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significant main effect for prior knowledge, F (1,133) =
156.77, MSe = 3.45, p < .001. This finding indicated
that subjects correctly recognized more target facts
about well-known individuals (M = 11.70) than target
facts about unknown individuals (M = 8.03).

There was also a significant main effect for time of
test, F (1,133) = 10.48, MSe = 3.45, p < .005. Subjects
correctly recognized more target facts on the immediate
test (M = 10.34) than on the 1-week delayed test (M =
9.43).

Although the main effect of elaboration was not
significant (p > .05), the elaboration by prior knowledge
interaction was significant, F (1,133) = 5.28, MSe =
3.45, p < .05. Fisher LSD tests (p < .05) indicated that
subjects remembered more target facts about well-known
individuals under elaborated conditions, but remembered
more target facts about unknown individuals under
unelaborated conditions. Table 2 presents the means and
standard deviations for this interaction, and Figure 1
provides a visual description.

The other two-way interactions and the three-way
interaction were not significant. Sixty-four percent of
the variance in recognition scores was explained by the
treatment variables (52 = .64). The complete summary

table for the analysis of recognition scores appears in

Table 3.
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Mean Number (and Mean Percentage) and Standard Deviation

of Correctly Recognized Target Facts over Immediate and

Delayed Tests

Prior Knowledge

Well-known Unknown
Elaboration
Mean SD Mean SD
Elaborated 12.15 (87%) 1.29 7.80 (56%) 20D
(n = 40)
Unelaborated 11.25 (80%) 2479 8.25 (59%) 1.95
(n = 40)
14
—=— Elgborated —}— Unelaborated
12+
10+
a =
6 ! 1
Well-known Unknown

Figure 1. Number of Correctly Recognized Target Facts

among the Four Treatment Groups over Immediate and

Delayed Tests (Maximum Number = 14).
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Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Recognition Scores

Source of Variation SS df MS F P
Subjects 213.98 19 11.26 3127 <001
Elaboration (E) 2.03 1 2.03 0.59 .445
Prior Knowledge (PK) 540.23 1 540.23 156,774 - 001
Time (T) 36.10 it 36.10 X0.48 <002
E x PK 18.23 i} 18..23 5.29 023
Ex T 1.60 1 1.60 0.46 .497
PK x T 0.10 gl 0.10 0.03 .865
E x PK x T 0.40 1 0.40 0.12 .734
Residual 458.33 133 3.45
Name-Cued Recall Performance

The ANOVA for name-cued recall scores revealed a
significant main effect for prior knowledge, F (1,133) =
241.69, MSe = 1.20, p < .001. More target facts were
recalled about well-known individuals (M = 2.75) than
unknown individuals (M = 0.06). The main effect for time
of test approached significance, F (1,133) 3.81, MSe =

1.20, p < .053 with subjects recalling more target facts

on the immediate test (M = 3.90) than on the delayed test

(M = 1.58). These findings mirrored the results of

recognition scores.

The two-way interactions and the three-way
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interaction were not significant (p > .10, in all cases).
Seventy-one percent of the variance in name-cued recall
scores was explained by the treatment variables (R? =
.71). The complete summary table for the analysis of

name-cued recall scores appears in Table 4.

Table 4

Analysis of Variance Summary Table for Name-Cued Recall

Scores

Source of Variation SS af MS P P
Subjects 94.47 19 4.97 4.16 <001
Elaboration (E) 1.06 1 1.06 0.88 . 349
Prior Knowledge (PK) 288.91 1 288.91 241.69 . 001
Time (T) 4.56 1 4.56 3.81 .053
E x PK 0«31 1 0.31 0+26 .614
BEx'T 1.41 1 1.41 1.18 .280
PK x T 2.76 1 2.76 230 s 131
E x PK x T 0.16 1 0.16 0.13 «+ 718
Residual 158.98 1:33 1.20

Context-Matching Recall Performance

The ANOVA for context-matching recall scores
revealed a significant main effect for prior knowledge, F
(1,57) = 156.77, MSe = 1.58, p < .001, indicating that

more target facts were recalled about well-known



