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• Research indicates that individuals are poor with 

memory recall, especially after time passage (Potter, 

Staub, Rado, & O'Connor, 2002). 

• The current research piloted a vignette to establish 

reliability for the memory assessment and to assist the 

investigators with future research directions. 

• Two time conditions were evaluated (Time 1—

immediate response and 15 minute delay, Time 2—

seven day delayed response) and comparisons were 

analyzed. 

INTRODUCTION

METHODS

• Participants:  One hundred twenty-three (80 

females, 42 males) undergraduate students at a mid-

sized public university in the southwestern USA 

participated. Participants volunteered as an optional 

means of course requirement fulfillment. 

• Materials:  A vignette of 198 words was created by 

the researchers about a vehicle theft which occurred 

in the neighborhood of the witness. It was specified 

the vehicle was stolen and the reader was the only 

witness to the incident. 

• Procedure:  Assignment was determined by course 

membership to one of the two Time 1 groups—

immediate response (n=67) and 15 minute response 

(n=56). All participants were requested to provide a 

Time 2, seven day, recollection response (n=104). 

Participants were asked to read the vignette for one 

and a half minutes and recall details after their 

assigned time condition was applied. Free-recalled 

responses were analyzed by two decoders. 

RESULTS

CONCLUSIONS

• Memory recollection was analyzed using a repeated 

measures 2 (Time 1 vs Time 2) x 2 between 

measures (0 minutes vs 15 minutes) mixed factorial 

ANOVA. A significant main effect was obtained, F(1, 

91) =64.54, p < .01; η2 = .38. Participants reported 

less memory accuracy for Time 2 (M = 4.64, SD = 

3.08) versus Time 1 (M = 6.66, SD = 3.75). Post hoc 

paired sample t-test and independent sample tests 

indicate a difference from Time 1 to Time 2 

t(103)=7.96, p < .01, with Time 2 (M=4.7, SD=3.16) 

performing significantly worse than Time 1 (M=6.7, 

SD=3.76), but failed to find a difference in the 15 

minute delay task of Time 1 t(108)=.767, p = .445, 

(M=6.5, SD=3.46) and 0 delay (M=7.09, SD=4.02).

• Researchers expected there would be a significant 

difference in memory recollection between Time 1 

and Time 2, the results supported this expectation. 

Results also showed strong reliability between raters 

which is important for moving forward in future 

research. The results showed this to be a reliable 

vignette to assess free recall memory.

METHODS CONT.

• Content-coding:  An instruction guide was created 

that measured Accuracy within the responses. Two 

trained Masters Students appraised the written 

responses. Interrater reliability was determined by 

decoder responses on a created coding form. The 

interrater reliability coefficients were obtained for Time 

1 (Accuracy) and Time 2 (Accuracy) fields were .99 

and .99. 
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High interrater reliability was obtained by objectively rating 

whether specific items are included in the response. 

Items: 

• The incident occurred on Louisiana Street. 

• The incident occurred Saturday.

• The incident occurred at 3 pm/in the afternoon.

• The vehicle that squealed to a stop has four doors. 

• The vehicle that squealed to a stop was blue. 

• The vehicle that squealed to a stop was a Neon. 

• The person running was a man.

• The man had shaggy hair.  

• The man had brown hair. 

• The man was wearing a red t-shirt. 

• The man was wearing jeans. 

• The stolen vehicle was white. 

• The stolen vehicle was a Ford. 

• The stolen vehicle was an SUV.

• At the time of the incident, the witness was watering 

vegetation. 

Rating Scale

1—Right answer

2—Wrong answer


