant presented 24 items total 




Mood 
Induction

Initial 
Generation

10 Minute 
Distractor

Presenter
Presentation Notes
10 minutes distractor task to prevent participants from rehearsing the last few words they generated.




Mood 
Induction

Initial 
Generation

10 Minute 
Distractor

Recall-Own

Remember own
Responses from 

Initial Generation 
Phase



Please enter the four words that you generated in the previous phase below in any order.



Mood 
Induction

Initial 
Generation

10 Minute 
Distractor

Recall-Own

Generate-
NewGenerate New Boggle 

Puzzle Solutions



Please fill in four new words that have not been presented in the previous phases.



Mood 
Induction

Initial 
Generation

10 Minute 
Distractor

Recall-Own

Generate-
New

Mood 
Questionnaire



Very Unhappy 1 7 Very Happy
Very Unpleasant 1 7 Very Pleasant
Very Negative 1 7 Very Positive

Please describe how you were feeling while you were 
writing your story.

Please describe how you are feeling right now, at this 
moment.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
At the end of the experiment, we ask participants to report their mood while they were being induced and at the current moment.

Exclusion Criterion: 
If they wrote fewer than 100 words, they were thrown out.
If they “bounced” more than 20% of responses.



Mood 
Induction

Initial 
Generation

10 Minute 
Distractor

Recall-Own

Generate-
New

Mood 
Questionnaire

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Are there any questions about the procedure that I can answer at this point?



Recall-OwnComputer-Generated:

Trial 1: sat, yes, soil

Trial 2: tail, ate, son

Participant-Generated:

Trial 1: gate

Trial 2: cat

?
gate sattea

Correct New Error Partner-
Plagiarism



Recall-Own
Correct New Error Partner-

Plagiarism

5 Landau & Marsh  (1997)

sat, gate, eat, yes,  
dill, cat

Computer-Generated:

Trial 1: sat, yes, soil

Trial 2: tail, ate, son

Participant-Generated:

Trial 1: gate

Trial 2: cat

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Recall-Own: A source monitoring decision
Requires an old/new recognition decision as well as determining which items were one’s own and which were one’s partners’.




Generate-NewComputer-Generated:

Trial 1: sat, yes, soil

Trial 2: tail, ate, son

Participant-Generated:

Trial 1: gate

Trial 2: cat

tall gate

Correct Self-
Plagiarism

Partner-
Plagiarism

soil



Generate-New
Correct Self-

Plagiarism
Partner-
Plagiarism

sat, gate, eat, yes, 
dill, soil

5 Landau & Marsh  (1997)

Computer-Generated:

Trial 1: sat, yes, soil

Trial 2: tail, ate, son

Participant-Generated:

Trial 1: gate

Trial 2: cat

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Here, it doesn’t matter what the origin of familiar items is; if they are familiar, they can be rejected.

If hypothetically different processes underlie these two phases, then there should be manipulations that selectively affect errors in the two phases.
If identification of origin is required in RO, but not in GN, then increasing similarity between origins should increase errors in RO, but not in GN phase.

[L&M – generate-reveal vs. read-intact – read-intact showed higher PP rates in RO for generate-reveal than for read-intact conditions (increased similarity of sources).  Same for human vs. computer partner – human partner provided more perceptual and contextual cues than did computer partner and, therefore, increased SM, which reduced PP in RO].




Generate-New Task
(Item Memory)

5 Landau & Marsh  (1997)

Who-
Generated-

What?

Familiar vs. 
Novel?

Recall-Own Task
(Source Memory)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In this way, RO Task Represents Source Memory (or a who-said-what judgment) and GN task represents Item Memory (or a familiar vs. novel judgment).



Task Inadvertent Plagiarism

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Inadvertent Plagiarism is represented by Partner-Plagiarism Errors in both RO and GN tasks.



Task Inadvertent Plagiarism

Recall-Own >

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Individuals have to accurately monitor source to perform well in recall-own phase. Since negative mood seems to lead to more item-specific processing that doesn’t tend to rely on more general knowledge structures, then presumably, those in a negative mood would make fewer plagiarism errors in the recall-own phase than those in a positive mood.



Task Inadvertent Plagiarism

Recall-Own >

Generate-New =

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Individuals have to accurately monitor source to perform well in recall-own phase. Since negative mood seems to lead to more item-specific processing that doesn’t tend to rely on more general knowledge structures, then presumably, those in a negative mood would make fewer plagiarism errors in the recall-own phase than those in a positive mood.

In the GN phase, however, no accurate source monitoring is required to perform accurately; individuals just need to rely on a feeling of familiarity. So, I didn’t expect that mood will have a significant effect on plagiarism in this phase.

Consistent with other research that has found an effect of mood on more deliberate processes but not on more automatic processes.
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Correct: p = .435
NE: p = .690
PP: p = .017
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Generate-New Task Results

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Correct: p = .775
SP: p = .770
PP: p = .985




– Source Memory Errors (Who-Generated-What?)

• >

• Mood affects source memory processes

– Item Memory Errors (Familiar vs. Novel?)

• =

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Consistent with the affect-as-information hypothesis, individuals in a positive affective state made more partner-plagiarism errors than those in a negative affective state in the phase that requires accurate determination of source, but performed equally well in the phase that requires only judgments of familiarity.

So, mood seems to affect source monitoring processes of the RO task, but not item memory processes of the GN task.



Happy Sad

5.26 2.88

Mood During Story Writing

Mood at End

Happy Sad

4.22 4.31

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Average Positive Mood Rating = 5.26
Average Negative Mood Rating = 2.88
Mood while writing story, p = .000

At end of experiment
Positive = 4.22
Negative = 4.31
Mood at end of experiment, p = .346




 What if null effect in Generate-New phase 
was because induced mood had “worn off?”

Mood 
Induction

Initial 
Generation Recall-Own Generate-

New

Presenter
Presentation Notes
It looks like sad mood wore off by end of experiment, which provides an alternative explanation for the results of E1.



Mood 
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Generation
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Generate-
New
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Questionnaire

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Identical to Experiment 1 except participants complete either the Recall-Own or the Generate-New task (manipulated Between-subjects).



Task Inadvertent Plagiarism
Recall-Own >

Generate-New =

Mood Affects Source Memory:

Task Inadvertent Plagiarism
Recall-Own >

Generate-New >

Mood Affects Item and Source Memory:

Presenter
Presentation Notes
If Mood affects only Source Memory, then we should replicate E1 results.
If Mood Affects Item and Source Memory, and induced mood had just worn off by GN, then…
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Replicated E1 in RO phase.

Correct: p = .285
NE: p = .921
PP: p < .05
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Key is here: Correct and SP replicate E1.
Mood had more of an effect on the GN phase in E2 than it did in E1, but it was only marginally significant.

And if we look at the mood data for E2…

Correct: p = .936
SP: p = .255
PP: p (two-tail) = .064
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Key is here: Correct and SP replicate E1.
And, although mood had more of an effect on the GN phase in E2 than it did in E1, this effect was only marginally significant.

And if we look at the mood data for E2…

Correct: p = .936
SP: p = .255
PP: p (two-tail) = .064



Happy Sad

4.75 3.20

Mood During Story Writing

Recall-Own Generate-New

Happy Sad

4.75 3.15

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The mood induction worked – Happy rated themselves as significantly happier than Sad in both RO & GN conditions.

During Story Writing:
RO: H = 4.75, S = 3.20, p < .001.
GN: H = 4.75, S = 3.15, p < .001.



Happy Sad

4.75 3.20

Mood During Story Writing

Recall-Own Generate-New

Happy Sad

4.75 3.15

Happy Sad

4.60 4.05

Happy Sad

4.15 3.60

Mood at End

Presenter
Presentation Notes
…we see that, although it was reduced at the end of the experiment, the mood induction was still there at the end. So, I’m not completely convinced that there is an effect of mood in the GN task nor am I completely convinced that there is NOT an effect. So, I included the GN task conditions in E3 to try to figure out what’s going on.

During Story Writing:
RO: H = 4.75, S = 3.20, p < .001.
GN: H = 4.75, S = 3.15, p < .001.

At End:
RO: H = 4.60, S = 4.05, p = .034.
GN: H = 4.15, S = 3.60, p = .071.



• Mood affects source memory and may
affect item memory processes

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Again, we have evidence that mood is affecting the source monitoring processes of the Recall-Own task.
As for the item memory processes of the Generate-New task, we see a trend towards there being an effect, but it’s only marginally significant.

I included GN conditions in E3 to try to see what’s going on here.



Does effect of mood on 
inadvertent plagiarism occur 

at encoding or retrieval?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In E3, I wanted to examine, more specifically, whether the effect that mood has on this type of memory error occurs at encoding or retrieval or both.

According to the AAI hypothesis, a person’s affective state affects how he processes a given situation. If this is the case, then it makes sense that mood’s effect on inadvertent plagiarism would occur at least at encoding if not at retrieval as well.



Mood 
Induction
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Before Encoding Condition
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Recall-Own 
or Generate-

New
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Distractor

Before Retrieval Condition

10 Minute
Distractor

Initial 
Generation

Mood 
Induction
10 minutes

Recall-Own 
or Generate-

New

MR1

MR1

MR2

MR2

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Manipulated whether mood induction occurs before encoding or before retrieval.

Procedure
Identical to Experiment 2 except for a few things:
The most important difference was that participants receive mood induction either before encoding (Initial Generation) or before retrieval (Recall-Own or Generate-New)

Also, Ps received the Mood Questionnaire a total of three times:
After Initial Generation: “How were you feeling during the previous phase?”
After Recall-Own/Generate-New: “How were you feeling during the previous phase?”
At End: “How are you feeling at this moment?”

10-Minute Distractor changed from spatial relations to geometric shape-naming task.
This was because, as Jerry brought up at my proposal defense, doing the spatial relations task can actually affect participants’ moods.



Predicted Effect on 
Inadvertent PlagiarismIf…

Encoding:         >
Retrieval:  >

Encoding & 
Retrieval

Encoding: =
Retrieval: >Retrieval

Encoding: >
Retrieval:        =

Encoding
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In the Recall-Own Task, on proportion of responses that were Correct, there was no effect of Mood Condition, no effect of Mood Induction, and no interaction between the two. So, mood had no effect on overall accuracy.
Correct: p = .770 (across Before Encoding & Before Retrieval)

Regarding the types of errors that participants made, mood did not affect New Errors (no Mood Condition or Mood Induction main effects nor an Interaction).
NE: p = .747 (across Before Encoding & Before Retrieval)

The important part is what happens with PP errors.
PP: Interaction between Mood Condition & Mood Induction, p < .05.
Subsequent analyses showed that this interaction is driven by a significant difference in Before Encoding (p = .042, one-tailed test) and by no difference in Before Retrieval (p = .136).

Happy people made more PP errors than did sad people, but only when mood was induced Before Encoding.
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Happy Sad
3.68 4.20

Happy Sad
4.42 4.20

Happy Sad
4.40 3.90

Happy Sad
4.65 4.35

Before Retrieval

Happy Sad
4.65 4.60

Presenter
Presentation Notes
BEFORE ENCODING:
Mood after IG			
RO: Happy	= 4.85, Sad = 4.10, p = .050 (.025, one-tailed).

Mood after RO		
RO: Happy	= 3.68, Sad = 4.20, p = .233.

Mood at End			
RO: Happy	= 4.42, Sad = 4.20, p = .641.

BEFORE RETRIEVAL:
Mood after IG			
RO: Happy	= 4.65, Sad = 4.60, p = .874.

Mood after RO			
RO: Happy	= 4.40, Sad = 3.90, p = .115 (.058, one-tailed).

Mood at End			
RO: Happy	= 4.65, Sad = 4.35, p = .367.



If…

Encoding & 
Retrieval

Retrieval

Encoding

Recall-Own Task Results

Predicted Effect on 
Inadvertent Plagiarism

Encoding:         >
Retrieval:  >

Encoding: =
Retrieval: >

Encoding: >
Retrieval:        =

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Effect of mood on source memory occurs at Encoding.



Pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

 R
es

po
ns

es

.20

.30

.40

.90

.80

.70

.60

.50

.10

Correct Self-
Plagiarism

.69
.62

Happy Mood (n = 20)
Sad Mood (n = 20)

Before Encoding

Partner-
Plagiarism

.20

.30

.40

.90

.80

.70

.60

.50

.10

Correct Partner-
Plagiarism

.63 .62

Happy Mood (n = 20)
Sad Mood (n = 20)

Before Retrieval

Self-
Plagiarism

.82
.88

.77

.84*

* p < .05

.31
.38

.37 .38

Generate-New Task Results

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Generate-New Task results were substantially more complicated. So, I’m going to present what I think may be going on, but I welcome your ideas and suggestions for how I might disentangle the results in future research.

The first thing that is important for me to point out is that, for the first time in all of these experiments, we see an effect of mood on proportion of responses that were Correct.
Correct: 	p < .01 (across Mood Induction Conditions – Sad more accurate than Happy).
		p = .072 (between Mood Induction Conditions, across Mood Conditions – Before Encoding more accurate than Before Retrieval).
		Before Encoding: p = .092.
		Before Retrieval: p = .019.

Because there was an effect of mood on accuracy here, I looked at PP errors and SP errors as proportions of all errors instead of proportions of all responses.

This black bar signifies that the error rates in these graphs are independent of the proportion Correct.

When taken out of all errors, there was no difference between happy and sad mood in SP errors OR in PP errors, regardless of when mood was induced.

Before Encoding:
SP: p = .509
PP: p = .516

Before Retrieval:
SP: p = .887
PP: p = .897
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MR #1
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MR #2

Happy Sad
4.60 4.00

G
en

er
at

e-
N

ew
 T

as
k

Happy Sad
4.20 3.85

Happy Sad
4.65 4.10

Happy Sad
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Happy Sad
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Before Retrieval

Happy Sad
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
BEFORE ENCODING
Mood after IG			
GN: Happy	= 4.60, Sad = 4.00, p = .036.
Mood after GN			
GN: Happy	= 4.20, Sad = 3.85, p = .330.
Mood at End			
GN: Happy	= 4.65, Sad = 4.10, p = .139.

BEFORE RETRIEVAL
Mood after IG		
*GN: Happy = 4.30, Sad = 5.20, p = .004.*
Mood after GN			
*GN: Happy = 4.25, Sad = 4.35, p = .800.*
Mood at End			
GN: Happy	= 4.80, Sad = 5.05, p = .447.

So I explored the data some more:
Took out 4 outliers (2 SDs away from mean of that mood group) – didn’t change results.
Put in RATED mood (as opposed to induced mood) into analyses as a covariate – didn’t change results.
Did Median Split on self-rated mood (after induction) – still no effect of mood on PP errors in GN [but effect of mood on accuracy went away].
Everyone got sadder after GN compared to after IG – I’m just concerned with the *relationship between* happy and sad ratings.
Besides, just to be sure, I took out everyone who went even ONE mood rating in the wrong direction at the wrong time and it didn’t matter – still the same effect of mood on accuracy, but not on errors.



Sad mood decreased
source memory errors

at encoding.

Mood had no effect on type of 
item memory errors made.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
In summary, the effect that mood has on source monitoring, as measured in the Recall-Own task, seems to occur at encoding only.

Mood does not seem to consistently affect errors based on feelings of familiarity, as measured in the Generate-New task, but may influence overall accuracy in this task.
Mood had no effect on type of item memory errors made regardless of when mood was induced.

“Assuming that the Recall-Own task primarily measures source memory and that the Generate-New task measures primarily item memory (as argued by Landau & Marsh, 1997), the results of Experiment 3 generally suggest that mood affects item memory accuracy overall (not errors specifically) at encoding and retrieval and that it specifically affects source monitoring processes at encoding, but not at retrieval. Stated another way, when induced at either encoding or retrieval negative mood improved item memory. By contrast, for source memory, the beneficial effects of a negative mood for decreasing partner-plagiarism errors only occurred when this mood was induced at encoding.”
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 Experiment 1
 Question: Does mood affect source memory in 

inadvertent plagiarism paradigm?
 Answer: Yes.

 Experiment 2
 Question: Is the effect of mood in Recall-Own but 

not Generate-New due to “wearing off” 
of mood?

 Answer: Probably Not.



 Experiment 3
 Question: Does mood effect in Recall-Own occur 

at encoding or retrieval (or both)?
 Answer: Encoding.
 Question: What’s going on with Generate-New?
 Answers: Sad mood enhances item memory 

accuracy.
No effect of mood on inadvertent 
plagiarism.

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Sad mood enhances memory accuracy, but not the type of memory errors that people make.



o Subjective Experience 
o Resolve Inconsistency
o Reality Monitoring

Presenter
Presentation Notes
While these experiments have provided useful information regarding how mood can influence the accuracy of our memories, there are still many questions that are unanswered and issues that need to be resolved.

I’m currently looking into the issue of whether participants in happy and sad moods actually experience their memories differently. That is, are people in a Happy mood just unsure of whose ideas were whose and they just tend to guess wrong or is it that they actually believe that the ideas they’ve unintentionally plagiarized are theirs? Right now I’m assessing this with confidence ratings and I plan to continue to try to answer this question by asking participants to make the distinction between whether they specifically Remember generating an item or simply Feel like they did.

I’m also going to try to figure out why, in the Generate-New phase, mood only affected PP errors in E2 but it seems to be affecting PP errors AND correct responses in E3. I’d like to try to parse out whether mood is affecting accuracy, in general, or specifically targeting memory errors.

Another topic that hasn’t been directly addressed in these experiments is the effect of mood on reality monitoring. While we have some evidence that being in a sad mood helps people to differentiate their ideas from others’ ideas, we don’t know how it might affect their ability to differentiate what they imagined doing from what they actually did. To look into this, I plan to have participants imagine doing a set of tasks like breaking a toothpick, smelling a cinnamon stick, etc. and to actually do a set of similar tasks while induced in a Happy or Sad mood to see if being in a sad mood would have the same effect that I observed in the studies I presented here on their ability to remember which tasks they did and which they imagined doing.
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Presentation Notes
Finally, I would like to close by acknowledging the people who have contributed the most to this research. 
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