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Although the future may be open, it is temptinghimk of the past as set. However, there
is a sense in which the past too is changeable. péggpectives sometimes color or even alter
our view of the past. In some cases, new persectiffer a deeper understanding of our own
past experience. For example, in reflecting tlatvat the time seemed like a minor spat, an
estranged spouse may look back and recognize wEpfed tensions.  On other occasions a
fresh perspective may distort memory. From thiebitantage of a relationship gone awry, one
might come to misconstrue innocent bickerings agéfflection dark feelings that never actually
occurred. If memories for prior social intefant are indeed influenced by present
understanding then they may be particularly vulbkeravhen our understanding of the social
relationship changes over time. Memory for sexbalsa may fall into this category. The label
of “sexual abuse” is somewhat fuzzy, particulasyitas applied to oneself (Joslyn, Carlin, &
Loftus, 1997). One could experience an abusiveteber not categorize it as such at the time.
Later, if the experience is recalled in the cont&#xbuse, it may be remembered quite
differently than if it were recalled in some otlwentext.

In this chapter, we first review evidence that menfor experimentally controlled
stimuli is colored by changes in perspective. Wéntconsider the potential for shifts in
perspective for events in ones own life, reviewsngvey studies that illustrate the manner in
which people may initially avoid interpreting theiwn experiences as CSA. Next, we consider
the impact a shift in interpretation might havensemory. We review several case studies of
individuals who reported recovering allegedly Idaggotten memories of sexual abuse. We
consider the possible role that shifts in abusepeative had in convincing people to think that

the memories were previously forgotten, when irt faey were not. Finally we discuss a new



survey study that illustrates the potential impghet changes to an abuse perspective can have
on memory for the emotional content of the eveffe conclude with some speculations about
the possible role that shifts perspective may hiawentributing to memory discovery
experiences.

The impact of shifting perspectives on memory forhe past

The events of the past are inevitably viewed thinoihg interpretive lens of the present.
Sometimes this lens offers clarification not presly available. Other times it distorts the past
in order to make it more consistent with the présé&umerous laboratory studies have
demonstrated that the manner in which we intetheepresent colors what we recall from the
past. Beginning with paired associate learnindying and Thompson (1972) found that items
encoded in one context (e.g. “palm tree”) wereicliff to recognize when tested in a different
context (e.g. “palm hand”).

Research on memory for previously read text passdgmonstrated that shifts in
perspective can have both positive and negatiezfion memory. Anderson and Pitchert
(1978) induced participants to recall previouslyaported details by offering them a new
vantage from which to consider a passage readearlthe session. After reading about an old
house from the perspective of either a potentiaté¢tauyer or burglar, participants who were
encouraged to recall it from the alternative pectipe recalled more facts than those who
maintained the same perspective. Although shiffserspective can sometimes enhance
memory for text, other studies have illustrated thech shifts can produce systematic
distortions. For example, Snyder and Uranowif87@g) presented participants with an extensive
narrative about the life of a woman (Betty K). dmatsome participants were told that Betty K.

was living a lesbian lifestyle where as other wetd that she was living a heterosexual lifestyle.



On a subsequent recognition test, participants’ argza were found to be systematically biased
towards their new interpretation of Betty K, ileose given information about the Lesbian
lifestyle remembering details consistent with laslstereotypes and vise versa for those given
heterosexual information. In a similar vein, C&rDP99) had participants read identical
scenarios about a date, with the one differencegabie ending. For some subjects the date
ended in with a rape, whereas in the other cormditiended in a marriage proposal. On a
subsequent memory test, participants’ recollectiwere biased by the perspectives highlighted
by the respective endings.

Given the established effects that new perspectiae have on peoples' recollections of
laboratory materials, it is intriguing to speculateut whether similar effects may occur when
people recall their own lives. Is it the casesaggested at the outset, that new perspectives can
bias individuals’ memories for their own personaks? Although less research has investigated
this question, a number of studies suggest thatgthg perspectives may also systematically
color how people recall their own past. For exambévine and colleagues demonstrated in a
series of studies that memory for emotions is syateally distorted to conform to present day
appraisals of the remembered event. In one stuahplp who became more convinced of OJ
Simpson's guilt over time overestimated how ankeytfelt when Simpson was first acquitted.
People who became more convinced of his innocenderastimated how angry they felt when
they heard that he was acquitted (Levine, Proh&lkwagess, Rice, & Laulhere, 2001). In
another study (Levine, 1997), loyal Ross Perot stpps significantly underestimated their
feelings of anger and sadness reported immediafidy hearing of his withdrawal from the
presidential race. Those who later abandoned hgmifgiantly underestimated their feelings of

hope reported when they heard that he had withdrawn



Although the above studies are suggestive, thigrpmnetation is somewhat complicated
by the fact that they are ultimately correlatiomahature. Perhaps for example, the individuals
whose support for Perot waned were actually lessntitted to him than those whose support
was unwavering. However, more recent experimettdies have a demonstrated causal link
between perspective shifts and memory for emot®pecifically, in a study of students'
memory for pre-exam anxiety, students who wererméa of their midterm exam scores
underestimated pre-exam anxiety when they recevgabd grade and overestimated pre-exam
anxiety when they received a poor grade. Impdstathis pattern was not observed among
students who hadot been informed of their score (Safer, Levin & Diagg, 2002), suggesting
that one's present day view causes the emotioifatatmer than vice versa.

In sum, a significant body of evidence is consisteith the claim that shifts in
perspective can systematically color individual§ahrecollections of events. New

perspectives can hinder people’s access to infoom#tat is inconsistent with the current
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information that takes on new found significancedAarson & Pitchert, 1978). It can

systematically bias people to recall laboratoryeldamaterials in a manner consistent with the
new found understanding (e.g. Snyder & Uranowi@8), and it can even cause people to re-
construe their own experiences to make them marsisignt with their current appraisals (e.qg.
Levine, 1997). Given the potentially pronouncééat of shifts in perspective on memory, it
stands to reason that domains vulnerable changerspective may be especially susceptible to
the associated memory effects. In the followingdssion we consider the impact of shifts in
perspective on an often confusing type of perserpérience, sexual abuse.

The role of interpretation in characterizing memories of childhood sexual abuse



CSA might be particularly vulnerable to shifts iergpective because people are hesitant to place
personal experiences in that category. In a sustiedy, the majority of those reporting an
unwanted sexual experience failed to classify i€8# (Joslyn, Carlin, & Loftus, 1997).
Responding to an anonymous questionnaire, undargtagsychology students answered
guestions about whether they had experienced,ilaserhage 15 years or less, seven specific
sexual events (e.g. fondling, exposure to mastianagtc). A complete list of questions appears
in Table 1. Those who answered “yes” to one ofséen main questions also answered a series
of subquestions about their understanding of tlemeand about their subsequent memory for
the event. In a separate question, participante gienply asked if they had ever been ‘sexually
abused’ (generic abuse question). The purpodefjiestion was to ascertain the individual’s
classification of the event. Surprisingly mostloése who experienced at least one of the seven
events (76%), failed to classify themselves asethus answer to the generic abuse question. It
did not matter whether the generic abuse questamamswered first or last.

Uncertain categorization of potential CSA eventy foa due in part to the fact that there
is little consensus, even among professionals emdfinition of ‘childhood sexual abuse’.
Contentious elements in the definition of CSA imglithe age range, which constitutes
‘childhood’, the amount of discrepancy in age betwéhe victim and the perpetrator, what acts
are considered ‘sexual’, and the criteria by whiehexperience is described as ‘abusive’. Thus
a personally experienced event may fit under omsioe of this definition but fail to be
classified as CSA under another definition. Toajehis issue, respondents were also asked
questions about their definition of sexual abudeylwere asked which of the same seven
events would constitute sexual abuse in the alisitée refer to these as definition questions.

The description of the events, shown in Table 3% igdantical to that included in the questions



about personal experience. Of those who reporteghat one event but denied being sexually
abused in answer to the generic question, 90%axticted their own definition of sexual abuse
to do so. Thus, 62% of those who reported at le@stevent, such as being fondled also
indicated being fondled constituted sexual abugberabstract but failed to classify themselves
as sexually abused. We will refer to such participas “self-excluders” because they exclude
themselves from the category of sexually abuseis. fEsult suggests that people are extremely
reluctant to classify personally experienced evast€SA. The reluctance is so strong that it
leads them to classify identically described evelifferently on a one page questionnaire,
depending on whether or not they were personajhesanced.

The fact that so many peoples’ classification e$peal events contradicted their own
definition of sexual abuse was quite surprising kead to a follow up study (Joslyn & Loftus,
unpublished) to uncover the reasoning behind tbimbior. Using the identical paradigm, a
new group of respondents was also asked an opadenuestion about why they failed to
classify themselves as abused. Again, the majofitilose (74% ) reporting at least one event
failed to classify themselves as abused in respnee generic abuse question. Three quarters
of those offered written explanations for theiridem. For about 14% the written descriptions
revealed that the event might wedlt have been sexual abuse (e.g. accidental viewing of
undressed family member). For another 10% the preatpe was another child and were
excluded for that reason. However, approximately indicated that the event that they
experienced did not constitute sexual abuse beadHusmEme mitigating factor such as that the
perpetrator was drunk. An 18-year-old female wtbt the event she reported was not abuse
because ‘The man was drunk and apologized to me Wheobered up.’ Several others wrote

that they did not consider their experience CSAabee they did not voice their objections



sufficiently strongly. A 19-year-old female wrotedon’t feel what happened was abusive
because | let it happen’. Another quarter simpbktissue with the term “sexual abuse” and
preferred to call it something else such as “hanass”. Thus the majority of those who
answered the question appeared to be searchisgrioe loophole that would allow them to
exclude themselves from the category of sexuallysad.

This elaborate reasoning may be motivated bydbethat “sexually abused” is seen as a
negative label. People’s reluctance to assume islegrceived as a negative label is a well
documented (Knutson & Selner, 1994, Savin-Williad®89). This too could have an impact on
autobiographical memory. There is evidence thatthg in which we view ourselves, the ‘self-

schema’, influences memory (Greenwald, 1980). rmé&dion that is less consistent with the
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self-schema or less self-relevant is less well rabered (Markus, 1977; Mischel, Ebbesen 85//{'\"""”‘“5&36”“3' 1980;
Zeiss, 1976; Rogers, 1973). There is support figrrthtion in the survey study reported above

(Joslyn et al. 1998 ). There was an associatiowd®t respondents interpretation of the event

(whether or not they saw it as sexual) and th@omed memory for the event. Those who failed

to classify it as sexual reported more forgettiWipether or not they actually remembered the

event less often in the past is open to questividefce reviewed below suggests that people

are not always accurate when reporting whetheobthrey remembered something in the past.
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This is especially true in situations involvingtafsin perspective. 7

The role of changes of interpretation in discoverednemaries of abuse
Although people may succeed in avoiding viewingrthgperiences as sexual abuse for some
time, events may occur that compel them to re-emarand re-classify their experiences. In
such cases, there may be memorial consequenckariging ones view of the experience to an

incident of sexual abuse. People may regard totassified event as a newly recovered



memory. This appears to be the explanation forrs¢eases of allegedly recovered CSA
memories for which Schooler and colleagues (SchpBkndiksen & Ambadar, 1996; Schooler
2001) attempted to corroborate the original eventhese studies, Schooler et al. reported two
cases in which individuals perspectives on theirsalexperiences appeared to have changed
significantly, potentially altering both their cdnsal of the experience and perhaps their
characterizations of their forgetting. In one ¢A88, a 40-year-old female, described a
memory discovery experience where in she recakugbraped while hitchhiking as a teenager.
Although her former husband indicated that sherhadtioned this experience several times
prior to this discovery experience (including the dhat it happened, and subsequently over the
years in a matter of fact non-emotional mannerhatime of the discovery experience she
experienced a sense of emotional shock reportiomftete chaos in my emotions” and sense of
being overwhelmed: “l was overwhelmed, rather tharprised, surprised is too neutral a feeling
for what | felt.” She also reported a seemingiyrawareness of the meaning of the experience.
In a letter written several days after her discgwdre wrote that her initial thoughts after
recalling this experience were: “My god...l had begped!... That's a crime! | was 16, just a
kid! | couldn’t defend myself’. This characterizat conflicted with the manner in which she
recalled herself originally construing the evenaasenager. Originally she considered this
event a sexual experience gone awry: “I made sunbss out of it by resisting what | thought
was supposed to be a sexual experience”.  thddiough WB reported that she believed she
had forgotten the experience, she also speculasdhis might have occurred because she
downplayed its significance noting, “In a way, Meananaged to repress the meaning of what
happened all of these years. | have pushed it awaymized it... It wasn't a real rape.”

Notably, her discovery of a new understanding eféRperience, may have been confused with



her discovery of the memory itself, leading hebédieve that she had entirely forgotten the
experience, when in fact she was found to havertegly talked about it. This suggests that
memory for remembering an event encoded under &lassification may be difficult with the
cues available after a shift in classification ted®n place.

A similar role of re-interpretation in discovere@mories was implicated in the case of
TW, who like WB, had a memory discovery experiefareabuse that she had previously
repeatedly mentioned to her husband. TW’s memisgodlery occurred in the context of
considering seeing a lecture on sexual abuse.e®#ft) on the topic, she suddenly recalled
having been fondled by a family friend when she niag. At the time of the memory
discovery, she similarly recalled a sense of slaakan on rush of emotion: “When | first
remembered it | was surprised. Completely takek bgdt. Then I. | don't even remember
speaking... | was completely out of it". Howeuie WB, TW’s husband reported that she had
mentioned (with flat affect) the experience sevémaés during the period that TW believed she
had forgotten it. Indeed TW was startled to lghat she had talked about this experience with
her husband noting that when she found out shedd@dhim of this experience she: “felt like
falling over. Absolutely shocked and floored thdtappened. And | still am... | can't remember
telling him, | can't think of anything about the mery before [the recovery], and it's very
disturbing, actually. “.  As in the case of WBNTrecalled her initial interpretation of the
experience as being different than the charactesizaf abuse at which she ultimately arrived.
Initially she recalled the experience as a socelkward moment for which she was
responsible. As TW put it “I mean it sounds vetly @ctually to me. Because | remember this
guy was making some kind of disgusted sound...thgouseed me away. And my immediate

interpretation was that | had done something wrang, that | was some how at fault”. In short,
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both TW and WB presented cases in which a sigmfichange in interpretation of the
experience was associated both with increased isppcd the severity of the experience, and a
sense that the memory had previously been forgadtean though evidence indicated that they
talked about it repeatedly.

A number of recent empirical studies also supti@tnotion that memory for prior
episodes of remembering, like memory in general,lmquite fallible (Joslyn et al, 2000).
Studies have shown that that people sometimestfoggalling a childhood event that was
brought to mind only minutes earlier (Parks, 1998¢mory for remembering may also be
subject to reconstruction. People's memory for nrgrjumigments are influenced by recent
retrieval attempts (Belli, Winkielman, Read, Schaya Lynn, 1998) the type of memory test
(Padilla & Poole, 1999) and the similarity of cuetween encoding and test (Arnold & Lindsay,
2000).

This body of evidence supports the notion thahifiutobiographical event is
remembered under one categorization at an eary; itrmay be very difficult to recall
remembering it later, after a shift in categorization. Besauecalling awkward physical
encounter may be quite different from rememberiegdp sexually abused, it seems plausible
that a shift in interpretation could lead to theoression that the event was previous forgotten,
when in fact it was consistently available. Inghohanges in the interpretation of an abuse
experience could influence both ones recollectadithe abuse itself (perhaps imbuing it with
greater emotional intensity than was originallygemt) as well as ones metamemory
understanding (perhaps confusing the a new unaelisig of the experience with the discovery

of a previously hidden memory).
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The impact of interpretation on memory for abuse: Arecent study
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In the final study we will discuss]oslyn & Schooler (200%xplored the impact of a shift in //{firSt time, we

interpretation of an autobiographical event on megnfior the emotional content of that event.
We were interested in the self-exclusion phenomexssociated with CSA described above
(Joslyn et al. 1997), i.e. many people who repomiawanted sexual abuse experience that fits
their own definition of sexual abuse, fail to cisthemselves as having been sexually abused.
We wondered what would happen if we brought thénd&fn of sexual abuse to the fore .Would
respondents be less likely to exclude themselwes the abused category? If so, what impact
would that have on their memory for the event.

We asked the same main questions about experspeciic unwanted sexual events as
were asked in Joslyn et al. 199@nder each main question we asked a series ofieshigns.
Here, we focus on the questions asking how ugsgondents were when the event occurred
and how upset they were in the present as thegtitdaack on ifin addition, we asked
participants a separate generic abuse questiome Ve ever sexually abused’. Finally, we
asked whether same seven specific events weré&eoad sexual abuse in the abstract, the
definition questions. Crucially we varied the pimsitof the definition questions. In the control
condition, all of the definition questions were gated at the end of the questionnaire as they
had been in Joslyn et al. 1997. In the experimamatlition, however, we presented each
definition question just prior to the correspondiugestion that asked about personal experience
of that event (definition-salient).

We hypothesized that respondents would be leslyltk exclude themselves from the

category of "sexually abused" if the abstract di&fin question was asked first, emphasizing the

! Although we amended them to include the phrase "bylal, someone 18 years old or older"..

12



fact that the event they experienced fell intortiogin general definition of sexual abuse. In
other words we thought that increasing the sali@ficke definition would compel some
respondents to reclassify personal experience$Sas (2. to become non-excluders. As a result
we expected to see fewer self-excluders in thendiefin salient condition. We also expected to
see a difference in the remembered emotion thanaganied that event.

We replicated the basic findings of Joslyn et 897 Of the 705 respondents, 92 (13%,
92/705) said ‘yes’ to at least one of the eventmiA, the majority of those who experienced an
unwanted sexual event refused to call themselvasallg abused (53/92, 58%) when answering
the generic question. The vast majority of th@&824, 42/53) did so despite the fact that they
indicated that the same event constituted abugeinbstract. For example, they reported being
fondled, they considered fondling CSA but said thaly were not sexually abused. The
distribution of all four responses (abused, setfheders, don't knows, and those who did not
regard the personally experienced event as abuse déscribed in the abstract) appears in
figure 1.

Placing the definition question first seems to hlaad an impact on self-exclusion. As

seen in figure 2, self-excluders were the majarftyespondents in the control condition of the
_{ Deleted: (53%, 25/47) ]

questionnaite. The pattern was reversed in thaitiefi salient condition. There were fewer -
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self-excluders than othérs This suggests that, as predicted, answering tfieitittn question -~ { Deleted: (62%, 28/45). This
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. . . L. . significant in a one tailed chi
prior to the personal experience question prevestete individuals from excluding themselves | square analysipt .07).

for the CSA category. Nonetheless a surprising rerrhbld on to their misclassification despite

being forced to answer the two questions side-tg-si

2 We also asked how recently the respondent had thabghit the event, and whether it was every completely
forgotten
| 2 This pattern that was marginally significant in a one tailidsquare analysig$ .07).
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We hypothesized that the ensuing shift in classiion would influence reported feelings
about the event as well. We expected participantisé definition-salient condition to report
being more upset about the event because they weuleks likely exclude themselves from the

CSA category. This hypothesis was supported. Nofigure 3 that non-excluders reported

_{ Deleted: (M =6.47,50=2.4)

having been more upset in the definition saliemidétion than did self-excluders. In the control - { Deleted: (M=4.6,D=2.8) |

been self-excluders, experienced a shift in clesgibn of the event due to the proximity of the
definition that colored their memory for the emasmassociated with the event.

In the final study presented here, there was alemaioportion of self-excluders in the
definition salient condition (albeit only marginaBignificant) suggesting an experimentally

induced shift in respondents' classification ofspeally experienced events. This implies that

_{ Deleted: (vi=5.52,5D=2.6)
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interaction was significanf(
(1/80)=5.25p=. 02)

some participants who would otherwise have faitedd so, reclassified autobiographical events

as sexual abuse. When consciously thinking abeuti¢finition of CSA they were compelled to
regard some personally experienced events as sausé. They became nonexcluders.
Moreover, reclassification appears to have coltned memory of the event. In the definition
salient condition, nonexcluders, presumably inagigdhose who recently reclassified the event,
reported having been more upset about it at the. tirhere were no systematic differences
between conditions in terms of the type or numbi@vents reported. Consequently, the
difference in reported distress was very likely tluéhe salience of the definition itself. This
suggests that participants' memory for how theydlebut the event at the time may have been

changed in the course of reclassification.
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Summary and Conclusions

To summarize, the studies reviewed here suggeisshifés in perspective can impact
memory in several different ways. They can enhanemory by bringing forth additional
details, they can distort memory to conform to preperspectives and they can even influence
metamemory judgements. Personal events, such a\@8éh are particularly vulnerable to
shifts in interpretation may be particularly vulakele in terms of memory as well. Whether a
personal experience is regarded as CSA may impactdcessibility of that memory, well as
whether one remembers remembering it and the enatamntent one remembers. In the
guestionnaire studies reviewed, young adult paditis appeared to be extremely reluctant to
regard themselves as having been sexually abusédth studies, a large percentage of
respondents who reported an unwanted sexual ergeses children were self-excluders.
Although self-excluders regarded an abstract detseni of the event as sexual abuse, their
pattern of responses indicated that they did nosider the same event, when personally
experienced, to be CSA. Moreover, respondents gtateting of the unwanted sexual event
impacted their reported memory. Poorly categoreeghts may be recalled less often simply
because they are less well connected to autobibg@pnemory as a whole and hence are
accessible by fewer retrieval paths. Events thatikely to be inadequately categorized are
events that are poorly understood or events fockwtiie proper category is regarded as
negative.

The case study evidence reviewed suggests that anstategorization also impacts
metamemory. Events, which are originally poorlyegatrized, may eventually be categorized as
CSA. This in turn give the impression of previoasgetting. The evidence reviewed here

suggests that although the events were remembadsd some other categorization, they is
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difficult to recall remembering the event when tlvegre later considered CSA. In addition, we
presented new evidence that suggests that ashuifigsification affects ones memory for the
emotions that accompanied that event. The samés\eterpreted as CSA appear to be
remembered as being more upsetting. These remytyg that simply changing the order in

which the questions were asked , influenced bottigizants tendency to describe themselves as
victims of abuse, as well as their memory for hgsget they were at the time. This raises
important methodological issues about the use e$tipnnaire data for assessing such
experiences, reinforcing the well established (&chwarz, 1999) that the order in which
questions are asked can meaningfully impact thgoreses individuals provide. For the memory

researchers it means that the manner in which mi®ep memory determines, to a certain

think we are inviting people to
attack us--1 want to omit it.
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In closing we note, that although this chaptergrasarily focused on the impact of
categorization of autobiographical events on tlvelfection of childhood sexual abuse, it seems
likely that similar factors influence various otHénds autobiographical events for which
interpretations can change. Understanding haoetdhtions in the interpretations of
experiences influence recollections may be an itapobnew avenue for exploring the dynamic
quality of memory. Shifts in interpretation mayafsrovide one approach to understanding why

people report that seemingly highly salient experés were previously forgotten.
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Table 1. Main questions asked including seven §ipalty described events questions (1-7) and the

generic abuse question (8).

1. During childhood, were you ever exposed to tlséxual private parts in a way that made

you uncomfortable?™ yesd nod don't knowO

2. During childhood, did an adult ever masturbat&ant of you ?
yed]l nod don't knowO
3. During childhood, did an adult ever touch yoady, including your breasts or private parts in

a way that made you uncomfortable?

yedd noO don’'t knowO
4. During childhood, did an adult rub their priggarts against you in a way that made you

uncomfortable?

yed]l noOd don’'t knowQO

5. During childhood, did an adult put their mouthyour body in a manner that made you

uncomfortable?

yed]l noOd don’'t knowO
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6.During childhood, were you ever forced to tounh $exual private parts of an adult in a way

that made you uncomfortable? yesd noO don’t knowO

7. Were you forced to have intercourse with antealgeiinst your will during childhood?

yedd noO don't knowO

8. Were you sexually abused by an adult duringdbloibd ? yesd noO don’t knowO
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Table 2

Sub-questions asked under each specific eventignest the questionnaire.

If YES...
la. After it happened , was there ever a timinigas few weeks or more, during which you did thonk about
itatall? yeldno O don’ t knowd

1b. Was there ever a period during which you ldoot have remembered this event, even if yolevesked

about it directly? yeld noO don’t knowd
1c. Do you think of this event as sexual in neur ykno O don’ t knowO
If yes, did you understand it as sexual win@appened? ykno O don’ t knowO
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Table 3.

Question number 9 on the questionnaire.

In your opinion, do any of the following acts cdhge sex abuse?
1. Being exposed to someone’s sexual private pagsvay that makes you

uncomfortable.

2. Someone masturbating in front of you.

3. Someone touching your body, including your btear private parts in a way

that makes you uncomfortable

4. Someone rubbing their private parts againstiga way that makes you

uncomfortable?

5.Someone putting their mouth on your body inaaner that makes you

uncomfortable?

6. Being forced to touch the sexual private paftnother person in a way that

makes you uncomfortable?

p { Deleted:

7. Being forced to have intercourse against yalir w ‘

20



References

Anderson, R. C., & Pichert, J. W. (1978). Recalpdviously unrecallable information
following a shift in perspectivelournal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 17, 1-
12.

Arnold, M. M., & Lindsay, D. S. (2002). RememberirememberingJournal of Experimental
Psychology: Learning memory, and cognition, 28(3), 521-529.

Belli, R. F., Winkielman, P., Read, J. D., Schwldz,& Lynn, S. J. (1998). Recalling more
childhood events leads to judgments of poorer mgnimplications for the
recovered/false memory debaRsychonomic Bulletin and Review, 5(2), 318-323.

Carli, L. L. (1999). Cognitive reconstruction, hgight, and reactions to victims and
perpetratorsPersonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 25(8), 966-979.

Greenwald, A.G. (1980) The totalitarian ego: Faddian and revision of personal history.
American Psychologist, 35, 603-618

Joslyn, S., Loftus, E., McNoughton, A., & Powers(2D01). Memory for memorywlemory and
Cognition, 29(6), 789-797.

Joslyn, S. L., Carlin, L. & Loftus E. F. (199&emembering and
forgetting childhood sexual abuse, Memory 5, 704:72

Joslyn, S.L. & Schooler, J.W. (2005). If it wdsige it must have been upsetting: The salience
of abuse definitions and recollections of childhesedual contact. Manuscript submitted

for publication.

Knutson, J. F., & Selner, M. B. (1994). Punitiveldhood experiences reported by young adults
over a 10-year perio€hild Abuse and Neglect, 18(2), 155-166.

Levine, L. J. (1997). Reconstructing memory for &b Journal of Experimental Psychology:
General, 126(2), 165-177.

Levine, L. J., Prohaska, V., Burgess, S. L., Ricé\., & Laulhere, T. M. (2001). Remembering
past emotions: The role of current appraisaégnition and Emotion, 15(4), 393-417.

Markus, H. (1977). Self-schemas and processingnmdtion about the selfournal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 35, 63-78.

Mischel, W., Ebbe, B., & Zeiss, A. M. (1976). Detenants of selective memory about the self.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 44(1), 92-103.

21



Padilla-Walker, L. M., & Poole, D. A. (in press).avhory for previous recall: A comparison of
free and cued recal\pplied Cognitive Psychology.

Parks, T. E. (1999). On one aspect of the evidéaraecovered memoriedmerican Journal of
Psychology, 112, 365-370.

Savin-Williams, R. C. (1989). Gay and lesbhian adoénts. Marriage &
Family Review, 14(3-4), 197-216

Schwarz, N. (1999). Self-reports of behaviors apitdions: Cognitive and communicative
processes. In N. Schwarz & D. C. Park (EdSognition, aging, and self-reports (pp. 17-
43). Hove, England: Psychology Press.

Snyder, M., Uranowitz, S. W. (1978). Reconstructimg past: Some cognitive consequences of
person perceptiodournal of Personality and Social Psychology, 36(9), 941-950.

Schooler, J.W. (2001) Discovering memories in tgetlof meta-awarenesshe Journal of
Aggression, Maltreatment and Trauma, 4, 105-136.

Schooler, J. W., Bendiksen, M., Ambadar, Z. (19BaRing the middle line: Can we
accommodate both fabricated and recovered memuafrgesxual abuse? In M. Conway
(Ed.) False and recovered memories (pp. 251-292). Oxford, England: Oxford University
Press.

Tulving, E., & Thomson, D. (1973). Encoding spegitfi and retrieval processes in episodic
memory.Psychological Review, 80, 352-373.

22



Figure 1. Distribution of respondents

36%

8%

11%

45%

@ not abused, but
define the event
as abuse ("self-
excluders")

B not abused and
don't consider
the event abuse

] abused

0 don't know

23




Figure 2.
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Figure 3- The relationship between condition arifieseclusion on mean ratings of participants

recalled upsetness at the time of the abuse.
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