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Results and discussion
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> category I EZNENAET -7 F(1,47)=88.0, p<0.001
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> condition D EBNENAETE > 7= F(1,47)=4.1,p<.05
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Figure 1. Mean percentage of words recalled in Experiment
1. Words belonging to a coactor's category were recalled more
Jfrequently when participants had performed a joint task rather
than an individual task. Error bars reflect within-subject

confidence intervals (G. R. Loftus & Masson, 1994).

Table 1. Mean percentages for recalled items for Experiment 1
and Experiment 2
Experiment 1 Experiment 2

Individual Joint Individual Joint
Items (%) (%) (%) (%)
Self 21.8 20.2 37.5 37.8
No one 8.0 7.8 7.0 8.9
Other 8.9 15.5 7.6 16.4
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Results and discussion

condition(individual vs. joint) & category("self" vs. "no one") D 2 X 2 53 E 3T

> category D ENENAFRE THDH Z L 2R LTV 5D F(1,23)=126.4, p<.001
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>  RHEAMERIEZ L F(1,23)=0.06, p=.81

condition(individual vs. joint) & category("other" vs. "no one")® 2 X 2 53 BT

> condition ® FENENAEE TS - 7= F(1,23)=10.5, p<.005

> category O ERRNPHE R - 72 F(1,23)=6.3, p<.05

> ZHAER®H Y F(1,23)=4.8, p<.05

W t BRE &2 AT o 725 5. joint BED other”™1Z 9 78 individual FFD”other” L ¥ & H &
2% < OHGEE BV LT % t(23)=3.77, p<.001
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Figure 2. Mean percentage of words recalled in Experiment
2. Words belonging to a coactor'’s category were recalled more
Jfrequently when participants had performed a joint task rather
than an individual task, despite the monetary incentive to focus on
oné’s own category and ignore the coactor's category. Error bars
reflect within-subject confidence intervals (G. R. Loftus &
Masson, 1994).

General Discussion
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