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T.hé Encoding Process of Memory
— On Tulving’s Hypothesis‘—' -

0o % R

Kyoichiro Yamada

The purpose of this article is to introduce Tulving’s
‘hypothesis on encoding process of memory and to make
some comments on the hypothesis.

Tulving et al. have conducted a series of experiments
on the effect of extralist cue, and have obtained a few
phenomena which could not be explained by the exist-
ing theories. For instance, recall was sometimes higher
than ' recognition, and strong extralist cue could not
necessarily facilitate recall. These results are contra-
dictory to “generation-recognition” theory which was
most popular explanation of cueing effect.

Tulving proposed “encoding specificity ” hypothesis
to explain these phenomena.

In this articale “enconding specificity ” hypothesis is
discussed in six sections.

In 1 Tulving’s studies on extralist cue effect are
summerizied. The results of this kind of studies lead
the distinction between “availability ” and “ accessibility
of memory. -

In 2 several types of encoding and decoding processes
are illustrated with simple examples. The relation
between two processes entails that retrieval cue can
facilitate recall only if the encoding and the cue are
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semanticall consistent in subjects’ verbal system. This
viewpoint is background of Tulving’s hypothesis.

In 3 Tulving’s “encoding specificity ” hypothesis is
depicted in detail and his experiments which verified
the hypothesis are shown.

In 4, 5, 6 affirmative and negative responses to “en-
coding specificity 7 hypothesis are cited. Specially the
controvesy with Santa et al. is reviewed minutely.

Lastly in 7 author’s impression and opinions concern-
ing Tulving’s hypothesis, etc. are described breifly.

0.

ARED BALESF Tulving Hic X - T S hiz encoding specificity
RO EFR/ERAARD L THS.

Encoding specificity ({135 B FZ FI# & L TRV ERR O EE,
& <z cued recall &\ b B %Eﬁk:%b'(?%lbhf:%%%f@ﬁ@b o5&
TH5—EOFBAFRETHS.

o2 BImARKSIC AW B R, = @ encoding specificity {FainEERE I h
BDIZE ~1-EFR%, enconding ;BRBDEFEL ZDOOPLLABRTAH LS.

1.

B LD PR ERID D, DEFOWRVBORMERNLER Y B
OTERRT ENERMINS.
BERRERNFERC L - C data DIREI B Z L IIE D D A
data DB DOWTEEEL LTERETHARE LT LT, ZOHEEHN A
T2 % DERGERY KT 5020 T, X D IRVESRY speculate 35
ML U T&E. TR USRS, s, B, B4, Em,uﬂoﬁ
BB bb, HxOREOEESFNETHD, HIEL2HH -
BENCIBET 2 FRAEiIZLr X iesdbhd. FfBRB
DT h, ok ziE, BEShih ook ¥it, TRIZEHIh T

(216)



§§_¥5%65%
'Dﬁbbtb,ﬁ%@ﬁmmMmymommﬁéOﬂﬁbktib%a%
21D THZENEBHCETER DR T e, R L R L i —IH0
MERNE NS 72 LTS, data  LTCHE—DHELX BT ER

75 LT\ 3B B » T, Melton (1963) oREe—— What, them, are
the principal issues in a theory of memory? These are about either
the storage or the retrieval of traces [p. 4]— ¥, EREFEHOWREE
BT YT NEEoRETH -7 E 5 (Tulving and Thomson,
1973). _ '

LirL7eat s Tulving 6o cueing (cuing) R 5H%ER LT
D& LT, KRB ED availability & accessibility & o X B D LEHS
S3E X &7 (Tulving and Pearlstone, 1966: Tulving and Psotka,
1971 etc.). Tulving HD#EREIT, HEBREIEECHIE (retrieve) TE 72}
DA, AT LR (store) ShCOweiliie A—Tizizl, RISE LTE
HLTWALCEROFET DLW RS S. T SHAIIEER
e, R DL EROERD L CHEBEY 0% (kL EEME
HoORB$ 5 kA7 category £7c &) #, HEOBRE CRRTZ L LD,
PEREIT LV E OBELFRE T 2 &N TER LD, EOKFIDIR
Bl& e Tb, Zha extralist cueing ZHETHD. ZED avail-
ability & accessibility & O X B, H%VC[XI%@E?C%H%@%KI@?% il
B S OBERBL T RE LT, REEO £ IESATL
A, DECH U TEROER YL VT o hcEd, FAHZK
&ofﬁgmﬁmm%Lm.%%momf%ﬁ%f;wmmmmrméo
T, accessibility 237 WBHHEHETHDOTHSL. LLTEERELD D
D HS starage @%ﬁ%ﬂél/ﬁ&ﬁ#k BisE WS DOTHA.

CQEmthﬁmm@K?fkv#$bhtwﬁ,%ﬁ@ﬁ%m%m
TRECAHOREOAMMESE, & VI ERECHEBIEIILTCEDODL
BILOEE » CRAZEIIEETHS (Bower, 1969, 1970; Melton and
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Martin, 1972 ; Postman, 1971 ; Tulving 1962 ; Tulving and Donaldson,
1972).

LT ATRIBOEMBEYEERT L L 2, 2BOFECHSETESL LS

wEbhhs. _ _
CEL, #HEBREOT STERIGEHRE L CREN st ERE K<
TETHD. | ‘

Bousfield & Bousfield (1966) ¢ clustering——random 7z IHf-C R84
ERIRLEBATL, BRI QXA category BT % FEL AR
LTRG-S\ WEHAI Y b o—DRFICB U S $ D & LT, Forrester
& King (1971) o8, i1 h BREROFRIC B\ C, H 5 category
BT HHE% exhaustive HIBGEERC LB AL £ 5 ChWBaolER
EoH#id s ¥h T3 (Cohen, 1963). #7c list &% h b HIEEE T
MECERETH » T, multiple trial OL&HT T, FRTOETIZD
N TRIGE DB consistency A3k % £ \~5 subjective organiza-
tion 7z &> FEHE (Tulving, 1962; Mandler, 1967) & D% & H 5 N &
subjective disorganization (Mandler, Worden, and Graesser, 1974),
X iz Postman (1971) ® Shapiro & Bell (1970) o intertrial repeti-
tion (ITR) score DEZEbE 1 OHEOENTHS.

£ 213, EREOKINERT 2 HMEL#BL T, LEOMD LTS
B (storage) wBL T 3%, MR (3 L simulation model 7z &% F
BREREE DL AITETHA. '

M OFERR X » CTHERADEED network EEOhIEMINT
WA EHEETSH Bower (1967) ® Anderson & Bower (1972) o free
recall associative network (FRAN) model, Z2{&» searching #ER1k
5 BT, BEENL D category i U C subset % 7¢ Lfl,xé R
<% Shiffrin (1970) @ schematic 7z model 1355 2 D HEEORITH 5.
% 7 Fillmore (1968) DR STHEBMAOHEY 513 T, UHOHBIC S bh
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HEEMONELREOMEIEEH L Lindsay »® model (Lindsay
and Norman, 1972 Rumelhart, Lindsay, and Norman, 1972) %+ #3%
ZHWLDOTHS., :

%1@ﬁﬁ@&%{@ﬁ%@&%Z@%ﬁW@%Lﬁ&m M?L%m
K3 % 0Tiiaws, fobziX Slamecka (1968) o X 5 i iR D MR
X E > S BEO strategy L XHHHTH D, BRI TIE 4
MEEELTWS L0l L, HiE trace DML ZER LW IHL 55
CEBRMNELTRTS.

WwWThiel T, ﬁl)@@%ﬁﬁ&%%%?% & %L, T DXFERD ?Ei%%
DEGRLROBBCE CEELTE £ & &4k mECHkAL, HIETIX
retrieval plan, retrieval strategy, retrieval route 7g & 23, HE T
chunk, memory unit, memory element 7g &%, ZhLhEERMEL
LTHEHNBDTHS.

2.

Lo nT, REEROBBEORMBEE TREShHEE L0
5 kg e LTHET A0 E W5 BTHS. -
EHERD LN TWDHE, FREIIBERLERELLTVEDLEL
FRLIS EBDAH. Lok THEPHCRFPESBRE—TH-Th, #
BEORAZC I > TRHBEO LIV ELLZ LR LIELIED D 5 5
(Underwood, 1963). & D#kkz o4y EH#88I1T encoding. & Hs
coding &IN5, |

Encoding & coding 3, BB SEHINDS 20@&/—%\& 5% 9L,
RAMCIKESTERE L TR Y, BRBOAEEC X - THPDE DL
BHABETHS L 51k b 25 (Melton and Martin, 1972). Fhics
ENZh bR L X5 & T 5 encoding LEEBRTNBEZEL B
D, ARTIRLIEE encoding THE—L X5 &b 5.
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Bk ls—% »F i, 2 bic BOKPUNELT &\ 535 ¢ random
7z string DEHFAERD bhick &, =& 21X BOK % addition i X »
T BOOK iz, PUN % chainging & X - C PEN i, ELT % reordering
X »T TEL &5 X 51, natural langnage mediators & U7z
THEORSZ unit WEBRLCREHBLIS L3503 Lk (Adams
and Montague, 1967). X HrEAK X - Ttk I saw a book and a
pen by the telephone. @ k 5 e E BEE# L 72 b (Elmes and Bjork,
1975). *OWHEL image & LCEETS (Paivio, 1969) =& 4 TE 5.
Z D& LA RE RN recoding LIEENBBETHS (L& cod-
ing ® recoding oiﬁ%&:%%‘éhf: rule & ESFEBILELERLT
Wieht, BEREHRCS W THER IR ABEAIL L VIAHD term & L
TEHMBEINTHDL5THD). |

ZD X5, encoding BEFBRENIES O ORMERELYERLL
T, RO LOEEOEMICERECER LA s, EEED functional
unit #ER/ERTHBIETHH L2 X 5.

\» 7z A encoding % recoding % 5 1} e fBERABENIGE UTEHRT
5 EERX, £DEZIC decoding &5 BEIANEL s, decoding
L, encoding OBRICEH LI-FEH#D rule NP BHINADTHS.
Lichh T 22088113, FENCR LEZED rule NEELEL TR
bl L, #BEL rule BAELZEEEL T THIRD T 2 D 0B IX AT

BTHY5%.
EfIC, MR LERES BOOK &2v PEN LRI LS

addition % chainging D% rule % decoding B \WTIELL HHET
Eleh o IcicdTHDEELBRS.

R cueing FROFEBRI BN CHFEHFIIA L TH%. Tulving &
Pearlstone (1966) o EETITRR I 72 cue A% category 4 &\~ 5 nor-
mative 7cFEBAE L 57z rule Th 7= it L b, extrlist cue DR S
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B b Te - ey, b LHBRE LSRN T/ » 7o encoding & fEif%k s
extralist cue ARRLICETHE, ToEBRETE - T cue (3EELR
EIRIHPEEZILHLINVCESL S ZEXRENCTEINSDTHS.

T ulving & Thomson (1973) @ encoding specificity {KFi%, FCEARF
@ encoding *EBEHR L, TOEFLh, BOBBLHETH L VI ER
PHFEBLEEHRTHS.

3.

Tulving Hizextralist cue OZHREOFHBPO—>THixd popular TH -
7z generation-recognition ¥ (Anderson and Bower, 1972) &t L C
EROKEETHZENLDIILDTL5.

Generation-recognition B3, 4 &L FRIGEB L O b O EAR
RBEULTWS &2 5. BECET LRI, 12 UDTHERE N
HHEE D 7T B 55 b D%, W< 2h BRIk E L THRMIC generate
L, L»30biz, BIREOZYMH I DT recognize 5Lk b
BH LTV ERETS. L THRICB\CTELUHEDE S E - Ao B8R
B FEOREEE LTERING. Lictt-T, & OBRK IIIHE
FEREYEEL VWAL, BROFVBELD IELED "EBID
B PMENE WS ERMRPAIETT, TR DBRCRFTAETHID
Bl b0thHs (Kintosh, 1970). ‘

AT E OB M OB\ extralist cue 1k b ABEIMEE E D D
X, BEBIREED generation WASHOBEK LD THD LHRTA.

BAER 2 DOBRHENET 5L\ 5 DIk, ZOEF D speculation Th
B, %I 2 OOBRIEMREARREAEE Ih TS,

1 D FAM generation OFHELTHER LD B HEETH Y, BRHIC
EARLSRIETTS L. 5 10, B0 cue & LTHER S
DU, MKEEL BB BREOECEEEY £ 2 b DRS LD 2 AT
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BH5.

& Zn%s, Tulving (1968) DEETX, WEGFEHOFRTRREDK
CEA EECHFE L (FEEIAER L) %, KIGHEELRHO distractor
mh iz, 96 FEOHH, L old item »HE I L TAH, FTLEMIEFRE
Tlrlsr o7z, Tulving i I E CoBRIZEB1ORECRTH5HDT
BBHEVH., KL ZOERTHRICBEINBRE LT ba MR
SRPFBAEPFRIVIEL T hbh T wb e, FRBE—RILE
2, fo& 2, TOOTH-ACHE o FERM 0 BB B TR X

&AL T\\wb 7L, generation-recognition BEFOEEO RKIFICITTS
i LRl RS,

¥ 7= Tulving & Osler (1968) 13, cue OERREXVWAVWARE L TH
BT IETHEYHE L. ZORE, cue ORRIR, & BROM
TOEECR—0 cue ZRRTHIELCIVETDY, TOHFEVE
BlOSDTLHEYTHS. Ei#hd sz BERET D cue TIXH)
R blclsndwd e ENHE LT,

BLED X 5 fekERey b &, Tulving & Thomson (1973) iz genera-
tion-recognition #iH%A HE L, encoding specificity o 8% BB Li-.

o L, “an encodi‘ng process intervenes between the-

perception of an event and the creation of the corresponding. trace”
[p. 354]. TH b, encoding ixix, % DRILCIG Ui specificity 435 5.

Lzds ¢ “What is stored is determined by what is perceived and
how it is enconded, and what is stored determines what retrival
cue are effective in providing access to what is stored” [p. 353]. &
Wiz kit h., Fhdz, WEED encoding A B Ls\ extrailist
cue Ik, 7ok 2 BEMOB VSO THIHFERXRELLWTHAD ZEXF
BMIhs., COFEHEBIEL LS E LR bOEREFBRLTALS.

TR target EAKLFET 24 BRETSH. FOE, £EII
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FTEMIN-EBEMOEL cue (weak intralist cue, JIF WIC LHEED
T5) BRML, & 213 glue—CHAIR o X 5 efic LCERT%. #%
BeEw L target FBEREETD LS, FLCEOBELYTHo0b LA
7w T intralist cue (IC) KHEBEZ LT 5 X 5 CBnT 5.

3ED list DRFOH, WE 5 DOREY B L T7L.

(1) dLb& 24 o target FBiC 12, WREFBC TR TR IR VWEERT
nEGCERMY oS HE IR T b, kfilo CHAIR &5
target FE1Cit table 23 % HiTh TC\Wb. BREOFE L, WrRIhizE
® 5 P random 7r 12 FEioWC, BB EES strong extra-
list cue (LIF SEC &g+ 5%) i Ui it b, 8% % target ZE% 3
SETERETSZEThS. Zok ¥ WIC iR 3h T, £0
R, 12 FErpbTh 1.8 B (15%1MEY) LR TcERhot.

(2) (1) TEEIhLI-TDZ o target FieowT, AEINI:
SEC %R L, % SEC i35 HHEMBELEORTE S ) 2o, %
DERCHIE list o target EA BT FHEEIRDS. Thi 3HHGF
5. generétion-recognition DEES mentally e byb T LT

| Bh, FERITTFEE 3.6 55 B0PICHY) LRI VENEDTH T,

(3) zZAEER 24 03T SEC # R, £hFThied LT, 62k
PIC ) pl S %%@k%#@% BRI 12 SRS bhb. P
104 D KIGEES generate Xh, #0535 %H 17.7 & (24 D T4% 1T
FY) PERRIR I target ETH ST, -

(4) (3) T generate ShiHREEELRL, EEOMRMEY 52T

target FEEBPHhB OO DT ERS. LOKE, PHITTE

D5 4.2 F (17.7 BD 2% 1CHY) 75=IEL<E:, Ehi. ik
false alarm |3 4.5%CH - f-. - |

(5) ‘B, FEEFcEALE 24 © WIC 2#4%, FhEfhlxic
7o T\ target A A IR BRI 15.2 7 (63% i),
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Lol bW IEEERTH - 1. _

1L 20f list iw2onT (1) 225 (5) FCToOhie h EEMREY > Eh
IBZOTHHH, ZORRTIE—E SEC m I2MELFANTWD A,
HRELFECEACLCHEYE bh 3 &, £gREOMAORIEEC L5
generation-recognition 3% & & A% WoEX T B AT LBTOER I
DHFBINTWHE WL LS.

COERZER T SEC K I3 EE‘BIRICE-C AR IRS. o
RUSEE (1) Tl list o5 b 12 Hi % EBE 0 F2 random 1o
FRL, BREIBTVWHZECERETNETHS. BROLEEID S5
Frix list koI W EETH Y, LOFERM? L list £2F0EHE
MEAHA TS LS okt bhs (Epstein, 1969; |1H,
1975).

Lol b, BohicERc I, BEARTEZ2hFRNLTEW
AT faT &, %7 generation-recongnition EECHIL 7z & Ak
INBHEBTREGTHMENZ E0 D, ZOBBIEBFEIN, #Mic SEC X
n WIC iz X 5 i snd fc s & & o b encoding specificity {iai s
R Shics Tulving LIEHRTHOTHS.

4.

Encoding specificity {3 i< 3 5 Kk, Wiseman & Tulving
(1975) @ ZhiE 3 M homig &\ 5.

B, ZORBOERE LSRR EZT VR, SIS
£ encoding o X hEFL BiERHS 5 &% HBEYHER e Kk
(Murphy and Wallace, 1974 ; Postman, 1975), %8 2%, BAEX TR I
B RV E W ERERIADES DL, LOMFBEL TR WETD
Martin (1975) %R, £ L TH# 3%, BOhIHERED D D% artifact
THDHEBEETS Santa & Lamwers (1974) oftHTh 5. 2L TD
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BRMOBIILTO L 5> THS.

Martin {3 Tulving & Thomson (1973) »-Fv 72 target & “LIGHT”
FHE UCTEARIH L5, g LIGHT &xdic ghic WIC i1
head ©H . = DHA, #i%#E 12 head LIGHT o k 51z, LIGHT %
lamp OEBRE LT encode 5 LMNENTHSD. & AHN, BT
SEC: LTHRrEhb it dark L wWHEETHS. dark ewxf U LIGHT
753E?E§fﬁﬁif=?%\n ZERERTHLM, Zok ¥ LIGHT i luminance %
BT HBTHE. Licht THBERROBED LIGHT & 3 ks Bis -
T BHh b, dark iwk > CEBE I/ LIGHT (luminance) %, ¥R
tiz LIGHT (lamp) tA—D3 DL LTHERLAWI LR LAHRKT
bb. BROERY BELT (BATEIER/ERIARNCLHHD
EFEH % Tulving & o T RIEHETH b, generation-recognition
BRSO D 272 BETLDOTHAS.

i, FEIDBE LT Santa & Lamwers (1974) 13 Tulving &0
EBROTREE 230 bOERTRIEL LS & L. »hboERIZERL
i2ix Tulving oz &—F L, 24 st target FE& WIC # /R LEREA
252, BEiohi list 3T oD target FE 2\ TfTlebhs.
L THEORETIBOLEXHREL THL. (1) extralist cue D7\
H B 4&E:, (2) SEC it cued recall (3) SEC %iRL, 7
DR b target FEEBVERELL S TVBEWIEREMINTS
cued recall D&HD 3FETHS. KX L Tulving OFEE B, Y4
T5 cue HAHE ¥k, ThRIEIESI T BERELCT 2 HECEA
THERHFINTWS.

MR X5t gld 1) & @ cERL, &4 3) Tidh
W E WS ERAE bR, AU SEC #fBmRLIE Erd, #roHR
T L > THREREDLL LN EDTHS. |

itTﬂM@%G%&@%%ﬁm,%&Woﬂ%fm;wmﬁ%kb
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BEEICTI 03 Lk e G ohiks b, RECRsmlc Tl
W SEC 23R &h, LabREE LTHEABSEZR FEE bhiz. 2o
FargBRELYREIL IR TCLE oo, BAffic SEC il ciifiigsx
(BT 5 = & bi7edn o 7o Dk target 35X SEC & OBRAEMIN Tis
WiedTHBH E Santa HITHEHI L, encoding specificity (R D 1 DR
#l7os artifact ThHBH E R L T35,

it,'ﬁ@%ZOﬁ%&kot,ﬁiﬁﬁ%lb%%b&b5ﬁ%m
BAL Cit, #BREOFEN L DT interference DIENRDD 5B C
&, SEC w#Ziged L% B i EAEC generate X @72 D%, EHE
DERFEED distractor FEE LTHE S O, B fz%b&f@%ﬁkﬂ%
I HH L EEREY L EDTD.

5.

Wiseman & Tulving (1975) i2& < ic Santa &0 #HIC 2. THE 7
Er Z AR
BOEBRECE > TTFHLURWBRETH S L OFEFHe LT, R
64@@ﬂﬁhﬁkmmfﬁ&4aﬁ%:kb@5.:hmlofnam
Te BB E 3 R « 1< sophisticate SN TWL THAH. FLBRFEECKT
% distractor ZEOERICE L Cit, % list © 24 target ZED 5 B, - ¥
RBEBRE D BRI RAET S b O (generated) & L, fOFEHITREBRED
FTH b LoEEOBEED I\~ distractor Z&% #E{i L T 3s { (non-gene-
rated) © 2 &% i), HLTHRYHLETS. ZhbDHRERbx
Tt b list fRob L, LETERU < multitask OFfc LD,
(1) SEC %Ahichis 24 B target Ex 3oMR RS .
- (2) 12 © SEC #iRL, % cue hich 4 FEOHEIEFEY generate L,
ZThESr LT target FRER IS,
(3) Nongenerated 754 CHRAY IE5.
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(4) WIC wkx % cued recall # X¢5..
TEFELTCHETS. | o ‘ R
e DRER, B nongenerated SEXD generated %#F“C{Ji< Santa
LG (distractor FEDOEE) NEFIhicn, Ki WIC X s F 4
BRRDLETIX, generate G TEHhLIFEY 60%, 40%, nongene-
rated GHTIXERENFE 62%, 50% & TR FHEOHIEL, Ix
o Tulving LOERERN SR INK.
%hmﬁé&ﬁa@%m,mﬁﬁ@&f%ﬁ&?éﬁﬁmm&<(mk
15, 21, 25, 20%), 2 OORFD EXWRBEORIIC AT H LTS
fsus & Wiseman Bid L 7. S R

6.

BT Santa ¢ Lamwers (1976) X, ko Wlseman 1‘90) }j ey A
BEHHYBHLTWS. o SR

- Zhi X% & Wiseman bR, ﬁ&ﬁLGKMtka<EA
LOFERDD LS.

¥ PHERITIL, F%&mMM%ko%ﬁfm%h%h@ﬁﬁfﬁb
5 data 2% confound SNTCLEI LAY, FLBEBREFEYEREL T
FT oA, confounding DEFEEE < 7o DI REHAEN L FicfTin
iz, Tulving &0 ETIEOIEFFC Licht - T\ 5. & OIEFER
BREBEEN B BAEREC L 5T study oBER L bTRER
NHs (EZORRTIIE, BEY IZFTIRLEERIL, HHREE
PERLDOBECERE - TH, RKRTHEL LORMEENE D -
Ktb L RRENES DT, 2 ODEEY L TET 5 0k b Tulving
LOFHE, TihbbBERPODBENDIEAEL L bbb 5).

X BREREFEDLEA b, generation-recognition. HERE R T 5
feabiciy, (1) BEOHBARER, 2) 2 o0RBEeRT5HBRED cri-
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terion &R, (3) overt /s FR L, LS ¥hD covert IFHRED
distactor EFEHF X OCEWOFLM Ee2onT, T LWRIENLE
D THHH, Tulving HO—HEORBRTIILOBOEEL 23T
AR _

Tod 2 ko kg FoM BRI iz LT3 encoding specifi-
city {RFiix, ERMCERR TH Y, BETRRETHLD LA INS.

Wiseman & Tulving (1975) = X % &, encoding specificity {3811
UTDX57kbDTH T,

“The encoding specificity principle, strictly speaking, is not a
theory of memory, énd hence, its tenability is not open to empirical
test. It can be useful, however, for interpreting the outcomes of
experiments in which the differential effectiveness of various retrievai

cues is examined ” [p. 371]. _

Santa L3 .EdRd X 5 7x encoding epecificity ﬁ@ﬁﬁi%ﬁﬁﬂ@jﬁ%&%ﬁ
bhigwoik, £3LL list OFEARFCI\WTHA encode Sh, i
AR INNE S TP ERCHD ZENTERNDTHEEEZ, €
DX 5 EARERTEIILER CThonwiE e, IrL AHFEK fuzzy con-
cept [p. 571 w E¥in\LHWITEOTHS. |

7.

ZhErExE LT Tulving @ encoding specificity RO BNE, *+
DIEMMH D <% Santa b & OILMEZ BB L T E e, DITEEORWL
Palr E U md bR C 2 hHR B LILT B,
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