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Some Difficulties of Encoding
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This paper examines the Encoding Specificity Principle (ESP) and the related retrieval mode] (Syner-
gistic Ecphoric Model of Retrieval) and assumption of the distinction between episodic and semantic
memory. With the examination some difficulties with ESP and the related retrieval model and assump-

tion are discussed,

INTRODUCTION

One of the remarkable development in me-
mory research has been accomplished by Tulving
and his colleagues (e.g., Tulving, 1979; 1982;
1983; Tulving & Watkins, 1977; Tulving &
Wiseman, 1975), who have investigated the
mechanism of retrieval emphasizing the role of
retrieval in memory phenomena. Especially they
proposed a principle of memory, ‘Encoding
(ESP)’,
“specific retrieval cues facilitate recall if and

Specificity Principle asserting that
only if the information about them and about
their relation to the to-be-remembered words
is stored at the same time as the information
about the membership of the to-be-remembered
words in a given list” (Tulving & Osler, 1968,
p- 599); or, in somewhat more elaborate terms,
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that “specific encoding operations performed on
what is perceived determine what is stored, and
what is stored determines what retrieval cues are
effective in providing access to what is stored”
(Tulving & Thomson, 1973, p. 359).

Such an emphasis on the role of retrieval in
memory also has been put by other researchers
since the early days of scientific research of
memory. Their position was called as reinstate-
ment principle (RP), and expressed in the follow-
ing terms by Tulving and Thomson (1973)
refering to Hollingworth (1928) and Melton
(1963): “the success of retrieval depends on the
completeness with which stimulating conditions
present at input are reinstated at the time of
attempted retrieval” (pp. 365-366).

From the above statements, we can hardly
find any differences between ESP and RP. In
fact, as Tulving (1983, p. 241) said, ‘“‘sometimes
experimenters and theorists who have accepted
the concept of encoding specificity talk about it
as if it were just a restatement of the old idea
that retrieval depends on the extent to which
original encoding conditions have been reinstat-
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ed.” But Tulving (1983) states that such a view
is wrong. According to Tulving (1983, p. 242):
“The encoding specificity principle is a general
assertion that remembering of events always
depends on the interaction between encoding
and retrieval conditions, or compatibility be-
tween the engram and the cue as encoded; the
reinstatement principle emphasizes the import-
ance of the physical similarity between contents
and processes at study and those at retrieval.”

In short, Tulving’s ESP is different from
classical RP in that the former is based on the
processing view that the physical entity (e.g.,
the copy cue) is not the same as the processed
(e.g., the encoded cue, or the ecphoric informa-
tion in Tulving’s term). This view is regarded as
a tenet of current cognitive psychology and
often called as a constructive view. In other
words, as Klatzky (1984) puts it; “Not all sen-
sory information that impinged on the organism
is retained, and whatever information is retained
is colored by the interpretations that were given
at the time” (p. 31). Besides Tulving’s ESP is
colsely related with the assumption of the
distinction between episodic and semantic
memory and an elaborate mechanism of retrieval
called as synergistic ecphory. (These are parts of
his recent model of episodic memory which was
coined as General Abstract Processing System
(GAPS), which will be discussed later.).

One of the merits of ESP over RP is the ex-
planation of the phenomenon of recognition
failure of recallable words (See Flexser & Tulv-
ing, 1978, 1982; Jones, 1978; Kintsch, 1978;
Tulving & Thomson, 1973; Vining & Nelson,
1979; Watkins & Tulving, 1975; Wiseman & Tulv-
ing, 1976). The recognition failure phenomenon
can be better explained by ESP than by RP
because the former suggests that the reinstate-
ment of the physical cue (or copy cue) does not
guarantee that the copy cue is encoded to be
compatible with or effective to retrieve the

engram. ESP’s explanation of the recognition
failure can be regarded as the one of the most
valuable things accomplished by current research.
Tulving (1981) even showed that “[under]
certain conditions, subjects in a forced-choice
recognition task can discriminate between
targets and distractors more accurately when
the targets are similar than when they are dissi-
milar” (p. 479). With the results of this experi-
ments, he emphasized the importance of the
distinction between two kinds of similarity
relations, i.e., ecphoric similarity (similarity
between an ecphoric information and the stored
information) and perceptual similarity of the
physically present test items, in accounting
for the phenomena of forced-choice recognition
memory. In this regard, ESP has succeeded in
broadening the boundary of memory research.

However, it seems that ESP has some difficul-
ties in its definition. It has somewhat strict
specification about the effectiveness of retrieval
cue. In the definition of ESP cited before, it is
important to notice “if and only if”. It means
that only encoded cues are effective and unen-
coded cues are ineffective. This strong assertion
has caused many controversies among memory
students. Besides, Synergistic Ecphory Model
of Retrieval and the assumption of the distinc-
tion between episodic and semantic memory also
seem to have some difficulties in explaining the
memory phenomena. It is the main purpose of
the present article to examine the difficulties
of the definition of ESP and the related retrieval
model and assumption.

ENCODING SPECIFICITY PRINCIPLE (ESP)

The Definition of ESP

Arguments around the definition of ESP. Se-
veral researchers have presented some data that
indicate, contrary to ESP, unencoded cues are
effective (e.g., Anderson & Pichert, 1978; Baker
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& Santa, 1977; Kochever & Fox, 1980; Light,
1972; Marcel & Steel, 1973). Besides, before
the adveat of ESP, some researchers (Fox, Blick,
& Bilodeau, 1964; Bilodeau & Blick, 1965)
demonstrated the effectiveness of extralist cues,
strongly related to target words on pre-experi-
mental ground, According to ESP, it is not
possible that unencoded cues are effective. The
logic to settle down the controversy is simple:
“If we assume that the features of cues useful
for retrieval were not encoded, the results deny
{ESP]; if we assume that they were, the results
support [ESP]” (Tulving, 1983, p. 257). Yet
the researchers have shown that extralist cues
which are not present at encoding are effective
to retrieve target words.

However, it seems not easy to prove or
disprove ESP because Tulving supposes subjec-
tive coding is a covert and unobservable process
and need not entail conscious awareness. He says
the possibility of the effectiveness of extralist
cues as follows: ‘“‘Certain extralist retrieval cues
might be effective, because appropriate coding
of to-beremembered words ‘with respect to the
cue’ can occur at the time of the study even
when the experimenter does not attempt to
manipulate the coding and is not aware of its
nature. The cues may not be present explicitly
at the time of study, but because of the coding
process they can be assumed to be present
implicitly” (Tulving, 1983, p. 213). The problem
is well exemplified by Solso (1974): “If a cue
was effective in memory retrieval, then one
could infer it was encoded; if a cue was not
effective, then it was not encoded. The logic of
this theorization is “heads I win, tails you lose”
and is of dubious worth in the history of psy-
chology. We might ask how long scientists will
puzzle over questions with no answers” (p. 28).

For the circularity of reasoning inherent in it,
ESP has been criticized by some researchers.
The circularity makes ESP untestable and some

memory researchers reluctant to accept it. But,
as Tulving (1983, pp. 266-267) defends himself,
lack of testability may not represent sufficient
grounds for reservations about the usefulness
of a general principle like ESP. Tulving (1983,
p. 267) holds that “many perfectly respectable,
and fundamentally significant, scientific ideas
have been untestable, at least at the time when
they were first proposed” (e.g., Darwin’s theory
of natural selection and Newton's first law of
motion) and that “an ‘untestable’ principle is
not the same thing as a principle for which there
is no empirical support.” We can agree with
Tulving in that point, However, the genuine
problem of the definition of ESP is not in the
circularity or untestability but in the fact that it
does not specify the effectiveness of retrieval
cues,

The problem of the definition of ESP. When
we are talking about the effectiveness of retrieval
cues we mean the cues are something that have
physical entities and are identifiable and, if
possible, controlable. ESP, however, proposes
that remembering of events always depends on
compatibility between the engram and the cue
‘as encoded’ at retireval or, in Tulving’s term,
the ecphoric information, That is, the matched
or compatible amount or/and kind of the ecpho-
ric information determine the retrieval of the
engram. This implies that ESP defines the effec-
tiveness of the ecphoric information, not the
effectiveness of the retrieval cue itself, Namely,
ESP does not specify the effectiveness of the
retrieval cue nor what determine the effective-
ness of the retrieval cue.

To explain the effectiveness of the retrieval
cue ESP should explain how the retrieval cue is
encoded. If it fails in explaining that, it will be
less important as a principle of retrieval. How-
ever, Tulving (1976; 1982; 1983) proposes an
elaborate mechanism of retrieval, Synergistic
Ecphory Model of Retrieval, which can be
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thought to explain how the retrieval cue is
encoded.

Synergistic Ecphory Model of Retrieval

As we have pointed out, Tulving’s ESP is
different from RP in that it is based on a con-
structive view, i.e., retrieval is the joint product
of the engram and the retrieval cue. The con-
structive process of retrieval is called ecphory,
or synergistic ecphory by Tulving. As he puts,
“Ecphory is the (hypothetical) event-process
that converts the relevant information in the
retrieval environment and the (original or recod-
ed) engram into ecphoric information” (Tulving,
1983, p. 175).

We should not, however, regard ecphory as
retrieval. As Tulving insists, ecphory is “only one
of the elements in the process of retrieval”
(Tulving, 1983, p. 176). According to him
retrieval is composed of two processes, ecphory
and conversion., Conversion produces memory
performance with ecphoric information and
recollective experience caused by ecphoric in-
formation, Tulving’s retrieval model is well
illustrated in Figure 1 which reflects his General
Abstract Processing System (GAPS).

It seems relevant here to discuss the nature
of ecphory and conversion and especially explain
the effectiveness of the retrieval cue. With this,
the concept of the compatibility in Tulving will
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Figure 1. Elements of episodic memory and their relations in GAPS (General Abstract Processing
System). Each amrow represents a relation that could be called ‘influences’, ‘has an effect
on’, or ‘brings about’. The broken arrows represent relations of the designated sort that
will not affect the outcome of a given act of remembering but may influence the outcome
of a subsequent one. Adapted from Tulving (1983).
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be discussed because it is related to the retrieval

process.
Ecphory. It is well illustrated in the follow-

ing that Tulving’s ecphory is based on the con-

structive view:

The idea of ecphory as a synergistic process
that combines information from two sources, the
engram and the cue, is very similar to the ideas
about the nature of remembering advocated by
Bartlett (1932), Neisser (1967), Bransford and
Franks (1971), as well as by some others. Accord-
ing to these ideas, remembering is not an activation
of something that exists in the form of a latent
disposition, whether this activation is complete or
partial, nor is it like locating an object at an
unknown location and then deciding that it is the
one needed. Rather, it is a constructive activity
that uses components from episodic memory (the
engram) as well as semantic memory (the cue)
and that results in a mental experience that the
rememberer subjectively identifies as remembering
an event. Ecphory is a re-constructive activity only
in the sense that the rememberer feels the ecphoriz-
ed event to belong to the past, and in the sense
that sometimes psychologists think like remem-
berers; from the point of view of theory there is
nothing re-constructive about it. (Tulving, 1983,
p. 180)

However, his constructive point of view,
at least, about retrieval process is somewhat
different from that held by others. As Figure
1 makes it clear, encoding is a constructive
process between the original event and the
cognitive environment, but ecphory is a cons-
tructive process between the retrieval cue and the
original or recoded engram. Itis not clear why
other cognitive environment besides the original
or recoded engram and other retrieval events
besides the retrieval cue are excluded in the
retrieval process.l) In short, it seems that he does
not include enough variables in the process of
construction at retrieval.

In his proposal that “the immediate co-
determinants of the characteristics of a particular
assembly of ecphoric information include (a) the
original or recoded engram, (b) the retrieval cue,
or more generally, the retrieval information, and
(c) the process of ecphory” and that “variations
in any one of these three co-determinants can
affect the composition of ecphoric information”
(Tulving, 1983, p. 183), we can find that not
only the engram and the retrieval cue but also
the process of ecphory influences the forma-
tion of the ecphoric information. However,
the process of ecphory is not clearly defined.
Tulving (1983) just supposes that it “‘is ‘aﬁtoma-

tic’ in the sense that once the system is in the

‘retrieval mode and the retrieval cue and the

engram are given, the rememberer has little
control over the product of the ecphoric pro-
cess” (p. 190). And Tulving expresses that “I will
assume [ecphory] entails an interaction between
retrieval information (cue) and stored informa-
tion (engram), but .. no one yet knows the
nature of this interaction™ (Tulving, 1983,
p. 131). It is supposed that his ill-defined nature
of ecphory is related to his incomplete con-
structive view. If he admitted that not only the
retrieval cue and the engram but aiso the whole
retrieval environment (or retrieval event) and the
whole cognitive environment, he would not say
that he as well as others does not know the

1) Tulving also might admit that more than the
original or recoded engram and the retrieval cue are
involved in the retrieval process but only consider the
variables which influence directly the formation of the
ecphoric information. Even in this case, however, it is
not clear how to discriminate between the ecphory
and the other reirieval process (besides the ecphory)
which other variables (besides the original or recoded
engram and the retrieval cue) influence and how dif-
ferent they are.
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process of ecphory.z)

Tulving’s admission that no one yet knows the
nature of the process of ecphory seems too
crucial for his ESP to be an effective principle of
retrieval. As we might recapitulate, although ESP
proposes that the amount or/and kind of match
or compatibility between the engram and the
ecphoric information determine the retrieval of
the engram, ESP does not specify what deter-
mines the amount or/and kind because ESP
does not clarify the process of ecphory which,
ESP asserts, determines the amount or kind.

Conversion. As we mentioned before, Tul-
ving’s retrieval process consists of two parts,
ecphory and conversion. As Tulving proposes,
“conversion of ecphoric information and re-
collective experience into some other form
completes the process of remembering an event”
1983, p. 189).
however, is not an obligatory part of the process

(Tulving, “Such conversion,
of remembering, as are components such as
encoding and ecphory” (Tulving, 1983, p. 189).

Tulving’s conversion process was designated
to explain the differences between recall and
recognition. According to his earlier contention
(e.g., Tulving, 1976), “recall and recognition
differ only with respect to differences in the
nature of retrieval information™ (Tulving, 1983,
p. 321). However, he found that the idea was
not appropriate to explain the data from an
experiment called the ‘direct comparison’ experi-
ment and revised the idea with the elaboration of
the process of conversion.

2) Alternatively, we can suppose; that the retrieval
process is the interaction between the whole retrieval
environment and the whole cognitive environment;
that the retrieval process is not an independent factor
influencing the formation of the ecphoric information
but something determined only by the cognitive and
retrieval environment; and that the formation of the
ecphoric information can be explained in consideration

of only the cognitive and the retrieval environment.

The direct comparison experiment is succinct-
ly summarized in Eysenck (1984, p. 152);

Two groups of subjects were presented with the
same list of words under thesame conditions, and
were then given the same retrieval cues. The only
difference between the two groups of subjects
concerned the conversion requirements: One
group had to produce the list words (recall group)
to the retrieval cues, whereas the other group made
recognition decisions to the same cues.

According to Tulving (1983), the ecphoric
information available to any given kind of retrieval
cue should be the same for both groups, since both
the encoding conditions and the retrieval cues
were held constant. However, when the retrieval
cues consisted of actual list words, recognition
performance was significantly better than recall
performance, suggesting that some process in
addition to ecphory was determining performance.
This additional process was identified as conver-
sion. More striking evidence was obtained from an
analysis of memory performance on retrieval cues
that were strong associates of list words. It is
plausible to assume that those associative cues
that are most successful in leading to recall should
be the ones producing the most ecphoric informa-
tion, and, if so, the same cues should also be most
likely to lead to erroneous recognition responses.
In fact, the opposite result was obtained, and the
implication again is that some process over and
above ecphory must be involved.

However, as Eysenck (1984, p. 153) notes, it
is not clear why these findings provide strong
support for an extra conversion process to the
process of ecphory. Tulving (1983) also con-
sidered another possibility to explain these

findings. That is, ‘“because of differences in task
requirements, the nature of the ecphoric process
was different for the two groups of subjects in
[the] experiment™ (p. 307). But he continued,
“although such differences may have played a
role in the experiment, there is little corroborat-

— 159 —



ing evidence for the hypothesis’ (p. 307). And
he considered it no more.

Here we can find Tulving’s ill-suited applica-
tion of his conceptualization which might

reflects an inconsistency of his conceptualiza- _

tion. Namely, although, as we cited before, he
proposed that the ecphoric information was
determined by the original or recoded engram,
the retrieval information, and the process of
ecphory, he also supposed that the two groups
of subjects in his direct comparison experiment
produced the same ecphoric information only
with the fact that the two groups of subjects
encoded the same list (hence assuming that
they had the same engram) and received the
identical cue-sheets (or, the identical retrieval
information), without considering the process
of ecphory, or without considering the probable
differences of the process of ecphory in the two
groups.

The compatibility in Tulving: a reflection of
his semi-constructive view. As we noted
before, Tulving was successful in emphasizing
the constructive process of retrieval. His con-
structive position, however, is not complete and
this is especially clear in his notion of compatibi-
lity. He assumes compatibility between trace
and ecphoric information which is “the product
of the process of ecphory” (Tulving, 1983,
p. 152). This means that he assumes that the
ecphoric information which is constructed during
retrieval is one thing and the trace is another or
that the trace is not changed during the process
of retrieval to be matched with the ecphoric
information. This can be thought as a departure
from the constructive view. Tulving still sticks
to the notion of match and regards the retrieval
process as combination of the constructive
process and the non-constructive process.

Besides, his conceptualization of compatibi-
lity contradicts his other conceptualization. He
assumes that “when [an] item occurs for the

second time, an engram is formed of that event
as of any other events, and that, is addition, the
original trace may be recoded’ (Tulving, 1983,
p. 167). And he rejects the possibility that the
second presentation of the item produces a
separate engram independent of the original
trace. It seems that this is a contradiction to the
notion of retrieval that the trace is not changed
during retrieval to be matched with the ecphoric
information.

‘Tulving’s conceptualization of compatibility
is also at odds with his conceptualization of
conversion, because he suggests, in his con-
ceptualization of conversion, that ‘“the view of
retrieval simply as a matter of informational
overlap between cues and traces must be rejected
or revisited” (Tulving, 1983, pp. 307-308). This
only makes Tulving’s Synergistic Ecphory Model
of Retrieval more complex and worse.

The difficulties in Tulving’s conceptualization
of retrieval or compatibility is found also in his
failure in explaining the goodness of encoding
or the encoding effect (e.g., Craik, 1979; Fisher,
1981; Fsher & Craik, 1977). He escapes from the
issue as follows:

At one point [ had a minor controversy with
Craik, concerning the problem of whether ‘com-
patibility’ of trace and cue information—what I
now refer to as ecphoric information-alone is
sufficient to describe and understand retrieval as
I argued (Tulving 1979), or whether in addition
to this compatibility it is also necessary to take
into account the ‘goodness’ of encoding, as Craik
and Fisher argued (Craik 1979; Fisher and Craik
1977). Our colleague, Daniel Schacter, was kind
enough to point out to us that we were talking
past each other and that there was no real disagree-
ment. I was talking about the situation that existed
after the act of retrieval was completed, in other
words, taking as my starting point a particular
bundle of ecphoric information. At that point,
indeed, the goodness of retrieval cues and memory
traces, considered separately, are immaterial; what
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matters is the extent to which the two have match-
ed. Craik and Fisher, on the other hand, were
talking about the situation existing before the be-
ginning of what in GAPS is called the ecphoric
process. At this point, a particular engram exists
in the memory store, and whether or not it is going
to be successflly retrieved, indeed, de pends on
how good, deep, distinctive, or elaborate the
engram is, as does its compatibility with petential
retrieval cues. (Tulving, 1983, pp. 322-323).

Again, it is not clear what happens before the
beginning of the ecphoric process. If he dis-
tinguish the retrieval process between before and
after the process of ecphory, at least, his ESP
and Synergistic Ecphory Model of Retrieval
become less important as something explaining
retrieval phenomena. All these shortcomings, I
think, come from his semiconstructive view of
retrieval or/and lack of integration of his notions.

The inconsistencies of Tulving’s conceptuali-
zation in constructing his Synergistic Ecphory
Model of Retrieval and his ill-defined nature of
the process of ecphory which is about how the
retrieval cue is converted into the encoded cue
makes his ESP less important as a retrieval
principle. In short, we can say Tulving has suc-
ceeded in being a conmstructivist but failed in
being a fullfledged constructivist, which is
reflected in his conceptualization of compatibi-
lity.

Episodic-Semantic Distinction

Tulving’s ESP is closely related to the distinc-
tion between episodic and semantic memory.
His ESP was formed to explain the effectiveness
of the retrieval cue, with the conviction that
“gpecific retrieval cues facilitate recall if and only
if the information about them and about their
relation to the to-bexemembered words is
stored at the same time as the information about
the membership of the to-be-remembered words
in a given list” (Tulving & Osler, 1968, p. 599).

And such information belongs to the episodic
memory but not to the semantic memory.
He was right in indicating the differences

»»” K,

between “an episodic-memory tas and “an
free-association task”. In the former, ““a person
is asked to study and remember an A-B pair of

words [(e.g., eagle-BIRD)], and his knowledge

of the pair subsequently tested by presenting
word A as a cue for the recall of word B (In this
case the association between A and B was re-
ferred to experimental one by Thomson and
Tulving (1970).), and in the latter, ““we present
to the subject the stimulus word A [(e.g., eagle)]
and ask him to respond with the first related
word that occurs to him [(e.g., BIRD)]” (Tulv-
ing, 1983, pp. 21-22) (In this case the association
between A and the first related word that occurs
to him was referred to pre-experimental one by
Thomson and Tulving (1970).). Before Tulving
noticed, “the idea that pre-experimental and
identical
terms [(e.g., eagle-BIRD)] are essentially the
same across different situations [(i.e., the episodic

experimental associations entailing

memory task situation and the free-association
task situation)}” (Tulving, 1983, p. 23) was so
much a part and parcel of the theoretical think-
ing of the associative school. The idea was re-
ferred to the hypothesis of associative continuity
by Thomson and Tulving (1970). And “the
assumption that a given item was the same
across situations was implicitly held by most
theorists. For instance, the ‘correct’ item implic-
itly generated by the rememberer to a recall
cue was assumed to be identical with the cor-
responding ‘old’ test item in recognition memory
(e.g., Bahrick, 1969, 1970; kintsh, 1970)”
(Tulving, 1983, pp. 23-24). This assumption was
referred to as the assumption of transsituational
identity by Thomson and Tulving (1970). “It
was against this background of thought of
associations as continuous between tasks, and
items as identical across situations, that [Tulv-
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ing] speculated about differences between
episodic and semantic memory” (Tulving, 1983,
p. 24).

I think it was Tulving’s cosntribution to
memory research that the clear differences were
identified between the episodic-memory task
and the free-association task. Unfortunately,
however, I do not think such differences are
necessary conditions to persuade memory
students to believe in the different systems of
memory, ie., episodic and semantic memory
systems. In fact, there have been hot and massive
arguments between those who agree (e.g., Herr-
man & Harwood, 1980; Shoben, Wescourt, &
Smith, 1978) and those who do not agree with
the distinction (e.g., Anderson & Ross, 1980;
Baddeley, 1984; Barsalou, 1982; Hintzman,
1984; McClosky & Santa, 1981; McKoon &
Ratcliff, 1979; McKoon, Ratcliff, & Dell, 1985
Roediger, 1984 ; Schank, 1975).

I do not want to argue whether we have a
unitary memory system or two functionally
different memory systems. Through a long
discussion about it, Tulving (1983) himself
acknowledges that: ““In the final analysis, whether
one prefers an explanation couched in terms of a
distinctive class of tasks or a distinctive memory
system is a matter of intellectual taste and
scientific style. As long as we are limited to
psychological methods, the issue cannot be
decided on empirical grounds” (p. 98).

What I do want to emphasize is that the
distinction between episodic and semantic
memory system is neither a necessary condition
for ESP nor for explanation of retrieval pheno-
mena, This will become clear with examining
the changes in Tulving’s conceptualization of
episodic and semantic memory, This alsc can be
partially an explanation and partially a reflection
of his acknowledgement discribed above.

Particularly, the concept of semantic memory
was reformulated. Reflecting the shortcomings

of his earlier distinction between episodic and
semantic memory (Tulving, 1972), Tulving

(1983) confesses as follows:

It is ‘semantic memory® that in retrospect
seems to have represented a less happy choice.
Its connotations are simply not quite right for the
realm of phenomena to which it is supposed to
refer. In many ways a better expression would be
‘knowledge of the world’, which indeed has been
used by many writers. (p. 28).

As for episodic memory, he expresses no
changes of the concepts, or at least of the term
episodic. He (Tulving, 1983) says: “The term
‘episodic’ seems to have caused relatively little
difficulty, at least judging by the reaction to it.
It does convey a reasonably accurate description
of the kind of information or knowledge to
which it refers: not only is ‘episode’ one of the
synonyms of ‘occurrence’, it is also defined in
the dictionary as ‘an event that is distinct and
separate although part of a larger series’. Thus
we can think of a person’s life as consisting of
successive episodes as readily as we can think of
the appearance of words, pictures, or other items
in a to-be-remembered list as miniature episodes,
embedded within a larger episode of reading or
listening to the list” (p. 28).

However, as Tulving (1983) acknowledges,
“Perhaps the most serious problem with the
1972 formulation of the distinction had to do
with the lack of clear and definite ideas regarding
the relation between autobiographical episodes
and what might be called their ‘contents’  (p.
29). Elsewhere we can also find that Tulving
accepts the existance of semantic contents of
episodes (Tulving, 1983, pp. 29-31, pp. 64-65,
pp. 112-118, pp. 147-149). Nevertheless, he
shows some inconsistency in his conceptualiza-
tion of episodic memory. As one of features
that distinguish episodic and semantic memory,
Tulving suggests that episodic and semantic
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memory have different sources of information;
normely, episodic memory’s source of informa-
tion is sensation and semantic memory’s is
comprehension. However, the source of informa-
tion of episodic memory need not be restricted
to sensation. Episodic memory, or encoded
episode should be something which includes
anything processed at encoding (eg., sensory-
modality-specific information, associative infor-
mation, temporal information, contextual infor-
mation, and so on). If we once accept that the
engram can include all possible information, to
establish two different memory systems is
neither necessary for ESP nor for explanation of
retrieval phenomena,

Tulving’s acceptance of the semantic contents
of episodes also seems to deal a fatal blow on
his rejection of the hypothesis of associative
continuity and the assumption of transsituational
identity. The semantic contents have their pre-
experimental relations. Namely, every part of
the contents have relations each other according
to the pre-experimentally organized structure.
Activation of one part of the contents may be
helpful to activate certain other part but not the
other parts of the contents. In addition, activa-
tion of one part rather than other parts of the
contents may be more crucial to activate the
whole contents. This means that: when an
episode contains some semantic contents which
have pre-experimental relations, the retrieval
of the episode includes the activation of the
contents and is affected by the pre-experimental
relations. Moreover, if the hypothesis of associa-
tive continujty and the assumption of transsi-
tuational identity were wrong, there would not
be the phenomena of reminding and we would
not get anything from the past.

In the context of the above discussion Tulv-
ing’s rejection of the hypothesis of associative
continuity and the assumption of transsitua-
tional identity seems to be wrong. Once Tulving

accepted the semantic contents of episodes, he
should have recovered the hypothesis and the
assumption which he rejected before. Because
Tulving does not admit the hypothesis and the
assumption, he seems to fail to explain or con-
sider in his conceptualization the encoding
effect which reflects pre-experimental relations
of the contents of episodes.

CONCLUSION

With the above discussion we have come to
the following conclusions. Frst, Tulving’s ESP
emphasizing the constructive
process of retrieval, That is, the retrieval cue is

succeeded in

not the same as the processed cue (or ecphoric
information), and what is important for success-
ful retrieval is not the presence of the retrieval
cue but how it is processed. That makes the
critical difference between ESP and RP which
emphasized the degree of physical similarity
between the stimulating conditions at study and
the stimulating conditions at retrieval for success-
ful retrieval. Second, however, ESP has some
difficulties to be an effective principle of retriev-
al because it (or its definition) does not specify
effectiveness of the retrieval cue itself or how the
retrieval cue is processed. Third, Tulving’s
Synergistic Ecphory Model of Retrieval designat-
ed to explain how the retrieval cue is processed
into the processed cue (or ecphoric information)
turned out to have some difficulties because the
process of ecphory is not specified. Moreover,
the model showed some inconsistencies in
explaining memory phenomena. Finally, the
assumption of the distinction between episodic
and semantic memory as separate memory
systems is neither a necessary condition for ESP
nor any explanation of memory (or, at least,
retrieval) phenomena. Besides, Tulving’s rejection
of the hypothesis of associative continuity and
the assumption of transsituational identity which
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were crucial rationale of the distinction between
episodic and semantic memory caused the
failure of explanation or consideration of the
encoding effect in his conceptualization.
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