








'MEMORABILITY OF INNOVATIVE ITEMS
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The results of this study generally

items, the innovative versions were remembered more aligned with the theory from cognitive psychology sug- :
than the text versions. One of these item sets required that gesting that novel things are more readily rem‘“ibered.

examinees choose a needle, syringe, and injection site to - However, when participants mentioned a novel item:- they
administer a prescribed injection. The other item set wasa  generally did so by descnbmg the general interaction with

variant of the first set, with a different client and pre- the item format (e.g., “where we had to put a flag in the

video”) instead of information that was specific enough to

scribed injection. While the average remembrance ratings
compromise an item.

were higher for the innovative versions, it should be noted
that the average values are still at the lower end of the
scale. It is also interesting to note that these two item sets
had higher average remembrance ratings in the innovative

In general, the innovative iieins were sonewhat 1more ™
memorable than the text-based items, which was likely
due to the novelty of the items. Mo ari

form, but-actually had the same, or greater, number of par- remembered item formats followed
ticipants whose remembrances were rated at level 4-in the - - ‘tent but nothing specific that would
text version. , compromise the item. For example,

“listening” to-breath sounds or watchi

conflicts.
Limitations

] _ Overall our results suggest that participants do not

As with any research, results of this study are subject to remember many specific itern components or keys, This =
limitations. First is sample size. As participation was vol- suggests that item variants can be created successfully by
untary, the sample size garnered was smaller than using different distracters and keys. We also noted that
desirable, with approximately-45 participants taking each examinees did not tend to remember specific information
test form. The second concern is the motivation of T

he about-clients or about individual actors:-
participants. Due to logistical constraints. we 3 1

paliilipallls, DJUe 10 1080

able to offer one level of incentive for participants in the - ThUb results from this study indicate that the surface -
study. It is possible that their | - :
_temember items.may have been hi

been differentially rewarded based
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