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Peplau, & Peterson, ] 983). But on hearing.-even the simplest conversation
between intimates, it becomes remarkably apparent, that their thoughts, too, are
interconnected. Together, they think about things in ways they would not alone.
The idea that is central in our analysis of such cognitive interdependence is what
we term lransactil.'e memory. As wi]] become evident, we find this concept
more clearly definable and, ultimately, more useful than kindred concepts that
populate the history of social psychology. As a preamble to our ideas on
trans active memory, we discuss the group mind notion and its pitfa]]s.. We then
turn to a concern with the basic properties and processes of transactive

memory.
A Brief History of the Group Mind
The analogy betweenthe individual mind and the social system \'-'asextraordinarily popular among 19th-century social theorists. Traceable in large part
to the philosophies o(Hegel (1807/1910) and Rousseau(1767), the tendency
to draw tJlis analogygave rise to a variety of related ideas-the group mind, for
one, but also notions of "collective consciousness,"the "Volksgeist,""collective representations," the "mind of the crowd," and the "collet:;tive unconscious." Trading on the analogy was serious businessat the time, and few
eyebrows were raised when Herbert Spencer (187.6) even went so far as to
compare different brain structures to the different houses of the British
Parliament.
,
This line of theorizing was representedin various ways in subsequentwritings
in sociology (e.g., Durkheim, 1915), psychology (e.g., Wundt, 1910/1916),
and psychoanalysis(e.g., lung, 1922), and formed a major theoretical rallying
point for the young science of social psychology (e.g., LeBon, 1903;
McDougall, 1920; Ross, 1908). In each case, some variation on the "group
mind" was used as a characterization of a property of the group. Prmcipally,
tJlis idea was used to capture withuz-group similarity; a group contains
individuals with similar attitudes, similar understandingsof the worlcj, shared
language,and otherwise seeminglyunitary outlooks. Also, the groupmind could
representsocial agency; the group seemedto behave and think as a. unit, an
agent that could have dealings with other agents, reflect on itself, change its
mind, and in many other ways resemble an individual. Finally, the group mind
provIded a way of appreciatingthe Gestalt or configural properties cf groups;
the group's actions might not be reducible to those of particular individuals, and
the idea of the group mind offered theorists a repository for these e:mergent,
iITeduc~bleevents.
The problem in all of this, it should come as no surprise,was that the group
mind did not have a group body. Thus, there was the immediate question of
where these properties of the group mind resided (see, e.g., MacIver, 1921).
The more critical feature of this problem, however,was that the groupmind had
no voice. How would one ask the group mind a question?Would one ask the
leader?In this case,the groupmind is a uselessconcept,for its workinl~sshould~
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be entirely ob~ervable in the leader's repor.ts. Would one take a vote? In this
case, the group mind concept is again valueless, for it becomes le:;s exact than
the vote itself. Would one simply observe the group? This ~;olutlon was
suggested by Sir Frederic Bartlett (1932), who argued that to catch the group
mind at work ( at least as this mind was being conceptualized by th,eorists at the
time), one would need to observe its voiceless embodiment-tht:
group as a
whole-and
find the group doing something collectively that h;ad not been
suggested or preordained by any of its individual members. Obviously, at this
point the idea of the group mind loses touch with reality. For the ~~roupmind's
thought to be observed in this way, a group action specifically not associated
with any observable means of communication would be necessary'.
Unfortunately, most of the proponents of the concept of a group mind
eventually reached just this impasse. Many commentators, Bartlt~tt included,
pointed out that a group mind could be explained by the oyerlap of individual
minds entering and leaving the group over time. The continuity and homogeneity of the group's outlook could merely be a matter of the continuous
communication of group attitudes, knowledge, and customs to ne'w members.
This kind of explanation seemed entirely too common and uninteresting to
group mind theorists, though, because it seemed to challenge the supposition
that the group mind should be different from the minds of group members.
Without this difference, of. course, the group mind becomes but a superfluous
addendum to the analysis of individual minds. So, in the pursuit of some unique,
emergent quality of group mental life, theorists began turning to obscure
avenues of cxplanation. lung (1922) and Pareto (1935) sought the o'rigins of the
group mind in genetics, a topic so little understood that it could be safely
adduced, along with occasional references to the supernatural, as an explanation of like-mindedness among group members. Even McDougall (1920) briefly
entertained the hypothesis that telepathic communication formed tht: foundation
of group mental life. With magic as its last recourse, the group mind concept
slipped ignominiously into the history of social psychology, and by its absence
ordained the study of the individual as the prime focus of the field I:cf. Allport,
1968; Knowles, 1982).
Is there anything in the idea worth preserving? Along with the early theorists,
we believe that an emphasis on the difference between group and individual
mental processes is an indispensable part of the defi~ition ofeach.,'\.~ the same
time, we believe that the early theorists made two critica.lerrors in defining the
group mind that must be rectified for the furtherance of any similar idea. First.
we propose that identifying the group mind with the similar mental processes
and contents of group members is an error. As will be seen, we believe that such
similarity may be both a cause and a consequence of group mental operationsbut it is not the defining quality of such operations themselves. :Second, we
suggest that sidestepping communication processes among group ,members in
the analysis of group mental life is an error. We hope to shov'l that such
processes are the very center of group thought, and that far from cheapening or
demystifying the unique properties of the group mind. these communication
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processes operate to produce the distinction between the group mind and 1he
minds of individual members. This said, it is still the case that the "group mind"
terminology is steeped, perhaps forever, in error and opprobrium, Thus, we
abandon such traditional language lit this point, hoping to establish a more
verifiable (and falsifiable) analysis by means of the idea of transactive

memory.
The Nature of Transilctive Memory
Ordinarily, psychologists think of memory as an individual's store ,:}f knowledge, along with the processes whereby that knowledge is constructed
organized, and accessed.So, it is fair to say that we are studying "memory';
when we are concernedwith how knowledgegetsinto the person's mind, how it
is arranged in the context of other knowledgewhen.it gets there, and how it. is
retrieved for later use. At this broad level of definition, our conc~~ption
of
transactive memory is not much different from the notion of individual memory.
With transactive memory, we are concerned with how knowledge eJfltersthe
dyad, is organizedwithin it, and is made available for subsequentuseb:yit. This
analogical leap is a reasonable one as long as we restrict ourselves to
considering the functional equivalenceof individual and transactive memory.
Both kinds of memory can be characterized as systems that, according to
general system theory (von Bertalanffy, 1968), may show rough parallels in
their modes of operation. Our interest is in processes that occur v{hen the
transactive memory system is called upon to perform some function for the
group-a function that the individual memory system might reasonablybe
called upon to perform for the person.
Transactive memory can be defined in terms of two components: (1) an
organizedstore of knowledgethat is contained entirely in the individual memory
systemsof the group members,and (2) a set of knowledge-relevanttransactive
processes that occur among group members. Stated more colloquially, we
envision transactive memory to be a combination of individual minds and the
communication among them. This definition recognizes explicitly th;~ttransactive memory must be understood as a name for the inte~lay of knowledge,
and that this inte~lay, no matter how complex, is always capable of being
analyr;ed in terms of communicative events that have individual sou]~cesand
individual recipients. By this definition, then, the thought proc(:sses of
transactive memory are completely observable.The various communic~tions
that pass betweenintimates are, in principle, observableby outsideobserversjust as each intimate can observethe communications of the other. Using this
line of inte~retation, we recognize that the observable interaction between
individuals entails not only the transfer of knowledge,but the constructionof a
knowledge-acquiring,knowledge-holding.and knowledge-usingsyste~11
that is
greater than the sum of its individual membersystems.
Let us considera simple exampleto bring theseideas downto earth. :Suppose
we are spendingan evening with Rudy and Lulu, a couple married for several
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years. Lulu is in another room for the momen't,and we happento ask Rudy
where they got the wonderful stuffcd Canadian goose on the mantle. He says,
'~V/e were in British Columbia. ..," and then bellows, ,.Lulu! What was the
name of that place where we got the goose?" Lulu returns to the room to say that
it was near Kelowna or Penticton-somewhere along-Lake Okanogan. Rudy
says, "Yes, in that ar~a with all the fruit stands." Lulu finally m;akesthe
identification: Peachland. In all of this, the various ideas that Rudy 2mdLulu
exchange lead them through their individual memories. In a process of
interactive cueing, they move sequentially toward the retrieval of a memory'
trace, the existence of which is known to both of them; And it is just possible
that, without each other, neither Rudy nor Lulu could have produced the item.
This is not the only processof transactive memory. A!th_9ughwe will speakof
interactive cueing again, it is just one of a variety of communicationprocesses
that operate on kno\vledgein the dyad. Transactive processescan occur during
the intake of information by the dyad, they can occur after information j:sstored
and so modify the stored information, and they can occur during retri~~val.
The successful operation of these processesis dependent,however, on the
formation of a transactive memory sullcture-an' organizational scheme that
connects the knowledge held by each individual to the knowledgeheld by the
other. It is common in theorizing about the thoughts and mem()ries of
individuals to posit an organizationalschemethat allows the personto connect
thoughts with one another-retrieving one when the other is encountered,and
so forth. In a dyad, this schemeis complicated somewhatby the fact that the
individual memory storesare physically separated.Yet itisperfectly reasonable
to say t~at one partner may know, at least to a degree,what is in the other's
memory. Thu~, one's memory is "connected"to the other's,and itis possibleto
consider how information is arranged in the dyadic system as a wlhole. A
transactive memory structure thus can be said to residein the memoriesof both
individuals-when they are consideredas a combined system.
We should point out here that transactive processesand structures are not
exclusively the province of intimate dyads. We can envision these:things
occurring as well in pairs of people who have just met, or even in groups of
people larger than the dyad. At the extreme,one might attribute theseprocesses
and organizational capacities to whole societies, and so make traIl~active
memory into a synonym for culture. Our conceptualizationstops short or these
extensions for two reasons. First, we hesitate to extend these ideas to larger
groups because the analysis quickly becomes unwieldy; our framework for
understanding transactive memory would need to expand geometrically as
additional individuals were added to the system. Second, we refrain from
applying this analysjs to nonintimate relations for the simple reasonthat, in such
dyads, there is not as much to be remembered.Close dyads share a wealth of
information unique to ,the dyad, and use it to operate as a unit. Ivlore distant
dyads; in turn, engage in transactive processesonly infrequently~and in the
caseofa first and only encounter,do so only once. Suchpairs will thus not have
a very rich organizationalschemefor information they--hold.We find the:notion
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of transactive memory most apt, in sum, for the analysis of cognitive
interdependence in intimate dyads.

Our subsequentdiscussionof transactive memory in thi~ chapteris fa~;hioned
to coincide with the process-structuredistinction. We begin by consideringthe
processesinvolved in the everyday operation of transactive memory. Here, we
examine the phasesof knowledgeprocessingstandardlyrecognizedin cognitive
psychology-encoding, storage,and retrieval-to determine how they Occurin
transactive memory. The second general section examines the nature of the
organizational structure used for the storage of information in the dY~ld.The
structure of stored information across the two individual memories will be
examined, with a view toward determining how this organization impinges on
the group's mental operations. The final section concentrates on the role of
transactive memolY, both process and structure, in the life of the dyad. We
consider how such memo!y may contribute to compatibility or incompatibility
in relationships, and how an individual's personal memory may be influenced
by membership in a transactive system.

Transacti-veMemory Processes
Communication is the transfer of information.. When communication takes
place between people, we might say that information is transferred from one
memory to another. However, when the dyadic group isconceptualiized as
having one memory system,interpersonalcommunicationin:the dyad comesto
mean the transfer of information within memory. We believe that multiple
transfers can occur as the dyad encodesinformation, as it holds inform~ltionin
storage,and as it retrievesinformation~and that such transfers canfualce eilch
of these processes somewhat different from its counterpart occurring at the
individual level.
."

-

Transactive Encoding
Obviously, dyads do not have their senseorgans in common..The physi,;:aland
social environment thus must be taken in by ea<:hperson separately..Social
theori~ts~ave repeatedlynoted,though; that an individual's perceptionscanbe
channeled in social ways..Many have observed,for example, that one partner
might empathize with another and see the world from the other's "point of
view.." Alternatively, cognitive constructions of a "group perspective" may be
developed by both partners that lend a certain commonality to their intake of
information (see Wegner & Giuliano, 1982), These social influences on
encoding, however,are best understoodas effects on the individual..How does
the dyad encode information?
When partners encounter some event and encode it privately in their
individual memories,they may discuss it along the way..And thoughwe might
commonly think of sucha discussionas a "rehash," a mere echo of the original
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perceived event, there is reason to think that if could be much more. After all
~hereas expe~iencing.an event c~n be .acco~plished quite passively, ,jiscussin~
an event requIres actIve processIng of the Information-and
the generation of
ideas relevant to the event. Several demonstrations of an individual memory
phenomenon called the "generation effect" indicate that people will often.
remember information they have generated better than information they have
simply experienced (Johnson. & Raye, 1981; Slamecka & Graf, 197~~). So, for
instance, one might remember the number 37 better if one had been presented
with" 14 + 23 = ?" than if one had merely been presented with "37 ." Partners
who talk over an event, generating information along the way, might thus come
to an encoded verbal representation of the event that supplants theiJr original,
individual encoding.
The intTuence of the generation effect could, of course, take maJt1yforms.
Ordinarily, it should lead partners to remember their own contritlutions to
dyadic discussions better than the contributions of their partners. This
phenomenon has been observed in several studies (e.g., Ross & Sicoly, 1979).
But the generation effect could also contribute to one's memory for groupgenerated information. When a couple observes some event-say, a \\feddingthey may develop somewhat disparate initial encodings. Each will understand
that it was indeed a wedding; but only one may encode the fact that tht: father of
the bride left the reception in a huff; the other might notice instead the odd,
cardboard-like flavor of the wedding cake. Their whispered chat during all this
could lead them to infer that the bride's father was upset by the strange cake.
Because this interpretation was generated by the group, both partners will have
thus encoded the group's understanding of the events. Their chat could thus
revise history for the group, leaving both with stored memories of 1:hefather
angry over a sorry cake,
Evidence from another domain of cognitive research leads to a simiilar point
One of the most powerful determinants of encoding in individual memory is the
degree to which the incoming information is semantically elaborated (e.g.,
Anderson & Reder, 1979). To elaborate incoming inlormationissimply to draw
inferences from it and consider its meaning in relation to other information. This
is precisely what happens in dyadic communications about events. Partners
often talk about things they have experienced as individuals o,as a group. They
may speak about. each other's behavior, about theiPehavior of others they both
know, about the day's events, and so on. In such discussions, jt is probable that
those particular events or behaviors releyant to the dyad will be discussed at
length...They will be tied to other items of know.ledge and, in. the process, will
become more elaborately encoded-and thus more .likely to be available for
later retrieval.
To the extent that generative or elaborative processes are effortful, or require
careful thinking, their effects could be strengthened yet further. Encoding
processes that are effortful for the individual typically lead to enh~pced memory
(Tyler, Hertel, McCallum, & Ellis, 1979; Walker, Jones, & Mar, 1983). When
a couple engages in an argument, cognitive effort may be required for each

..
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personto understandwhat the other is saying and tor each to convey a personal
point of view. Such effort on the part of both could also be necessarywhenone
partner is merely tr'jing to teachthe other something.It is the sharede'xperience
of argument,decision-m~1cing,
or careful analysis that will be rememberedmore
readily whenthe communication is effortful. After aU,couples more :Frequently
remembertheir "talks" than their routine dinner conversations.
These transactive encoding processescould conceivably lead 3. dyad to
understandevents in highly idiosyncratic and private ways. Their discussions
could go far afield, .linking eventsto knowledge that, while strongly fI~levantto
the dyad, is embedded primarily in the dyad's known history or a,Qticipated
future. The partners' memories of the encoded events themselvescould be
changeddramatically by the tenor of their discussions,sometimesto the point of
losing touch with the initial realities the partners perceived. To SOItledegree,
such departuresfrom originally encodedexperiencemight be corrected by the
partners' discussions'of events with individuals outside the relationshi.p;such
outsiderswould serve to introduce a perspectiveon eventsthat is uninfo~ed of
the dyad's concerns,and tl1at therefore might help to modify memory of the
events. But many experiencesare discussed only within the relationship,.and
these are thus destined to be encoded in ways that may make them more
relevant to the dyad's concerns than to the realities trom which they derived.

Transactive Storage and Modification
Once information gets into transactive memory, it is stored,perhaps later to be
retrieved, One important concern regarding storage is the way in which the
information is organized:Does one personhave it, do both have it, or are there
yet other possible arrangements?We take up these questions later when we
explore the structure of transactive memory. At this point, we wishtoclwell a bit
on a different aspect of storage-its dynamic propel"ties.One of the most
intriguingl.essonsof cognitive researchon individual information storageis that
there is no guaranteethat information will be retrieved from storagein the same
form in which it was originally encoded. Knowledge apparently can be
modified, even as it resides in memory.
S(udi.esof individual memory by Loftus and her colleagues (e.g..,Loftus,
Mill~r, & ~urns, 1978) have shown that memory for previously j?erceived
events can be influenced by subsequentevents. Subjectswho saw slides of an
auto accident, for instance, and -who were then asked questions containing
erroneous implications about perceptual details of the accident, lat~r falsely
recognized slides depicting the implied details. Research by Hert(~l (1982)
indicqtes that suchmodifications can also occur in an individual's memoriesfor
his or her cognitive and affective reactionsto events. Information obta:inedwell
after an event can lead one to rememberdifferently one'sleaction to t:heevent..
Errors suchas these may occur becauseinformation encounteredsubsequentto
an event is integraied into one's stored representationof the event.
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A straightforward extrapolation of these phenomena would suggest that
similar modifications SP'1uldoccur in a dyad's memory, When the couple
encodes an initial event and then witnesses subsequentevents relevant to it,
both partners may be subject to parallel individual memory modification, and
their shared memory representation might thus be modified. We believe,
though, that memory modification in the dyad could be quite a bit more
complicated (and interesting) because of iterative effects that occur in the
course of dyadic communication.Suppose,for instance,that a female partner is
s1ilrprisedat :1remarkmade by her neighbor.The neighborcalled over the fence
to say that "Your dog is doing a fine job of fertilizing my lawn." The male
partner may have originally observedthe surprise reaction, but later saw the
neighborkick the dog. Still later he might consequentlymisrecall that the female
partnerhad reacted with angerto the neighbor'~remark. And quite conceivably,
shecould come to agreewith her mate's report of her anger. Through a chainof
communications, both partners may modify their memory of prior events,
making this memory consistentwith subsequentinfqrmation that the dyad has
obtained.
In a broader sense, the modification of transactive memory may be an
inevitable part of communication. This is because internally represented
thoughts may need to be modified by the individual to make them communicable. In studies of the social transmission of information, for example,
Bnrtlett (1932) found that sendinga story through a chain of peoplehas certain
predictable effects on the nature of the sto.ry. It usually be(;omesa simplified,
short-hand account that resolvesor drops any inconsistenciesthat were present
in the original version. A transmitted story thus resemblesthe protocols people
give when they recall information after storing it for a long time. Communicating information betweenpeople,like storing it within one person over time,
yield~ pared-down,"schematic" representationsof the informatio.n.Of c:ourse,
something like this could occur merely through sloppiness in communication.
But such social degeneration of informatior. could also be tile result of
mbdifications that one individual makes in information for the purp.oseof
transmitting it to another. The simple fact that communicatedinformation must
be put into words, for example, requires that it be discrete as opposed to
continuous (Freyd, 1983). The speaker's injunction to ma;e things under-,
standableto a listener, in turn, may strip away inconsistencies~nd irre.levancie~
(cf. Zajonc, 1960).
These simplification processes, in combination with the aforementioned
modifiability of the individual's memory, produce a highly modifiable transactive memory. One might, for example, tell a partner about a childhood
incident in which one.was frightened by a duck. The experienceitself could not
be transmitted, of course, only the words: Even thesewould necessarilybe brief,
failing to,cover the wealth of detail one originally encoded,and perhapsmissing
much of the context of the episodeas well. Later on, one's partner might then
recount this experience, probably in new words and with diff~rent emphases
(e.g.,"There's a duck, dear; run and hide!"). One could fail at this time to point
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Transactive Retrieval
Retrieval is usually consideredthe final step of memory processing.-the point
at which the effectivenessof encoding and storagebecomeknown. Therefore,
when a couple is called upon to retrieve information, their successwill depend
in large part on the nature of the transactiveprocessesthat have enab.ledthemto
encodeand store the information. But even at this final step, further transactive
processingmay occur.
As we noted earlier, the couple might search their transactive ml~moryin a
sequential, interactive process; one partner retrieves an item of iimormation
relevantto the target item, the other usesthis item as a cue for yet anotheritem,
and soon. Such interactive cueingis often observedwhena couple h;isa shared
"tip of the tongue" experience.In trying to rememberthe name of a film, for
instance,one personmight volunteer that "It begins with aB." The other might
say, "Ooh,ooh, 'r"ait, wait," and then later mention that the film was:a comedy
with a Faustian theme. This image might help the fir5tto recall thtat Dudley
Moore's costarwore a red satin"devil" suit in part of the movie. Eventually,one
or the other partner might finally hit on the name.
It is unclear whether this transactive process would usually resu:ltin more
successfulretrieval than would parallel individual retrieval attempts. It is fairly
obvious, though, that interactive cueing of this kind could often lead to quite
different retrieved information. Members of a close relationship could easily
lead each other astray, along lines of inquiry that both recognize as reasonable-but which are better characterized as flights of fancy than actual
recollections. At other times, however,they might have the opposite tendency,
keeping each other "in line" as they pursue the target item. The pr,edominant
consequencesof interactive cueing are presently unknown, for as far as we can
discern, no researchhas beenconducted to examine this process.
There is another aspectof dyadic retrieval, however, that has a somewhat
more proximal empirical base. Cognitive psychologists have investigatedthe
effects of the context of individual retrieval attempts, finding that p~ople are
better able to retrieve information in contexts that resemblethe ones in which
the information was encoded(Tulving & Thomson, 1973). In our view, this
finding suggeststhat individuals who have encodedinformation in thl~presence
of an intimate will subsequentlyretrieve the information more effectively if the
intimate is present,during retrieval, The intimate partner provides an important
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context for everjthing one encodes for the duration of the relationship. On
hearing a tune I1ndhumming it with one's partner, on gossiping abo.\ltfriends
with the partner, and even on watching TV with;he partner, there is a special
context for encoded-information. Later retrieval should be facilitated when the
partner is present. In short, the family that encOdestogether should retrieve
together.
This phenomenonmay be responsible for the ease with which pas1:pains in
relationships are brought to mind in the presenceof the other. Simil;~rly,joys
shared in the past may be retrieved primarily when the other is present.
Moments sharedwith other people~whether old flames,parents,or even fellow
workers~should be relatively more difficult to retrieve in the presenc!~
of one's
current intimate partner. In a way; the co-presenceof partnersproducE:sin each
a special mindset, a readinessto rememberthe information first encounteredin'
the same group setting.

Transactive Memory Structures
To build a transactive memory is to acquire a set of communication]processes
wherebytwo minds can work as one. To a certain degree,then, any couple that
sharesa commonculture and languagehas a rudimentary transactivemen;ory.
The couple possessesa common set of backgroundassumptions(cf..Cicourel)
1974; Clark & Haviland, 1977; Grice, 1975; Lewis, 1969) that they share as
well with everyone else in their neighborhood.Thus, they begin a rel:ationship,
evenas strangers,with a certain sensethat eachknows somethingthat the other
knows. This basic sense, however, can grow in quite different dir~:ctionsas
changesoccur in the organization of the couple's transactivememory" For one,
as intimates become acquainted,they can each cometo understand that there
are certain areas one knows that the other does not; this change is the
dijJere.'ltiation of transactive structure. And also, as they.become a(:quainted,
they can develop a sharing of unique knowledge that movesebeyondthe basic
sharing that occurs betweenstrangersin a culture; this changeis the integration
of transactive structure. Both differentiation and integration are processes,of
course,and so might be classedwith the various transactive memoryprQcesses
we have discussed thus far. Each can occur during ~ncoding, storage, and
retrieval phases of transactive knowledge processing.These processes,however, impinge most clearly on the location of information in tJransactive
memory, and so are considered here as we address the topic of t:ransactive

structure.
Differentiated

Stru~ture

A person beginning a close relationship will enjoy a background of iFamiliarity
with certain things-family,
friends, special interests and skills-to which the
partner has never been privy. And while the partne~ may guess that the person
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has suchrealms of knowledge,and evenmake fairly good estimatesof its nature
and extensity, the partner does not really know for sure what exi:;ts in the
person's individual store of knowledge. So, if the partner was havi.n:gtrouble,
say, tying a knot, he or she would not be able to say with much clDnfidence
whetherthe personwould be of any assistancein this enterprise.Kno,wingthat
the person had been involved in scouting as a child, however, could offer an
important key.. Such a fact about a person is not ..likelyto be immediately
evident, of course~and so mustbe acquired at somepoint for the partnerto have
any successin taking advantageof tl1eperson's expertise.
As each memberof the pai'rbecomesmore cognizantof the speciall:iesof the
other, tlle dyad's memory as a whole grows in-differentiation. To describethis
feature of transactive memory more explicitly, it is useful to introduce
distinctions regardingthree kinds of information a person may hold in personal
memory: higher-order information, lower-order information, and location
information. One can think of higher-order information as the topic, theme,or
gist of some set of items of lo~ver-orderiliformation. So, forexamp.le,the term
"fruit" canbe consideredhigher-orderinformation with respecttotemls suchas
"apple," "orange," and !'banana." By the sametoken, "what George said" can
be regarded .as higher-order information than the actual words he spoke.
DistinctiolJs like this one have been made frequently in cognitive PS;fchology,
sometimesusing terms such as "schema" to refer to higher-orderinformation.
We include the distinction here to indicate simply that there are degreesof the
specificity of knowledgerepresentedin memory. Location information, in turn,
is information as to where any piece of higher-orderor lower-order inj:ormation
may be found. In a sense,it is an "address." When one knows that inj:ormation
on Kant's Critique ofpure reason can be found in a .library, in a philosopher
friend~smemory, or eyen in one's own memory, one has location inj:ormation
about Kant's Critique.
Communication in the dyad may lead to the transmissionof any of the three
types of information. Certainly, one might tell a partner of the existenceof some
higher~orderknowledge (e.g., "Sam and Wanda were at the party") or some
lower-order knowledge (e.g., "He said he was ashamedof her when she got
drunk"). One would also convey location knowledge in sayu1gthesethings, for
one would immediately give away that thesefacts were available in one's own
memory.; It is possible, however, that one could convey location inj:ormation
with regard to higher-order knowledge without conveying the lo'wer-order
knowledgeassociatedwith it. Simply noting that "I heard what SamanldWanda
were talking about at the party," for example, would communicate to one's
partner that one held both higher and lower orders of information in one's
memory-but it would not revealthe nature of the lower-order inforn1ation.In
making such communications,one would contribute to the differentiation of the
transactive memory structure.
A differentiated transactive structure, in this light, is one that contains mutual
higher-orderand 10cationinformation, but reserveslower-order inforrnation for
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one or the other partner's memory alone. Knowledge of general topics is shared
by both persons, and with the simultaneous sharing of locatibn information,

eachpersonobtains a personal"directory" for know)edgeheld by the dyad. The
individual in this s.ystemmay have any amount of lower-order infomlation. At
the extreme,one personmight hold all the lower~orderinformation available to
the dyad. This person could find anything that the dyad knows merely by
accessinghis or her own memory.The other partner, in turn, would have similar
access-but would be required to access the other's memory, througn
communication, to obtain any item of lower-order information. More commonly, of course, couples develop differentiated structures in which each
partner holds some proportion of the lower-order information accessibleto the
dyad..
The developmentof differentiatedtransactivememoryis an important effect
offhe reciprocal self~disclosurethat usually accompaniesrelationship formation. Couples typically begin a relationship by revealing informatiion about
themselvesto eachother; starting with fairly mundanesurface inforn1ation,they
.
move on to exchange more pnvate knowledge of themselves(cf. j\'ltman &
Taylor, 1973; Archer, 1980). And, when they are trading knowledg;eof their
life goals, personal.itytraits, emotional investments,or other personalqualities,
they are also building the differentiation of their transactivememory..Each fact
about the self that is revealed to the other lends the other a sens(~of one's
expertise and experience.Thus, self-disclosureregularly transmits hi~;her-order
information. Sometimes,much lower-order information is conveyed as well~
such as \vhenpne tells the other not only that one "likes Greek food,'"but also
details one's recipes tor several Greek dishes. More commonly, thougn,these
lower-order details will not be communicated. The other will have sufficient
accessto them merely by kno\vingthe higher-orderinformation and the location
infonnation that is communicated"piggyback" with it. In the future, when the
pair wants Greek food, the expert in this domain will be expected by both
parties to supply the neededlower-order information.
The differentiated organization of knowledge in the dyad mak.esfor an
efficient transactive memory. For all thosedomains of knowledgethat the group
might need to know-but that neither individual must know alone--differen~'
tiated organization easesthe work of one or the other pa~ner. Lower-ord~r
information can be communicated on a "need to know" basis, as when the
Greek gourmet can direct the cooking of a mutually prepared meal, noting
ingredients and steps to the other as they are necessary.And the partner who
does not know the details of knowledge in a particular domain can nevertheless
be confident that the dyad will be effective. To a degree,couples may even
undertake to manage their affairs such that transactive memor::'!will be
differentiated. They'may decide,for instance,that one should have re:sponsibility for the group's checkbook balancing, that the other should have the
responsibility for knowing about a child's progressat school, and so I:>n.In this
way, they avoid wasting transactiye memory space on duplication of lower~
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order information. Indeed, such efficiency may often be produced in a
relationship by virtue of partners' prior adoption of the specializedknowledge
responsibilities that accompanysex roles, occupational roles, 1mdthe like.
Differentiated structure may be efficient, but it also may le~d to certain
problems in information managementin the relationship. F'or instance, as
higher-order information and location information are shared, and the transactive memory thus becomes differentiated and increasin!~ly capable of
accessingunshared domains of lower-order information, we would expect an
increasein the pair's confidence in their knowledge in general. I:)rganizationof
information regularly .leadsindividuals toward greater confidence that they
blOWtheinforma,tion(see,e.g., Pratt, Luszcz, Mackenzie-KeatilrIg,& Manning,
1982). With differentiation, each person would become increa,singIylikely to
believe that the group woU.J.d
be able 10 retrieve most any information-though
the person might not have any accessto the information in personalmemory.
The female who has specialized in knowledge linked most strongly with her
stereotypic sex role, for instance, may enter a relationship with a male and
experiencean immediate surge in confidence that her dyad will be able to fix a
leaky faucet, play poker, or otherwi,se employ knowledge dc)mains usually
associatedwith the male sex role. Suchpresumptionsmay often be ~nfounded.
Differentiated structure could also lead on occasionto confusions regarding
one's own knowledge.The "feeling of knowing" (Hart, 1967) might very well
arise not only for domains that one indeed knows, but also for domains of
.information known only by virtue of transactive memory. If onl~partner keeps
track of phone numbers,for example,the other may neverhaveexperiencedany
difficulty in retrieving a needednumber. All the other must do is ask. On
encounteringa setting in which the partner is not present, ho'."ever,the other
could fail to appreciate the absenceof the usual information liource~and so
continue to assumethat the phone numbers are immediately available. Such
confusionsshould be particularly intrusive in the very settingsthat usually allow
for transactions betweenpartners. At home, in familiar recrea1:ionalcontexts,
and the like, it seldom happensthat one is stranded without tlle other. Thus,
much lower-order information may be taken for granted. Only when one must
be alone will these assumptionsbe examined, and the extent of one's personal
hold on information be discovered.
It; is perhapsfortunate that transactive memory is never entirely differentiated. A conversation between partners who share little or !rIOlower-order
information, for instaQce,cquld be tiresome indeed. They wouldch1!t about
generalities,but becausethey held no lower-order information in commo?, they
could never get into the details 'of their individual domains of knowledge. They
could reiterate their personal qualities and interests, delving again into the
processof recipr.ocalself-disclosure.But eventually, they would have little new
to say to each other-every higher-order item of knowledgewould already be
shared, and conversationswould deteriorate rapidly (e.g., onf: says "1 know
every batting averagein the AmeriCanLeague"; the other says"1 know you do,
dear").. Given the humantend~ncyto converseprimarily about l~henew(Grice,
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1975), such conversations would probably -not even occur. An entirely
differentiated trans active memory cannot be all that characterizes th,= menta]

operations of the dy~dIntegrated Structure
Woody Allen's short stOl"j"The Whore of Mensa" commentssatirically on an
important counterpointto differentiated memory in relationships-the tendency
to share knowledge,The male protagonist in this story encountersan educated
young woman who, for a price, is willing to COI1)e
over and discuss any subject
The m2.n laments his wife's inability to satisfy his yearnings for mentally
stimulating conversation;the young woman, he learns,gives good Proust. He is
e~1thralledand spendslarge sums on her.
People in clo~e relationships are not satisfied with diJTerentiatedtransactive
knowledge.They commonly try to find higher-ordertopics that are shared,and
then trade'their lower-order information on these topics, often at length. The
remarkable feature of suchsharing is that it frequently leads to new knowledge
tor both partners. Imagine, for example, that a couple is leaving a party. At
different times, they eachtalked to Tex. The male notes that Tex was depressed
t!!lisevening;he stared at the floor and barely talked. The female says that Tex
was not at all depressed;in fact, she saw him for quite a while early in tile party
and he seemedunusually frisky and friendly, The male recalls that Tex said he
\vas tllinking about separating from his wife. And in short order, the couple
reachesa conclusion: Tex was flirting with the female and feeling embarrassed
about it in the prese.nceof the male. This conclusionrepresentsnew knowledge
which, independent of its correctness, is a qualitative depal"ture from the
knowledgeheld by both partnersalone. Together, they unveiled their individual
sets of lower-order infonnation on the higher-ordertopic of "Tex" and, in so
doing, reacheda new, integrated understanding of that topic.
The developmentof integratedtransactive memorysmIctures is analogousto
tIle developmentof integrated individual memory structures(cf. Hayes-Roth&
Tl1orndyke, 1979). As in the case of individuals, dyads are likely to establish
integrated structures when they learn that they hold related infonnation in two
locations. In the dyad, howev~r, these locations will be the two individual
memories. The partners who both know about "Tex at the party," about
"Proust, " or about any other higher-order topic are likely. to explore their
respective sets of lower-order infonnation through communication. Such
communicationmay, at times,lead only to the realization that the partnershave
unknowingly shared identical sets of lower-order infonnation; their discussion
leads them to understand that they held duplicate knowledge prior to the
interaction. But also at times, communicationcan revealthat each partnerhas a
somewhatdifferent setof lower-orderitems classedunderthe samehigher-order
topic. When ~hishappens,their transactive memory is ripe for the development
of an integrated structure. They can put together their views of the topic to
develop a shared higher-orderconception.
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The developmentof integrateduansactive structureshas beeninvestigatedin
various guises in social psychology. Studies or group decision making (e.g.,
Davis, 1980; Kerr, 1981) and "social combination" processes(e.g., Lau~lin,
1980) have examined the means by which groups reach integrated understandingsof topics on the basis of initially disparate individual understandings.
As a rule, these lines of researchhave indicated that groups strive toward a
unity of conceptualization,a generalview held by all"members.This is certainly
consistentwith our notionoC integrated transactive structure. Witl1 the present
analytical framework, however, it is possible to go one step further in
understanding suchprocesses.
We believe that the presstoward integrated structure in transactive memory
is responsibletor the unique, emergentpropertiesof group mentallife. What the
group-mind theorists were searching for can be found in the seemingly
"~agical" transformations that occur when disparate sets of information are
combinedinto new ideas.One partIier may bring one setof knowledge,the other
may bring somethingdifferent, and they then may experiencesomeconflict. But
in the healthy dyadic relationship, this conflict does not necessarilylead to the
dissolution of the group. Rather, it energizesthe integration proces~;,
leadingthe
couple to seeksome new conceptualizationthat wilitransform their conflict into
agreement. The new formulation that is reached, however, does not just
promote compromise between partners. It also makes the group think about
something in a way that the individuals would not; the group"s viewpoint

becomesunique.
This presstoward uniqueintegrations in closedyads was the topil::of research
by Giuliano and Wegner (l983). Their experi-mentwas planned to induce a
cohesive group state in some heterosexual pairs but not in otllers, and to
compare the interactions of such "close" and "distant" couplesduring dyadic
problem-solving. The problems posed to these couples were designed to
resemblea typical hurdle that dyads mustovercomerepeated.Jy
in d.:l.ilylife: The
couple encounters an opportunity to retrieve a single target item from
transactive memory-when each member has already retrieved a candidate
item from personal memory. This could happen, say, when a' c::ouplemust
decide on a restaurant to visit when each partner has already thought of a
possibility. The hypothesis,was that "distant" couples, when;iaced with
disagreement,would opt for the personal choice of one or the other partner;
"close" couples,in contrast,were expectedto use such conflict asCistimulus to
invent a new, group-generatedpossibiiity~ Quite simply, unique integrations
would evolve in the face of conflict~but only whenthe couple had beeninduced
to feel "close."
For each experimental session, two or three male/female pairs were
randomly formed from a group of people who did not know one another. Pairs
were taken to a room, seated at adjacentchair~ facing opposite directions, and
given several yards of yarn neatly wrapped around a stick. Partners were
instructed to wrap the yarn around the two of them, exchangeplact:s,and wrap
the yarn back onto the stick-all of this in privacy, but without talking. This
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exercisewas designedto induce cohesivenessbetweenpartners. Out of concern
that initial negative impressionsmight hinder the effectivenessof the cohesiveness manipulation, the researchershad subjects anonymouslyrate their initial
impressionsof other groupmembers immediately after everyoneanived for the
session.Strong negativefirst impressions(prior to pairing) on the part of at least
one partnerled to the exclusion of three pairs from the analyses.This left a total
of 16 couples to becomewrapped up with each other.
The problems to be solved were patterned after TV's "Family I'eud" game
show. The problems consisted of 20 categories (e.g., a place to get pizza;
bedtime for college students) and subjects were instructed to predict the
responsemost commonly given by 100 unde.rgraduates
who had beenpolled for
their opinions. In order to compare individual and group memory' structures,
subjects completed this questionnaire twice. They filled out the questionnaire
for the first time individually, just prior to being paired for the cohesiveness
manipulation. The questionnairewas filled out by pairs the secondtime. H,alfof.
the subjectsfilled out the questionnaire with their original (yarn) partners. For
the other half, opposite-sexpairs were formed such that the problems were
solved by partners who had not experienced the cohesivenessmanipulation
together. The couples were tape-recordedas they discussedthe categoriesand
tried to develop a single answerthat was ostensiblyto be scored for popularity
againstthe responsesof the polled undergraduates..
The typical procedure that the couples followed in selecting their final
responsestarted with each partner revealing his or her earlier response.Then,
they could adopt one of several strategies for determining a dyadic response.
When partners initially had a similar individual response(about 24% of the
time),the dyadic responsecould be the same as their indiyidual responsesor it
could be different. Not surprisingly, couples whose individual responses
coincided chosethat responsefor the dyad on 99% of their agreements.A much
wider range of options was available when individual responsesdiffered. In
many cases, partners in this situation would simply decide on the individual
responseof one or the other. For questions calling for a qualitative response
(e.g., naming a musical group), this often happened-'-producinga lop-sided
compromise betweenpartners. For questionsof a quantitative nature (e.g." the
averageage that females marry for the first time), responseswere often,derived
from the two individual responsesas a true compromiSebetweenthem. When
the ages of 18 and 22 .were given, for instance, 20 would be._thedyad's
response.
The final possible strategy when individual responsesdiffered was to develop
a dyadic responsethat resembled neither individual response.Such strategies
were, of course,of special interest in this research.Rather than signifying some
sort of compromise between individual responses,they represent unique
integrations'--choices that are unpredictable from individual responses.This
happenedfor questionsrequiring either quantitative or qualitative responses.In
the case of a qualitative item such as "Name a ~ood candy bar," for instance,
individual responsesof Mars and Milky Way might yield a group responseof
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Snickers. In the case of a quantitative item such as "Averag!: bedtime for
collegestudents.."individual responsesof 12:00 AMand 1:00 AMmight produce
a group responseof 1:30 AM.
In the parlance of transactive memory, the couples in this stud:\,were placed
in the position of having adifferentiatedtransactiye structure. Each time they
discussed their initial personal responses,and so communicated lower-order
information, they took the chanceof discoveringdifferentiation-different items
of information coming from the different personal,repositoriesof transactive
memory. Their strategiesfor resolving thesediscrepanciescould then be of two
types: comp'r()misestrategies,which were derived from individual structures,or
integrative strategies,which were independentof them. The first type includes
group responses that originated with one or the other partner, as well as
responsesderived as midpoints betweenthe two individual responses.Strategies
independent of individual responsesare integrative in nature and uniquely
representthe dyad.
The results revealed that integrative responseswere the strategy of choice
when "close" couples had to resolve differences.The correlations betweenthe
overall. number of initial differences of "cl.ose" partners and their use of
integrative strategies revealed a significant relationship for both qualitative
questions lr(16) = .43, p< .05} and quantitatiye questions lr(16) = .54,
p< .02l. For "distant" partners, the correspondingcorrelation~;revealed n,o
significant relationships [r(1.6) = .18, qualitative; r(16) = .00, quantitative].
For "close" couples, therefore, initial discrepancies resulted in increased
attempts to unite the pair with unique, group-gencrat~dsolutions. The use of
theseunique integratic;>ns
was not promoted by the degreeof initial discrepancy
for previously unpairedsubjects.These results supportthe idea of a transactive
communicationprocessina closedyad that promptsintegrative communication
wheneverdiscrepanciesin lower-order information are revealed.
The tape-recordings of the problem-solving sessionsshowed that couples
sometin:',es
verbally prearrangedtheir strategy. Several.couples cl~:arlysetout a
"turn-taking" strategy for resolving discrepancies-"We'll do yours this time
and mine next." It is interestingthat commentatorson group conflict resolution
have often argued that such turn-taking is a primary cooperative responseto
incompatible individual preferences (e.g., Kelley & Thibaut, 1978). The
presenuresults suggestthat this is not the strategy of choice in close dyads.
Close cc;>uplesfaced with differentiated knowledge structures often do not
verbalize their integrative strategy, but it seemsto be pursued with a certain
automaticity and urgency.Asked to "Name a magazine," for exanflple,a couple
produced individual responses of People and NeJ.vsJ.veek-andinstead of
discussingthese at all, immediately turned to suggestingother possibilities. In
some couples, the unique integration was then a good answer (e.g., Time); in
others,the final. choice was less appropriate (e.g., Playboy). But in all casesof
integration, eventhoughthe integrative strategywas not verbally formulated by
the dyad, it was rapidly adopted, cutting short the discussionof individual.
preferences.
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As a final note on this research, it should be pointed out that the findings
signal only a first step in the investigationof transactiveprocesses.Clearly, the
results pertain primarily to ad hoc couples who have been made to feel close,
not partners in ongoing close relationships. Moreover, the findings arose in a
context quite unlike experimentson integrative processesin memory. Because
the emphasis of this research was on transactive processes,and not on the
accuracy of group retrieval of presented infoTn1ation,it was not necessaryto
develop these findings in the context of a standard memory paradigm. Until
further inquiry is made into the production of unique,integrative knowledge in
close relationships,the generalityof the observedphenomenon-and its impact
on tile accuracy of transactive memory-can be anticipated only in broad
outline.

Transactive Memory and Intimate Life
We have hinted at an important idea in various ways throughout the chapter,
and it is time now to make the proposition explicit: A transactive memory is a
fundamental componentof all close relationships.We believe that the potential
for transactive memorymakes intimacy amonghumanspossible, allowing'them
to 'develop a form of interdependencewith each other that is both lasting and
continually in,flux. The immediate implications of this idea are twofold: First, a
dysfunctional or incompletely operative transactive memory in a relationship
should porteQd the breakdown of closeness;second, many of the personal
difficulties that accompany the dissolution of an intimate dyad should be
traceable to the absenceof transactive memory. Here, we explore eachof these
implications in turn.
Pathologiesof Transactive Memory
Perhapsthe most obvious failure of transactive memorywould occur if it never
got started. Intimacy could not develop in a relationship if the couple never
talked, if their initial personalknowledgestores were so disjunct that they had
no commongroundto discuss,or if they could find no way to put together their
ideas into new, group-generatedthoughts. In terms of our
, theoretical arialysis,
then, intimacy could fail be~auseof a lack of transactive processes,a lack of
higher-order linkages tha~ would allow differentiation, or a lack of common
lower-order knowledgestores that would allow integr.ation.
Once a relationshiphas formed, the processesof communication,differentiation, and integration must continue. We suspectthat communication.will halt in
an ongoing partnership, bringing that partnership to an end, when a gross
imbalance occurs betweenthe processesof differentiation and integration. As
we have already pointed out, extreme differentiation can bring an end to a
relationship becauseit fails to promote the sharing of lower-order information
and the consequentdevelopmentof unique, group-generatedknowledge. But
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just as intimates with too muchdiffeI:cntiationcan be troubled by too little
interdependence, intimates with too much integration can become the victims of
too much interdependence.

The danger of integration in transactive memory is its capacit),to produce
duplication. At the outset of the integration process,partners discuss differentially known details about a common topic. In sharing these cjetails, they
!:ievelopa similar understandingbased on modified details from both persons.
This similar understandingwill lead eachpartner to rememberonly someof the
details that originated in his or her own memory, and willalso convert the
higher-orderknowledgeof the topic held by each partner into a single, shared
form. A couple that only conductsintegrative discussionswill, over time, make
many of..thehigher-orderand lower-order integrations that are available across
their fields of differentiatedknowledge.Suchwholesaleintegrationcould leadto
the very same state of boredom with the relationship that is reached through
extremedifferentiation; there is nothing new to talk about. Furthem10re,if each
partner has the same knowledge that the other has, they each indep~ndently
have accessto the group memory. Neither partnerrequires accessto the other
for any information, and they thus can becomefunctionally isolated from each
other despite their apparent closeness. Contrary to its intended t:ffect, then,
int~gration can render transactive memory redl;lndantand unnecessaryto the
individual.
Duplication can precipitate relationship problems in yet anotherway. Once.
considerable duplication has occurred-say, in a couple living together for
several years-it can be assumed by partners that their own knowledge is
sufficient for group-relevantjudgments. In essence,each assumes that the
duplication with the other is complete. A partner might know, for example,that
the group typically goes out to dinner on Saturdaynights, and even]mows what
the other will prefer to order: Thus, the partner will have no qualms about
making dinner reservationsfor Saturday, unbeknownstto the other, and might
evengo or. to order the entire meal for two while the other is still looking at the
menu. This strategywill succeedif the duplication is indeed total-down to the
partner's knowledge of which of the six available soups the other will prefer.
The strategy will fail, however, whenever duplication is incompll~tefor any
reason.The other may have beenexposedto information suggestingthat a new
soup w<!Juldbe best, or perhaps has just decided that. the usual i~;becoming
tiresome.The partnerwho assumesduplication will often fail to pick up on such
subtleties,and in the end, will be rightfully accusedof "taking for granted" the
other.
.
In essence, duplication and the assumption of duplication threaten a
relationship when partners believe that theY,know each other very well. This
potential endpoint of integrative processesreminds us, then, that couples can
become too familiar. It is only when couples do pot share everything they
know-or at leastbelieve that not everything is shared-that their relationship
will be open for further discussion and development.To a degree,this ironic
twist. in relationship development seems to pose quite a problem. How can
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couples who remain together for many years keep from becoming duplicates?
Perhaps the o!)ly way to maintain such "freshness" in the relationship is for
each partner continually to seek out domains of knowledge unknown to the
other. A renewal. of the differentiation of their transactivememory could occur
every day~if the partners are willing to be apart, to experience life on their
o"rVn,and to contribute to the dyad by being at least somewhat independent

otit.

Parting With Transactive Memory
Ai couple may break up becauseof transactive memory, or their relatlonship
may end in spite of it, What happens to each partner then? Amitjst the
emotional turmoir that can accompany partnership dissolution (Berscheid,
1983), there may also appear several cognitive effects that can throw the
individual into a confused and inefficient state for some time. Certairlly, the
privilege of discussing events, of coming to a negotiated view of them, and of
reactingto them on the basis of this groupperspectivewill be ended. A common
feeling accompanyingrelationshipdissolution, then, will be one ofindeci:;ion. A
.lone partner who has become used to transactive processes may almost
aijtomatically deter judgment on issues as they arise, holding off until an
interpretation of events can be transacted. The person will have difficulty
forming an independentand personalmemory system.
With the loss of the relationship, one also .losesaccessto the differentiated
portion of transactive memory held by the other. This .1osswill be recognized
oqly slowly. As one fails to find phone numbers,recipes,household objf:cts,or
th~ like, it beginsto becomeevident. But mOreprofound losseswill be noted as
time goesby. One's memory of favorite episodeswill fade, almost inexplicably,
b~causethe other is not present to supply the differentiated details that one
never stored for oneself. One will also loseihe benefits of the other's special
Skiills,never againsavoring that chocolatemousseor being able to look on a flat
tiI1easa mere inconvenience.Indeed,becausetransactive retrieval is no longer
possible,there will be entire realms of one's experiencethat merely slip away,
unrecognizedin their departure,and never to be retrieyed again.
Becausethe other has servedoften as a cont~xt!or one's personalencodingof
events, there will also be a personal d~ficit in retrieval. Everything one has
le~med in the presenceof the other, even without depending on the other for
transactive encoding or retrieval, will become a bit more difficult to retrieve
fr~m one's pe.rsonalmemory.The other has regularly served as a backdropfor .
one's exp~rience,a part of the setting in which the experience was encoded.
And eventhough the other may haveplayed only a bystander'srole in the event,
one's encodingof the eventis specific to the other's presenceand may not allow
fotretrieval without the other(cf. Tulving & Thomson, 1973). A new partner
w~o sharessomequalities with one's former intimate might serve as a substitute
cqntext, and so aid one in gaining accessto one's own storedinformati':)n.
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Should one become angry at the fonner partper.yet other changesin persbnal
memory could result. One might renounce certain of the integrations tl1atthe
group had previously achievedbecausethey continue to be too reminiscentof
the relationship. Just as the fonner dyad's penchant for Sunday afternoon
crossword puzzles would be abandonedby the partner, their commonly held
views of friends, activities, or experiences would be discarded as well.
Similarly, one might attempt.to stop speaking of past events in the "group"
code-mentioning things that "we" did-and so disguise for oneself _andothers
the degreeof one's previous interdependence(cf. Wegner, 1981). Th-eresentful
partner could even attemptto develop new domains of expertise(e.g., "No one
will ever tell me again that I can't fix a flat!") or let old ones fall into disuse. In
this way, it is guaranteedthat the original transactive memorydeveloipedby the
group will no longer fit. Should a reconciliation be attempted, a newly
negotiated transactive memory structure would be required-makin~~for extra
accommodative work on the part of the less-changedpartner and perhapsa
"shake-up"of the entire system.
Admittedly, someof theseeffects could accrue merely by losing contact with
a brief acquaintance. The ending of a 10ng-term relationship, how'ever,will
surely exact these tolls in every area of one's personalinfonnation-processing
system. One will have difficulty interpreting events without discussion,and so
blindly seek the advice of strangers. One will fail to encode previously
differentiated information for oneself,and thus err in coping with all the nowpersonalinformation domains.One will abandonthe dyad's integrativeviews of
life events,perhaps to adopt less certain or satisfying views that have only the
fact that they are one's own to recommendthem. And, one will simply lose
contact with vast memory domains that one had hopedwere personill-but that
in reality were transactive, and so ended with the relationship.
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