
Ovcr thc ycars considerablc res@rch ha5 bc.n c.vo(eo
to dererminin8 thc factors rhar impatr memon r€collc.-
tion. E\p€cutions. mr.rfcrcncc. poslcvcnr suEgesrron\.
and tim€ i6elf have all b.en shown to chanSc the *3)
*e re4alleven6 (sc€ lnftus, 1979). Anorier activii! thlr
has porentiall) detrim€nlrl cffecrs on mcmon rcpons is
th€ ac! of recollccriofi. Although lmpl€ res$rch has
assesscd th€ improvamcnt in lira.l mcmory accuracv rhar
rcsulls from mullple srlicr rccollccrions. much lcss anen,
lion ha5 be€n focused on dctcmining rhe condirrons under
whrch th€ act of rccollcction ltlay impair subsequcu pcr
form&cc (for r€vi€ws, s€e McDanicl & Masson. 1985i
tuchardsor. 1985).

An rmparrinS effecr of rccollccrion ma) b€ expecred
*hcn subj€cts irutially rccollec! inaccurarely. Ther€ are
ttro lvp.s otcnors rn lrn inirial mcmory rcs! thar may im-
pa'r pcrformarc€ rn a subscgu€nr mcmory lcsr: omissrons
(failing ro rccdl an ncm) and inrrusions (rccalling a non-
melrlorizld it.m). Th. impairing influcncc of mcmory
omissrons has bc.n uscd to accounr for why a rccall rcst
can rcduce FrforBunce on subs€qu€nt rccoglition tcsls .
For exrmpl.. s€vcral irv.sligators (c.9., Brow! & Pack,
hah. 1967r Posdnan, Jcnlins, & Po6rmo. t948) have
suggcstcd that onc cffccr of an inrcrpolar.d r.cal t.sr oe-
fore a rccognition tcsi is to causc 'urrl.3ming ' of rhose
items thal wcrc not initia.lly rccalcd- Ajrhough subsequcnl
rcsearch ha5 qucsrioncd whcdcr omissions acruatly

An dftr v.6on of.hs p.p.r 14 p.c*ned 4 ih. Aflu, M4!n!
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DOme oelet,errous consequences
oI [ne act oI recollectron

JONATHAN W. SCHOOLER, RACIiEL ANN FOSTER, and ELIZABETH F. LOFTUS
Uniue.sitt ol Wshr^gtoa, Serttb, |drshngta^

Tvo expdim€nts.invsrigsred r.he impacr of respondug !o recognilion resi items thar do Dor
Include a corect arlernahve. ln Exp€rimetrr I, subjecrs who were 8:ven exclusively inco6ec!
respotrse alternarives wee le3s tikely rhan conr.ot subjsts to favor-the corecr alh;Datives on
a sond recoS tron t€st Aralysis ofsubj*rs respoes indicsr€d thai commirmenli rsrher thu
drsrracror rsm rarrty. waa the harn euce of rhrs effec!. In Expenmenr 2, an rmDarrrng effte .
ofcohmittins ro an incorrect alt€rnative was obs€red eren wiren th€ inrtr"r d;;;;;;;-";;..
ercluded fron th€ final resr. Thw, this dereas€d p€rforman e cannol srmpty b. ar;,;,1.j !"
a bias t!*sd remaining combtent. One irrerpr€r;iron of lhs€ r€sulrs rsi;", 

"..;;;;; -s distractor caus€! subjecrE b rebemb€r a fat* derail rhar can isierf€re wnl *r"i. r.l"i 
^iiii,"to acless ttte onslnll inforbarroq. other porenr,al rheo,erical aDd apptied i;pii;rit";;;i;;;;'"

resujls are erDlored

producc unlcamtn8 Groadb.nl, I973), rr is wcll
doaumcnted lhar rie acl oirecollectior can cause suotec6
lo recogn[e pr.!rously rcca]led ircms at the crp€nse of
omined oncs (for tunier der.ails, sce Coopcr & MonL.
I9?6. Richardson. 1985).

The impacr of rnaccurarc memory intrusions on suh-
scquenr rccollecron is less w€ll undersroqt. Re!€rrch sug,
Eesrrng |hat haccur e lrrrusions ma! impaf iubsequcnr
rccollectron dates ar lclsr bacl( to Bafllelr (la3:) Ban.
lett had subjecrs rcpcarcdly rcproducc simpt€ tine drrw-
rnSs tiar thcy had studi€d. He obs€rved a ..p€rsevera on
of erro.s. Errors rhar app€ared after rhe first rccon€c-
rion tcnded lo bc mainta'ncd ir subscquent rccoLlcclons.
Ita) (1955). using a slighri)' differc paradigrh. oDs€rved
an cvcn mor. striking e&rmple of e.ror p.rs€vemtion Xry
repe-aGdly askd subje{ls to r..all a prcviously hcnrd pas,
sa-!e. Afrcr th€ subjccrs recrllcd rhe passagcs as d€sr mcy
could. Kat pres€nrd them agarn in order to help me suo-
j€cts corrcct th€ir rccollcctions. To his surpris.. Kay ob-
s€n.d that d€spne the multipl. prcs€nrarion! of dre coF
recr text. thc subj€crs cononued ro produce rhcir innraj
er.ors. It appcared that rhc acr ofrccallinS inlccurar€ de-
tails rnadc subjccrs memorics rcsisbn b subs€qucn( cor,
r€ctions Kay s rcsults have bccn rcpticatcd usrne more
precise h€lhods of analysis. and hav€ bc.n Sen.ralized
to a recognr0on paradigm (Howe. 1970, 1972,

Alrhough dle r€sula of Barden (1932). rlay ( t955), and
Howe (1970. 1972) arc sugg€srjv€ in dcmotrsrrarinS $e
''freezing effects of rccalling inaccurare intonnallon,
ihe! are slillinconclusive because of$e lack ofapproprF
are conrrolgroops. Because ofthis mcrhodologrcal flaw.
these srudr.s did nol d€monltrate thar subjecB would ha\re
perfomed b.orr had |.lley nor recalled rh€ irBccumte fac6.
ln shon, demonsrraring lhe n€garivc cons€quences ofin-
accurat€ recolecrroff requires comparbS rhe perfodnance
of subj.cls who activ€ly re.olle.r som€ irfomudon ro tiat
of subjects who do nor engage in recoltection

213 Copynghr 1988 Psychonomic g]ciety. Inc
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On. difiiculry in inv€stigating the influencc or i'ac'

cuiate retonertions stcns ftom t}re Previousl) notcd ob-

Jn.t'." ri"r 
^ritg 

*tl..s lo repear'dl) recall lsrn€d

ili.n*,io" ot"" iendr to improve Perforrmne Th€

iaai,i"J ,"n."t 
"t. "pp."t 

ro incre:s€ dr number of

iraccs polE rall' available for accessing thc nr'rmauon
(McDaruel & Masson, 1985) Tht!\' \}hcn murlPle re'oF

lcctioN are comparcd with a single re'olle'tron the m_

oarnnr cffccs oi ncorrcd rccollccuons sla) be ma5ted

6v Ut"_otft.t*is" facilitatmg cffe'rs of conect rc'olle'_

tto". On. *ay ro ,"ola,. the imPairing eff€ct( of rnac_

"rraa 
i.coff..t,o* it ro provide subjccts w'th lcst alter_

nativcs thal do not include th. corrc't rcspo ie: trus

"-i.*tt" 
*--tot thal the mcmory rcpon wiu bG in'

.o.r".,1 ti':t o"."ura,..oollcclon impars subicquent

arforrnanct, rlcn subjcra who are only grven incorrc't

".tooo* 

a"-",i""t o_n ,tte first ttst should sublcqu€ntly

e*onn *orse tlun subjccls who arc nol drawn tnto an

i[accurde rEcol]ection
-i-t"*'toA"" ft 

'" "tplicitlv 
invertigatld fi' cff'cls

oo o.*o.o.oc, of p,outatng subj"6 a rccoS'tuon t'n

i-ii *""tt*t a"i:ao"* I-n a smdy bY Bro*n Dcflcn'

Jtr.i ,na sn"g r tc",7l subjeds $Gra€r'd with rwo

fi;'"il'J 
"t'a 

rri.t *." 
^kcd 

ro 
'&oEb 

d'"m n a pho'o

i[-,ro tra a,a ttoor.tule 
" Pho(o or on' of dtc rdividu:ts

aii Lr' 
""' 

rt'. 
'uulos 

*'re s'!€n a sclond recog'

ori"" tit't *t"a"a pn"os of boti udrvduals as wcLl

i*..aiJr. pr'o," from th' catlicr rcst lrr ttus final
- 

. Gituut..L **. as Ukelv to rccogmz' thc previ-

ousiv sccn asrnaor ptroto as thc) werc to r€cognzr lhc

Liol ort"o trt"v tt ,i n" s"o rD $c catlrcr rtst Thes'

i*"J""tt""",itt p"*.tpating 
'n 

a rccoFutiott t'st thal

acs nor tlctudc a corect rcsPonsc trrzy caus€ sub;€€tl

iJr""ir"*r 
- 

;r"..to, alt rnauve- Howc\€r' thrs ct-

i-t-a* * tt""o*ttty t"0ccl th' 
'Dllucttc' 

oJ irccurac

rccollcctioo. lt rs also possible that the du|trplc prcscntz_

tonr of thc diss-actor pholo IDAd' thc drstrador more

iliiu.t 
-a 

,r'* .o.'- urelv to b' trusidconfi'd
'-i-J*".a 

"'a 
r-""a tlto) ddurrrnt'd dlc inc'as€

n, {al'€ alatms that can r€sult from rePeatedly prcs€ntng

Jsrru.ro". Ir tct".ut 
"tpcrirn'nt\' 

subje't\ lc'd'd word

lists and wcr€ lai.r givcn a two-altematrve rccogmuon

i"i ni tao *." a."l*a * that thc samc distiacror could

io-o."i * o*. *o. o, *o". diffcrcm rcst Pairs sublects
-JJr..or. f .rv ro in"ottc' y rcaognize drsu-actors tttat

thar panicular diitraclor' lf increacd fsmiliarirv is the

rnaior so'irce of|nls effecl. subje.tl should prefe! prevr-

ou; dislactors to ftw distractors, regaJdl€ss of whether

or nor they had Pr€v'ouslt selected ihem Alt€rnatr\€ly
if commidncnl is thc criticil facbr, subj€.1s should favor

only rhe distractor that they had prcviously selcted
dorenstein and Enswonh (198t) conducted a studv

similar to $at of Brown el al n whrch they erPlicitiy
cxam:nen rhc effcct ofcommisn€nt Gorensrem and Ell+
*ofli stac€d an incident and laler gave half of the srl_

ness€s a f;c rccognition test ihat did nol include a cor-

rcct alt rnatrve. Subjccls who 
"vcre 

induc'd 10 rccoglrz€

incorrect distractor Photo6 Pcrform.d wors€ on rhe s!o-

s€quc tlst than did control subjc.ts who werc not Srven
th; incroolated ten- Furthcrmorc. the nanlr' of the er_

rors suDDonad a commitmcnt .ffect: subjcct were most

likcly !o idcotiry tlF dtsu"actor dlat tb€y had Prcviously
s€l;.d. Thc disu'adors thal h.ad bccn prcviously s'cn

bul not s.lccGd rr'.rc no morc likcly than ftw dsiractors

io bc chosen on rrrc nu rcst Thus. c,orcnstcin od Ells-

*onfr'5 nnaingr supPoncd a commiunctrl cffcct whiic

orovdrng no cvrdcnc. for an cffect of fafljlrani)
whv ,rould comnrlning to 3n incorrc't rcspons€ caus'

suhFcts to subscqucndy Prcfer thcrr 
'arlic! 

choice o!er

.rr.'"o.tc.r at.^int.''Cine po'srbil'q is thal the acl oi

incorred commitnent caus€s subjecls to inaccurarcl!
r€.oLl€.r ihe ncrdenl This diston€d acl of rccolle'oon
dlen h(crfcrcs wirh subJc.6 subs€qu€nr mcmory perfor_

marce. so that the) lalcr remcmbar thcir c'Tlier s€lc'-

tion ralher than the original facc. AlErtahvcly a corn-

injmenr .ffe.r m.y haic nothin8 ro do with $e act of

recolle.tion. but may instcrd sunply rcflcd an 3n€mPl lo

rcmain €onsistcnt. B.fore funhcr discussion of ihe Pos-
siblc effccb ofthc ad of commim€nl. howcver, il should

b€ poinEd out that Prcscntly thc cvidcncc for i cotrLaxl'

mcnl cffcd is ra$.r wcat
Therc ar. a numb.r of r..asons fot caution in drawing

6rm conclusioN ftom Corensein rnd Elslloflh s (1981)

re5ults. Frst, ti€) h.d onl) onc criucal it€m rnd ver)

te$ sub€.Ls (18 in e3ch of rwo condiuon('r Therc *ere

onh small diffcrcnccs bcrwccn tbc numb'rs of-corrccr

subiccs in thcir various condihooa.l aD'lyses For crafi_
plc. the dltreEncc b.rwcan thc lumbcrs conEd ln thc con_

Loi rna int.tpotarca .onaitons was oolv 5 subjds Thc

conclusron thal commiElrcnt was th. ccoE_al solrc! of this

itrccr was aso basea on a diffcrcnc! of 5 subjccrs' Given

thes. smal oumbers. ir s€€srs Prctrlatur€ to arumc rnal

iomrnining o an ,-ncorrect liremntiv€ w l subs€qu'n y

bras subrects aPAinsl de corrc.t al(errEove
A s€.;nd [mtatron of Corenstcrn and Elssonn '

r l98l ) srudv was the tij'lj(€d power of her srudv ro evalu

ate the €ft€cLs of cltstEctor lam unr) B€'auq mo\r er'

roE n the multtpleresl coodlt'on rnvolved comnunrng

ru the previousl) 5elected diltlrctor' the le" rcnarn'nP

err^h made rr mther difficulr to a5'€5' wheder therc *s

-t 
r.',ot"f 

"ff*t "l 
r" tl'drln tlar rs *1t"63r sub_

ieia orefencd prevroustv se€n bur not selecrcd distrc

i;;' J'.' 
"." 

i,'"".'o,l e more r€n'rt'!e rest or .r'e

had aoD€ir.d morc d"n oncc Rcpsted Pr€s€ntauon ap_

oarcntiv 
'ncrcascd 

thc drstractors famillanry ard tnur

iicr Lrcbood ofbc'ng sdentrficd Given tlu\ obstF

;;;;; 
" '*rlr. 

rtausilte rrrar the subrecs n Bro*n

er al. s (197?) srudy also miSht have farcred |n€ pre\r-

.J" 
'*" 

4."*i". Photo b€'aus€ of the mcr€s€n

falnillanry $at resuled ftoro multiPle Pree€nElron''-fo 
rrtoti, tr'.r. .. *o p"svbl€ wais rn which talrn;

a r sr *r6our conecr alarnatrv€s rna) affect subsequent

D€rfornarre (II r€pcltcdly s€erng tne dr\tractors mar

;;; ;; r",. famnrar. and rtrus more rirerv to be

..t".r"a oo u n"l r".r' 
-d 

(2' the act oftomrnln''lg lo

atr uror'lct r6poos€ may prelrsPs4 ar itdrvldu3i low3rq



effecrs of fanilianry would b€ to give subjects m opPor'
runir! ro InJicJte the probabrliry rhJI er.h of 6eir non
preferred rltemaoves could be correc!- This 'beninS-
tbrm prffedure would permit every subj€c! to indicate
the degree ro which distractor familianry affecled his/her

Interpretarion oi thes€ earlier srudies e(afijning the ef-
iects ofinaccurate recognition rests is funh€r clouded by
lnother coocem. Sp€cifically. in fie previor.rs studi€s the
inirial incorrect altematives were prcs€nl in the finai tcst,
rhus pres€nting two ahernaiivc €xplanalions for $c ef_
fect of the initid incorrect altemativ€s: ( l) the subiects'
memory tbr th€ origim.l informatron might have becn im-
paired. or {:) (he subjects might simply have been bias€d
towfid Jelecting one of the Previously prcsencd incor-
rcq responscs, A morc suitablc lcst ibr deteamlnitg
\h€fier inrccurrte recoll.ctron trul) rmparr( nemory in-
volves eromlning whethcr accuncy is reduced elen *hen
fte ioi(ial incorr€cl distrlctors arc omined trom thc find
test- If performancc on n final rccognition lest i:i rcduccd
even wh.n rhe initrrl dislrlctors are etclutl€d. tlcn the
rcduced parformancc cannot be due simPly td ! bias
roward ric inirid distrxclors. Consequently, m€mory lm-
pairment is impli{!(ed.

The ,jurrenr tencs ofcrp€nmenc *rs d€signed lo fur_
der eiplorc rh€ po(.nrially impairing effect! ofin.rcumG
recollecfion on subsequenl eyewitncss p€dbmrnce Ta-
ble L prcJents th. basic desiSn of Erpcriments I 3nd :.
In Ei(p€riment I we irnempt€d r morc ngorous er(amlnn_
tion of the issu€s explorcd by Corcnstcin 3nd Ellswonh
( l98 l ). usmg morc subjeds. ! grcat r variety of test iterns.
rnd J beding-form memory t€st lo mora *nsitivelv rss.ss
rhe rossible inducnce ofdislractor familianty. ln ErPcri'
ment I the .ubj€lrs !r€wed I \€n€s oi rl'des contrrn'n8
lom€ cnocal dcuijs (e.g.. the subjects snw Ll€m A). L:rter,
subjccts lr tic rwo rEcoll€c! condrtrons werc glvcn a rccog-
nition tcst that includcd scvcral critical questions. In $c
distraclor-distraclor tEcollcct condidon. thc criticd ques-
dons includ€d two dislrictors butdid no( includc thc cor-
r€ct drcmltivc (c.8., Drd you sce item B or it.d C1").
In ihc rarg€t-distractor r€coll.ct condition, lhc cntictl
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queslions included he correct altemativ€ and a diskac
tor (e.9., 'Did you see ilem A or item B? ). In lhe no-
recollect condition, ihe iubjects were given m un.elated
nller task instead of a recognition r€sr. In the final rest,
the subjech were grven rest altematives tiat rncluded fie
original target items. rhe distractors appernng in the
earlier recogrition test. rnd a new distracror (e.9.. Did
you s€e item A. (em B. item C. or irem D? ). Rader
ttun forcing th€ subj€ds ro chdlse ,l siflgle option. this
final tcst allowed them to divide probability points rmong
the oplions. The b€ning-[o.m iechnique thereby provided
a m€3sure ofthe potential inlluence of lamiliariry on rest
itcms that would not have b€en selecred in I (radirional

Erpcriment I demonstrrted rhar commitrn€flt lo .t dis-
l.actor on the in(inl recognition tesr was u sou.ce ofsub-
scquentenors. lt was unclear. how€ver. qhe$c hrs im-
plirment in p€rformance was the resull of i \impte bus
to*ard those earher responses or rhe result dfin€orporr'
tion ofthis inco.rect recolleclion inro subj€crs memones
oi !h€ evant. If I b i:$ to rppelr consrsre nt were thc rou.ce
olthe commitment etfecr. then rcmoving thc €!r|€r dis-
tracrors trom the tlml iest Jhould climrna(e dlis bus rnd
thus rhe inuu€nce oi th. carlier test. .Llremadv€ly, il thc
inj t i r l  rest crured rubj€crs ro inco(ecr ly renember rhc
.arli€revent. they mrght stdl hale bren rffected by thcse
filse memories. rlen if ih€ e,rrlier ftemanv€s did not
rpp€rr on fie tind test. To ussess rhrs pssrbiliry. in tr-
ornment I we used r sunDlified v€rsion of rlE l3me basic
desrdn Js Erpenment l. *rth onc lnric! erep(on. the
pr€viously presented diJtncrors were ercluded tiom thc
tinal test. In Erp€riment : the subjccrs vicw€dl rlide se-
quence including cnt icai  i tems {e.g..  i rem A) rnd hen
received ! recogrution test. In th€ recollccr condi(ion, suF
j.cts rec€ived ]r r€st thar included ! criricd qu€srion wirh
rwo distmcrors but no conccr dErurivc (€.9.. il€m B l)nd
itcm C). ln dc no-rccollect condition. subjcc6 rcceived
a oucstionnairc that did not mention th€ critic.l itcm. Tbc
final test includ.d d. origina.l altcrnativ€ nnd a ncvcr-
mcnlion€d distraclor (c.9., (cm A ard icm D). B€caus€
rhc iflitial distracbrs w.rc not includ.d in bc final test.
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lhe obscwalion of de.re$ed perfonnancc resulting from
inaccunte rcaouection could not be anributed to a bias
toward dle itriaial altcmativcs. and would cons€quently
favor th€ hnothcsis of m.mory impairment.

E)OERIMEM I

Expcnmc l was dcsignql to further cxplor€ thc
mcchanisms by which providing a rccognition lcsl with
cxclusitcly incoFc.r tcsr ahcmadves affects subscquent
f,crfonnanc€. h ExFrimc l. subjects vie*.d a slide
scqucncc of! simulatcd wallcr snatching. Recollect sub-
jccts q,cre grven a rccognition lcst: no-rc.oll€cr subjecls
cngagcd in an uorelatcd fi.llcr aciviry. Ofdose subjccts
v/ho r.ccivcd thc irilial rc.oStition lesr. sornc w€rc given
tcst altlrl)3til,cs that includcd tba corrcd rcsponsc (targel-
d$rracror rc.ollccrr. Thc rcmaining subjc.ls werc givcn
tcst aitcrnatjvcs lhat did nol include the con€rr rcsponse
(disFaclor-distra.tor rccollcc,t). Fi.naiiy, all subiecls wcre
givcn r s..ond recognition tcsl thal askcd the subjclls to
divid. 100 probability points among four allematives: $e
targ€t, th€ teo incorrcct distracrors from the distractor-
disrracror rc.oLl€.r condition. rnd a new distracror.

Method
Subjcts Th. subje$ w.E E5 utuj*sradua'. sod.nt5 .r r,\.

Univ.6'iy of wshi.gioi who p.nrcipat.! lor cours! d.drt T}.
3ubJ6tl *crc rui 

'n srdps of l0 ro 15
Dc*r Th. subje$ e.r! n idonlr arsign d ro thrc @ndirods

noieoller rr=32r. nt8.r-dkrracror rccoller (n=14). dd
dBu.cror-df!-ador reouer (n=:9) ln th. oerqoller condl
lon, rh. subjdt'drd not olc d,tut,a.l reottur'on 16r lnth.llo
reoll.cr condu,oN- 6. subjell t@l e noal No-dr.ruri!.
forcrd<hoie tcat cotruinirs f@r c.iric.l qu4uoa. l, th. u!t.r-
dhtrador laollet condiiior, ah .nrc.l qucs,oi iiclud.d d.
o.igiirl n.o od a e!.rsndislncror a raPoM dt turlva
In Llc diss.doFdhhcror Mo[er cond'trn. och crit,.al oucs
rion includcd rv6 o.rcr-cn dkracroB

Prd.dure Th. rubjd! *.r. told thar (hc! *.r. p.ruc,patn8
irss dv of Frc.ltld stilh,.rd w.c {r..shoM a slid. scqu.nc.
d.p,ctrn! a sall.t sEtching al. 6t. of .pprod@lcll E s Fr
slide Afi,, p.nrcipadl8 i! .25-min udcl.l.d nlkr ldivity. 0E
subjers rdcivcd . Fs.!v..r mtiv. that w$ dacnbqr c a
"poli€ ..Fn, which rh.y r.rc ro prmf for sP.llinS .Eors Tn.
D@rv.did ior mndon 6) inforuuoi oi *irch rubjd rd.
lat.r 6r.d. Md tJE po3r.v..t 

'.muv.. 
th. subj@ts .ngag.d in

a J-dD ud.larcd fillcr t 5I. Ths l,sk wa follow.d bv a v@bu
L./ t6' for c.@U4i subjet dd by on. of teo BoS.irioi
r6rs (tn8.r-d,itt"alor. djss.ctor-datF.tor) for @Ud subj6tl.
tnn dDl.ly aftcr @npl.ri!8 d. v@bula4 ra' or 0E raoeni.
dd t6l. tE sbjd w.€ giv.n . E!.1 Eaflition td, which $l.d
thc subj4L5 to ind'@tc for €ch ir.m whar dct b.Iev.d $et .cto.
ally e*. TIE! Etb.dcd by dislnbrtng lm probab ry pomG
dong four dtc@tiv.s: dE t rt.t, th. |vo disurcloB ftom thc
idtial do8 litior la!s, .nd a third distra.ror lnar b.d rev.r b€n
Fn or ocniotrcd b.forc.

Tn. b.ningJom ndurc allow.d subjdB ro givc a vu.ty of
difr.rc.r r6pols. For c'opl., NuEsubjaB e* it n A, Md
bc. !rcvioElv t sr.d with itcB B ed C. dd Fle|ol i|.m B
Ircd i, in.y had i.t.r sn or @d b.forc Po$ible Fim distn-
buuo6 for thrs eepl. ryc 6 follows: Tlrc subjets could indi'
er. idi d6<Lr ir th. 6ld .liatutiv. by Nrgning l@ poDB

to n.F A &d 0 points ro ach of th€ r.tuin'n8 altc@rivcs Ttcy
could indiqt. lotal con6do.. 

'n 
thctr dli.r *larion by asign-

in8 lm points ro it.m I arld 0 to ech of th. orhd alEmativcs
Th.y cdld indier. .qurl con6dcnc. i. thc rwo prcviously rn
disFado6 by a$igning 50 todrs to iLn I atd 50 poiDrs to rrlh C
Th.y could mdiel. tlEr th.y had no ida rhich alr.marv. wd
codei by dsigning 25 point ro @h of dc four all.tuti vcs. Any
disriburio. tn3r dl@r.d th. tull lmFinllamnS thc four alt.F
Eriv.s *d allovabl.

Results
Performance on lhe sc€oDd recognition test was affi-

lfzcd llshg two diffcrcnt mcasuiEs. Th€ firsr measure was
mcan coffecr, or th. mean nunbcr ofprobabiliry poinrs
assigred to each corr€ct item, Thc s€cond measur€ was
pluroliry corrcct , ot th. numttcr of critical ilems per sub-
j.cl rnurirnum = 4) for wfuch rhc concd alrernarivc wa\
,ssigncd morc probability poinB than any orher alrcma-
tivc. Th€ mcan coffccl provides a combincd m€asure oi
confid.ncc and accuracy by ass€ssing ovcra.ll confidence
in thc corrc.r alt marivc relativc to orhcr ali.rrl3rives. The
pluraliry corrcct crclusively m€3surcs accuracv of peF
formance by assessing the proponion of subjects who
prefered lhc correc! alt€matives wirhout considerttion
of $c magnirude of their prcferenc€.

The panem of rcsults was the same for both Npcs of
andyses and is pr.scntld in Trble 2 Therc was a marn
cffect of rccollcction cordition for borh me$ corrcct and
plurality correct mcarurcs lF(2,337) = 19 10. MSe =
1.535.76. p < .01. and F(2.t2) = 13.4'6.  MSe - .91.
p < .01, r.spe.tivclyl. A companson b€rw€€n the rwo
rrcollccl condiOons and the no-firollccl condiuon rev@4
tltat both mean corrld ard pluialty conEct nElsures were
grcat r in the rargadistracror rcaoll.c! cordition thajl m
thc no-rc.oUecr cordition [1122) = 2.50, p < .05, and
t5a), = 2.26, p < .05, respcctivclyl. However, subjects
had Iower mc.rn corrccl and plurality correct in tbe
drsFactor-distractor rE olled condition thrn 

'l 
$€ nG

rcco[€ct cordition [r(242) = 3.66,p < .0l,andr(59) =
3.09, p < .01. respc.trvelyl. In shon, a comparison of
thc thrce conlitions indica&d thar respording ro a les1 rrem
ihat iociudcd a corr&r alkrnativc improvd subs€quenr per-
fomlancc, wh.r.as rEsponding to a 16r ir.m rhal did not
include a corr€ct ah.marivc inpaned p.rforrnance.

The subjccts wcr€ instrucrcd ro distributs probability
pornb among the various 3ltemalivcs; they w€re not told
lo assign a plurality of poinls to any altemarive. The sub-
Jects could indicale that they had no preference for any
a.hernarive bJ- assigninS an equal numb€r oi probibilih.-
poin$ to each. Th€ percentag€s of rt€ms fo. shich this

TrbL :
Met PDb.bilit] Points ud P.RerEg. oa lt.N
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a new distractor ro b€ subs€quenrly mrsidenlilied (this 35-
sumption s€ems pani€ularly plausible, given our cunent
6ndings). AccordinSly. thc probabiliry oi s€lecong a
previously seen distmcror nay equal the probabitiry of
misidentifyin8 a new distracror plur some addiuona.l proF
abitity r€sulting fiom the possibiliry fiar the dis(I.aclor wrs
sel€ctcd on m eailier pGscnirrion. ln shod, Underwood
and Freund s resulB could also b€ expl ned in tcrms of
a commitment effect; howev€r, such a conclusion would
requirc a rcanalysis of rh€ir dat2 in which msidcnrifica-
tion of rcpcatcd distra€lors was condirionaiizcd on suF
j€cts €adier .espons.s. The prcs.nr findinSs suggcst d|2r
such a reanalysis nray bc revqling.

As mentioncd earli€r, rherc llc nvo mechaniims bv
qtuch cownitrrfir ney c.flus. ai unp€r'r'lc in \Lbr€+€nr
Frfonn c!: I I I dc d€mand charact nsucs of rhc flrua-
lion may cassc subjecb ro stick with rh€ir e3rlicr s€l.dion
to lvoid appering incoGistent. or (2) ihe rcr of comnxr-
fng to an iraccu.itr dlernativc may aaus€ iub]ed.s ro
fds€ly rcm€mbcr d'at dl€rnatrvc. If d€rnand chaEct.ns-
tics were rcsponsibl. ior th€ effect. rcmovng r,he rirlier
distrncrors ftorn rhc 6rlal rcst should climirlalc he pres-
ru.c to .enrain consisteflr. md rhus elilrullrl. rh€ p€rfor-
flunce irnpaiimcnr. If. howcvcr, thc act of comflining ro
m incorrect rcsporE€ induced subjc.rs ro fals€ly rcmem-
bcr dlat d€tar.l. then rhls inaccumr€ recoUcccott rrlly havc
inrcrfcr.d wiri subjecb rbrliry ro rccess rhc ooghal n-
forrErion. lf so, thcs. subje.ls nughr havc \hoen Lnpauld
g.rfonnrnce ev€n if the eiili.r distractors wcrc omlra!
ftorn 6€ final test. Erpcrine : ddrcssat l}lis $5ue.

EKPER.LITENT :

h his been obsc*ed in a vanery of rcs€rrch paradigms
thrt the effects df!n inrcrpolrted rcrivriy elll depcnd on
wh€tltr lhc inlbrmroon lssfti.ued with rllr rcuvrry Ls
prcs€rt in the tina.l test- For example. Broadbenr {1971)
obs.rv.d that thc impainng eff€cts of a recdl t€sr on a
subs€qucnt r.cognition tcst wcrc.liminared ehen prcvr-
ously rccalled itcms *crc .rcluded from rhc laner tcsa.
Sirnilarly, Mc0osk€y and Zffrgo?: ( 1985) obs.rvd lna.
thc ihp.irinS effecls on r subsequcnt rccoSnirion test of
rcading poslcv.nt ruggestions w€re elimimtcd whcn tne
suSSested iniomafion *as cx.luded ri r re'r Jiremltr!e.
Th€s. obs€rvations l€d de lbov€ authors to conclud€ rhrt
$e inrerpolal€d ncriviry did nor Senuinely impan m€mory
fo. fic or'ginal intbrmation. Rltler, in both c$es. rt rp
pcaled that reduced pcrformance on thc final test els duc
to a btas to*ard tnfo.marion rssocnr.d *iri rh€ Inrerpo-
lated activity. In Erp.rin€nr 2, we e$mifled whdh€r ihc
impainng effectr of receivin8 test questions wi$ no coi-
rect altemative would still o{cur when the initirt dterna-
tives were omned from t}l€ finat test. If inaccuntc
rccollection rruly impairs memory for tnc ongrna.l infor-
matior. 6en items lhat were rnuially ilssffia(ed witjl io-
co..ect t€9 rcsponses shonld be lesr iccun!€ly rccognized
$an i'irially omined i(ems. evefl when the finnl r€n Jcs
not includc d. pretrou' ly pre\ent€d Jr\rrJcrnn

occurred (i.€., the subjects were guessin8) in €ach con'
dition are 3s foLlows: target-distractor recollect. 24701
disrractor-disrractor .ecollect, 20 % i no- recou€ct, 25 % .
It mighr have b€€n erpecled that rec€iving test ltems with
no corr€ct altemativc would affect subjecb' willingness
ro express a prefcrcnce- However, each condition hnd aP
proximat€ly thc same propornon of subj€cts who assigl€d
an €qual nunber ofprobabililv Poittts !o each rltemstive
(F<l  MSe=.97).

A comparison of the m€an number of probabitity points
subj.cts assiSned to each distractor in lhc distractor-
distracto. recoilcct conditioo was pcrform.d to elucidate
the rclativ€ly low accurlcy of subjects in fiis condition.
The previously s€lected distraclor rcceived a mean of
46.59 poinrs; thc nons€lcctcd disrractor, 8. L3 poinGi thc
new d'surcror. 6.-11 points. In rupport olc commirment
€ffcct. subj.cls overwhclmingly favored their p.eviously
sel€clcd distractor ov.r ih. other distrrtors [fi2, I I 5) =
tol . :1,  VSe = 591.59, p < .011. The resurts provide
littlc evidence for .Irl cffect of distrador famrlialiryi the
m.an numb€r ofprobab ity points JssrSncd to the prcvi_
ously seen but not selected distractor wls only tlightly
grcrrcr dlan tiat $signed to thc n.w \jisractor (, < l).

Dlsaussion
E\Fnment I  rel i rbh Jcmonstr l tcJ r frr  pinrclpatrng

in a recognuiofl test ftat includ.s llctns wr$ etclusively
inconect Jtematrves can impaf rubsequent performltce
Funheamor.. rr provrded srong cv'dence d1at commll-
mc to iln incorrca! irltemativc rs dc mlior source of $ls
€ffcct. Subj.cts in thc distraclor-distracror recollcct con_
dirion over*hclmingly prcf.rrcd th€ distractor lhat th.y
had previously $lected ov€r the otjrer distrrclors. Evcn
wirh the morc $nsitivc b.[rng-iorm melsurc. prevro'ls
exposure to fic nonselcccd diskaclor rpp.:rred to have
linl€ effect on subjccts rcspons€s. Subjccls ilssigned only
a slighdy grc cr numb.r ofprobabdity poulls to dt .on'
scl€ctad previously sacn distractor than to a n.w disfic-
tor. Th.s. rcsults indicatc that thc rcduccd pcrformancc
of distractoa-distractor rccoLlect \ubj.cts was nol slmply
du€ to ricir prcvious crposurc to .rclusively incorrect
alrcmalives. bur *a! instcad thc rcsult of lctively com-
mitting to a panicular rcsPors..

At firs! glancc, our rcsults sPPear to bc in conflict with
thos. of Undcruood and Freund (1910), who reponed
rn eff€o of distnctot iamilianry. Thc drffercmes betweer
th€ir parldigm and ou.s arc too grcat to p€rmit any firm
conclusions $our this dispaity. Ncvenhcl€ss, our r€sulls
suSScst a possiblc rcintcrPrctation of undcrwood lnd
F6und's obs.rvadon fiat rcpcatcdly pres€nted dislrlc_
tors wcrc morE Likely to b. misid.nufral. They inl€rprered
this inding 0l supponing a iamiliariiy eff€clr lhlt is, tiey
conclud€d that multiple erposures to thc distrrcior was
dre cntt.a.l frcror. ftc fouo*rng resonable rrumptions
suggest a rather diffcred interprelation of this result:
{ l) each time r dis.rrclor is pres€nted $ere rs sohe prob-
lblliw lhat rt will be misidenrified. and (2) o.ce a drs-
rracror ha b€er misidenlified, rt wrll b€ more likely lhan
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Merbod
S.rb.i.s Th. $bi€B *ft l2l ut&rgBnll6 from tlF unir.F

,ry ot W$tun$oo who p.lucrFt.d in thc srudv iot ouM cr.dr'
SdEs[ Tbc alnuli e.r. teo s.qu.n6 of 36 slidcs dcPEtrr8

. b{rrlary, in *h(h . ns.nt B t h@* !dch6 Lhtough ve

d! ;G. !d trn .gp6 Tnc r*o s.qu.nca diff.tcd on Fo

dirjel n N, oR 8rut of subjers se a ..d rob. atd t botde
of Ivory dish*shirg liquid, {d 6. othd Sroup ew a bluc .obe
ed . bonl. ol SlnliShl disnedhing liquid.

Thc initirt tecdGrodv. fdad<hoia l@tlidon tat iElu<Ld
nic 6UG. @e3tio6 .nd on. diti€l quation. Two vcBioN or thc

iliti.i lEt;rc u!.d: oi. Brcd abour thc tvF of sP ttc ot\c.

rb@r tne olor oi th. reb.. Fo! sch sbjer. rh. ititjd tsr itr_

clud.d . qucstion .bdt o.. of thc cndel ir.G (@ouel n.N)

ard ohintd t qu6tron .bou thc oth.r ctidcd n.m (tGrdollel

i.rn5)- Th. critiql qudtion i! dch tat did not iftlu& t coret

cDoosc .lt.rutiv.. Fo. crdpl.. sbj€1s who h.d .cD,ilv 3e.

bo;, !..p @iv.d . rd qu6tion sli!! th.m *lFlllcr tn.1 h.d

s! D.m or P.lmlivc sp Th. s! criri..l qu.!$oN wcr.

u5.d for bolll v.RioN of thc did. s.qu.n€.
Th. fir.l twG.lr.Edvc rorc.d<no@ tcsr irclud.d.rtht fill.!

c!6riG .!d r*o criti..l quatjos Tn. 3ubjets w.t. 
'romcrtd

; ,rdier. ror ach t o wh.r d!.v ..rudlv sae dd |o ndrcat. on

r 3-ood rc.l. th.t codfid.ne in th.tr d.cisioc 1l - 8!.rrr,8
3 = ..n4.) Hrif (touo of th. fill.r qusiions uscd rn d.6l'.r
6t wcc ittlud.d $ th. fitd tlsr Esci cmicd qucslron Includ.J

rh. Dcvi@sly sn rl.h.td a n v.nrent'oncd dFkfttdr at !

rc*Jr or coortdcng wtra tjt subial onguellv e*. d€ l.R

rwo.lttutrt6 encd rrprolmt.lv .qudlv oien a thc couer

68.!. .!d th. ..t.Fmcouonoj disttactor' For.rMPl.. on' of

dI.6iuql quatloc $t.d shcdtd th. tubj..r h.d sen SuiliSht

or lvo..v dkhrsltilt liq!'d Fot subldtr *bohadPrcvrosnt sen

Fory in dc alid. s.q!.nc.. th. lvoo r.spo6c ail.ruolc ea

corrd1 ed th. SutliShl r.sF)M alt tutrvc w!( I n'r'F

ltnbon d distF.ror. Co.v.rly, for subjdts who h.d Prcrrouslr
:i Sur i8nl ir rh. slid. t q!.n4. tt Sutldr" .6Pr€ 

'lGm
bt. ws @r€ci.!d tlt. llory" r.sp.M dl!tutrrc *$ . n'!'r

d.ooo.d disactor' Fdr @tdirioc !6ulLd fton @ll.rbsloc'

dr dt. Po v.Roro of th. pctnt.d thd$ *rth th. tuo '.Rro"'
of_ rh. utd 16r oRnl.d-blu. rob. dd SuniSh' sozp

.eou6r-oF ot rcb. (t=?E)i Pr*rt d-blu. rcb. ad SunliSht

!@. l@Udl rvr{ Jf s9 rt=30r, ptEdcd-Ei rob. nd l!o^

$.9. !@udt --tF of ob. ri = I I ) p*nt d-rd rcb..!d llott

3oD. Mou. l r - ryF nl  \ .aP r .=12)
C@nErbdeons thc ongrnd mucd r.N ir 0r' .1eer

d6ob.d .bov. .lm@rcd tot.tial GFcc biss tn th. n'ril

t6r. SFi6c.!y. lubjccls oignt h.v. tatc. (hc trnLgl of eldr

i!! ttE fin l6t !r.tu(lv. tb1t *s dost 3s!d lo h' 
'ncorer

.l;.mll. tut d.v had choen i! th. sli* Est. lf on oithc 6Ml

dismctoG *s coNi(.ntl) mo.. simil& lo rh. @lic! rt.d\ hd

ws rlE @r..r alr.dnv., th. rbovc sEatcsl oighr ha!' b6al

subiEu |o*{d u scordt 6poM tlor.v.!. sinc' ach c'ib-

cat it tutivc i! $. 6!rl tdt wd aPproimr.lv s ofi'n 6d4t

$ i!c.ner. d! rir.nditi6 b.tee. rlr i ial alLrotrv6 ttd rh'

firel.lr.@dvd shald nol halc svsntulrcdlt lffet.d sublats

PFade nc sbj61s eae infomd tn.I thcv w'r' 8o'ng ro

aa&n a sLdc s.{!.oa ol a bu.tlary ed dEl rh.y snoub Pav Par
d@hr aroiion ro darjls Tncv vi.w.d th. slidc squc'c' at a 6te

of E c F rLt'. Ai.r a l0nin tu|.r. l,l. \ubj6$ rd'v'd lnc

nnr c"!.im er UPon @mplcdon of Lh. rdogmuon 
'dr' 

the

rubra.l5 w.rc Stecn a 5_dn tul.r 6l dd L\.n uc \{ond raJs'

nin;i B!. Tlc fll.t lAk involv.d oopletlng acrdseord P@rc

Results
On th€ final te$, th€ subjec6 accuracy rate was 66%

for $e crili€-al 
'r€mr 

l}tat had Prevrously appeared on (he

initial Gs ,rith no corJect tesponsc alternative, comparcd
wiih rn accuracy rate of75% for itcms that had nol bccn
includc! on lhc prcvious test- Since €3ch subjecl
rcsDondcd to an rt€m from cach of the rwo conditions.
thc proponions were comPared using a Z ten for cor-
relatld dda- This analysis rcvcalcd that subJecls wcr! srg-
nificanijy lcss accurale in rcsPonding to recollect items
than !o rlo-rccollecl i|cms (Z = 1.68, p < .05' one_
tailed).

SLtbiecb confidcncc scorcs for their respons€s lo crit_
ical ir.ms wcrc also .xamitcd. A within-subje.ts anal-
ylis comparing r..oIccl and no-rccollecr condiiioc con-
ditiona.lizcd for accuracv'*ould havc b.rn us€firl such
an analysis would requirc that cach subjc.t providc a con-
fidcnce s€orc for cach of lhc four rcsPons€-condition
condngcnci.s: colrcct-riDcollcc!, itcoract-rccollcct.
corrcct-no-rccol lect.  and incorract-no'rccol lcct
Ho'*ver, such an anajysis war no( possible, b.c.ausa .3€h
subjc.r provid.d a scor. for only tlvo of the four
rcsponsc-condition continscncics Conscqucntly' two
scDararc bciw€.n.subJecl! anaiyses *crc conducled ior
cain of thc t*o crirrcr.l rrcms (rvpe of 5oap lnd color oi
rohc) This arproach allo$.d e3ch subjecl to contnbute
onc inderndcnt confidencc score to e:|ch anallsis Be'
causc the panem of results was $e sam. for both ttcm\.
$e corlfid€tce &ta werc colaps.d acrcss itcrns. The mcan
confidcncc i.orcs for recollcct and no-accollcct items aJe
prcs€nPd ir Table L

Ahhough the subjccls confidcncc scorcs wcre slightly
Iow.r fo. prcviously pres€nt d cnticd itlrns than for rtems
tlEt had Do{ b..n prcvrously Pres.ntld ths differcnc! wa!
not sr8ruf icanr lFr l . l l3 '  < l .  MSe = 783 rsoapr:
Fr l . l l l )  = L12,MSe = 6:5 \robcl l  Th. subj6!5 *cre
siEnificantl\ morc conlident for conc€t rcsponsc\ lhan
foi  in.ott . t  rcsDonses lF\ l , l l l )  = 10 57 r<oap'
A l.l I J) = 10.08. r < .01 (rob.)1. Thcrc was no lnter-
action &twc.n condition and accurdcy [F(l,ll3) < I
(soap and robe)]. {Not€: Som. subjccts did not p.ovrde
confidenc€ values. and thc d.grccs of Fc.dom wcr€ cor_
rccrcd to rcllecl thrs.)

Discnssioo
Ir Erp.rirunr 2. subjcllt p€rlormcd more poorly on

the lmai rccosnition tcsr 
'rcms 

whcn they had carLrer
rcspond.d lo v;rsiofls of thos€ it.ms with exclusively in
corrcd G$ altematives . This impairmcnt occurred even
thoulh th. luDi recoenihon lest itcms did not include the
orc"_iouslv oresented imonect altemaliv€s These resulls
indicate riat ue p.esence of exclusively inconect alrer'
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natives on a recognirion test do€s not simply cause sub-
jecrs to prefer lhos€ allematives on a subsequent testr
|afier, the act of committing to an inconecr 3ltemative
app€ars to int€rf€.e with subjects subsequent ability to
recognize the conect alt€mative.

h was possibl€ thal changes in confidence caus€d the
decr$ied iccuracy eiribited by subjecls who had b€en
previously presented eith er(clusively incor€ct test clter-
natives. Recenr srudics have suggestcd that n€gative feed-
blck can reduce confidence in memories and the cons€-
quent w lingn.ss to r€ly on on€ s mernaries (e.9., Cud-
Jonsson & Chrk. 1986). Accordingly, thc lack ofa co.-
rcct altemative on th. initial t.st could havc served 3s a
squrcc of negatrvc fc.dback. causing some rubjec6 to fe€l
geoe.ally contused rnd lo lose confidencc in their
ftFmon€s. During thc s.rond ten, th€ reduccd co.didencc
of 6esc 'ubjccts rould hrle $us.d them to gucsr in-
discrurinately. This notion lerdt, how€vcr. to th€ predic-
tion tiar subjccrs should b. signifrcantly lcss.onfident af-
ler bcing expos€d to questrons without conect r swers.
Such lowe.ed confidcnce was not obs€rv€d. Thus. a
change n memory confidence do€s not rpp€ff ro rccount
tb. the prcs€nt rcsulls- Inst€3d. a more compcllhg ex-
planation seems ro be $at \ubjecls .lccess ro the o.igi-
nally .ncoded intbrmation wrs impaired as r result oi
previously committing to iln incoft€ct iJtemrtive.

Aldough memory impsirme is a t€3sible hypothesB.
It aernarns posslblc rhat inaccurite feeollecrions may have
orh€r corN.queoces 3s *eU. For erlmpl€. in E\p.n-
menr l. In whrch hc initial incorrecl altcmatives wcr€
included in lhe final tcsr. it is possiblc thlt some sublec6
mrghr havc erp€nenced imparred memory tbr dl. origF
nrl Jremativ.. whcreas other lubj€cts smply mrght havc
been bias€d roward previously relectcd dtemltives. [n
.h,)n. rirlough Ei(pcnmenr : ruegcsts dat recogruzrng
incoft€cr dtcmloves can impair subjccB o.iginrl
m.mon.s. il do€s not rulc out orhcr ways lr whrch ex-
clusivcly idco.rect t€$ altemanvcs may .educe subleaB
suDs€quent rccoSnruon ilccur3cy.

GENERAI, DISCUSSION

Collecrively, tic r€sults of thc two erpcnnenb indi-
c|}tc rhar parlcipathg in r rccognition lesl $at encourages
inconect rcspons€s can r€duce sublccis lccuracy on a
subssquent tesr. In Expcnme l, we rhowed that coft-
mrrme was m imponant frctor in m€dialinS this effecl.
In Expcrim.nt 2, wc obs.wed that m€mory pcrtb.nrance
wls lowercd €ven whco thc final t€st did not include the
efflier oisurc(ofi. TIl€ latlcr rcsuh suggesb thrt (onmil-
ring ro an incorr€c! alt.ma$vc do€s not simply bias sub-
jects roward their earli€r responses.

Whar is it $out thc act oi commi(ing to Jn Incorrecl
dremaovc duu Plodtr€s thjs decr€m€nt lJl \ubssluent per-
formrnce? On. possibrlity is that thc effects oi inconect
commitmert may b. the product of demnd charrcl€ns-
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tics associated with thc final t€sr. Accordirgly, rhe inclu-
sion of the prcvious disrraclors mav compel subjects to
app€ar consistent andcons€quendy !o disregard rh€ cor-
rec! altemative in favor of rleir earlier selecnons. Tlis
hwothesrs ranno{ erplain fie enore .feLr of comrruEnent.
how€ver, b€caurc our subjects w€rc srill.rff€cr€d by rheir
earlier inconect responses even when rhose scrquons
w€re not pres€nled. A s€cond possibility is 6at rubjecb
los€ confidence in their memories and simply feel com-
pelled to guess. ln bo(h €rp€rimenrs. howevcr, wc ob-
served nodifference in gucssing rares. A final possibilicy
is that the acl of commining to 3n incor.€ct responsc
caus€s subJects to ials€ly r€memb€r rhal informadon. This
inaccunte r€collection rnd (he trtse mcrnory i produces
later cause rnr.rference that impar.s rlle tubjccrs rbiliry
to remcmbcr the onginaldehjls. Alrhourh w€ can never
be surc that whcn subjects conunir ro 3n Inco(ecr rcsgrnsc
rhey arc engagrng in a genurne r(t Di inr.cun(e recoLlec.
tion or that a fa.ls. memory is pr.xluced. rle p.cscnt .esults
are conslslent qlth this in(emreulton.

The prcsent firdings may rpp€rr. rr 6rst glarcc, ro con-
tlict with thos€ of lwo studies reponed by Vrndler 3nd
hN colleagu€s. :v{rndler. Pearlsronc. tind K,xrpmans
11969) pres€nted jubjecrs wirh r lord lisr iouowed by
an rmmediate recrll test. Th. ,ublecrs wer.t.hen gilen
! recognitron Gst thar included svnonyms for rhc origina.l
words lnd uruehEj \jisuiclors. Finaly, rh€ rubj€ds werc
Biven a second rccall resr. Desprre rhe intepoklcd rccog-
nition test wrrh cxclusivelv incoricct dLmativcs. !h€ sub-
jects acturlly pertbrmcd bctrcr on t}1e subscque! rccall
test than they had iruoally This study was lar€r.cplicatcd
using homophones. r3rher L\an \ynonlns. in 0\e inrer.
pohted r€cognition test (Mandler, Ilelecr, & Pearlnone,
r959).

Ther. rrc a number oa .e,llons why Mardler J.1d his
coLleagucs may hale obs€rv€d an effecr of imccurarc
rccollcctron diff€r€nt from th. elT€cr weobs€rvcd. Firsr-
Mandl.r uscd word leaminS, which may nor g€n€ratizc
to more natumlistic eyewitrLss si arions. Scco6d. rhe dj5-
tractors ir Mandlcr\ studi.s w€re simihr ro th. concct
altematives. When Mandlcr and his colleagu€s used a
rccogmtion lalk with unrclatcd frllcrs. no ia.ilitarion was
obs€rved. Third. lhe cnticd depcndenr mearurc on rhc
firal test ul yardler\ experiments was r..a.U, mrb€r fian
recognrtion. It is possiblc that rhe effecB of rnaccuntc
recollection lnay depend on ljle fot-m of (he ftnal tesr. For
eramDle. enors of omissron are freou€nr in recdl lens
but are not possrble ir recognirion r.sts. In rh€ cas€ of
a recal tesr. ir ehich subjccts may omft items for which
th€y have sornc m€ft)ry, erposrng subj€cls io .ehted dis-
traciorc on nn rnrerpoliued recognirion lest may prompr
\ubj€r6 to r€{l[ o|her*'s€ iorgonEn nemr. Ho*ever,
in fie cas€ ofa recogtution rest, oo which errors ofomis-
\'on crnnot Lrcur. e(posure lo rellred dirtrrctors is un-
likely lo prompt \ubjects to recill othcrwis€ lorgon€D
rtems. Ihe pre\ent rcsults qould lerd us ro .tpect, In-
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$ead, that rclaled dist aciors would impair performznce
It *odd b€ us.tul for tutur€ rcscarch to cxplicidy com-
parc dl€ innu.nc€ of inaclurale recoll€dion on subs€quent
r€call arld rc.ogniiion t sts.

Our obscrvation of rccognition impairm€fll in lhe
prcs€nl study also contrasar rrith a rccent similar mvesti
gation in which subjc.rs *ere givcn an intetpolated ac-
iiviry that includ€d incon€lr infonnation- As Prevrously
mcntioncd, Mccloskcy and Zatagozi (1985) prcs€ntcn
subjccb with a rnislcading rnnative that incorrectly
rcf.ncd !o itcms s€en in an e-artier slide scquenc€. On
. subscqu€nt r.cognition t€s(. th€ subjec6 w€te uraff61€d
by $|€ mislcadinS nanativ€ \rhen th€ suggest€d v€rsion
of an ircm *as €xclud€d as a rcst altcmative. Our find-
inSs would lcad us lo cxpcct $at rcading an inaccurat.
narrarivc would inducc subjccls to inaccurately rccoLl€cl
the slidc scqucrrc. and cons.4ucndy to p.rform lcss well
on rhc luul tcst. T*o diffcrcnces bcrwc€n our patadrgm
and tha! of Mcclo3kcy and ZsaSoza rnay b€ r.sPonsible
foi this diffcr€nt pancft of rcsulis: thc number of incor_
rect inGrpolat d altarnatives. and whcther or no( subjects
had ro cxpli€idy conutut lo an incorreal altcmativc ln
Mccloskey and Z.aragoz3 s nteryolated aclrvr,r-', cach cnl_
ical irem was associated widr a single incor|cd altelra_
tive: in the prcs.nt cxperimenLs. cach critrcal rlem was
:Bsocratcd wlth t*o incoffed altcrnalivcs. ln thcory. thrs
diFcEnc! cotid bc imlonanl Howcvet, thc subJeds- p.r'
forman c ur our ErFrunenl I strongly indi€tcd lhat lhey
w€re not affectcd by the nonsclcctcd inl.rpolated alte!-
nlr!es. lt se.ms uolikcly, thercfo.e, that the sheer num'
bcr of incorrc.l rcfcrcnces to thc critic€l i(cm was th€ im'
Donant factor, Rather. as suggested by the subjccts'
Dr€fcrcnces for tlctr prevrously t€lcctcd dislractors. rt
icrms ro bc rhe act of commitmenl thal is critical in
producnE mcmory mParrm€nt AccordlrlEly. b) acuvcl)
iommrc'ng to.rn rncorrcct respon.(. a lub'ecl ma! bd
morc lilely to incorporate tbat fac! and thus expenebce
subs€quent memory tnt€rfcrencc. Th€ relativ€ influcnce
of adrvel! commr(rn! lo an incorre.t resPonsr:, .s op_
pos€d 1() parsirel) r.r,.irng an inaccuratc Postevent nar_
ra !e. might b€ a profitable subjed for turure research

The dislinctiotr bctw€en inaccurale recollection
D.diuced bt rcadrig mrsinformrtion in a postevenl oar_
iariv€. and r€sponding lo tesl questions that erclude $e
correci alt€rmtive. pariJels in some ways the distmction
b€$cen passive and acrive leamins Slarnecllr and Gral
(1978) obewed that subje€b werc more likelv to sub-
sequenrly recall a respon5e they had generated than to
ral the sarn€ infomBtion passivelv he.rd. These au$ors
sus!€sl€d $ar rclf gcnerated i(ems *ere more mcmor_
abd$an Dassi!ely retei!ed ttemr Admrnedl). decrdrng
b€twccn two incorect test altemarives does nol repr€senl
a completely self-generated inaccurate response: none_
$eless. the facl that such a response requires a decrsion
mar make it more 's€lf-generated" than simplv reading
an iracdrrat€ d€iai]. Therefore, the Present srudy expands
upon Slame.ka and Grafs notion by suggesting thal s.lf'

generated i'|accurale rcsponses may imPalr memory more
lhan does passrvely acqurred Inaccurare information.
Clearly. funher res€ar€h is nec€ssary lo mo.e tuUy cx_
plore this possibility.

Wbar *ould happen if subje.t w€rc not forccd to s€lect
on€ of the reo ina€curatc alt€matives? Wllat if subjecls
had tbe option of indicating that n.ider rcspons€ was cor-
rcct? lncludinS a "nonc of lh€ above ' rcsponse might
have climinatcd the implicil misinforrnalion associarcd
with nor including a correct alt€malive. Moreover, with
such a procedure, subjc!15 would not havc b€tn forced
to male a commitrn.nt. How€vcr. various lines of re_
search have indicated that subiects pr€fcr to male posr'
tivc r€sponses. For cxample. in a study of face identifi'
cation, up to 88% of subjccls wcr€ willing to atrempt an
idcntification ir a lineup in which lhe susFct was not ac'
tualy prcs.nt (Kohnkcn & Maas, in Press). ll s.ent plau'
sible. lher€fore, that in the Prcscnt study many sub.Jc.ts
might have commin.d to an incon.cl rcsPons€ cven if
a "non ofth€ abovc rcsponsc had bcln 

'nclud€d. 
Uoder

these circumstanc€s, the subjclts would not have bcen
comp€ll€d ro s€lccl an incone.t altemativer henc€. those
who did so mighr have feh mor€ P€rsonally inve{red rn
drrir respons€s and consequently mtghl ha\e expcnenced
Srcar€r memory impairment. Thus an expenm.nbl
manipulation that includen a nonc ofdlc above aller_
native might also produce rcsuhs thal would advance our
und.rsr.anding of the m€.hanisms b! which rnaccurale
r.ponrng impairs subsequcnt mcmor'.'

The prescnt rcsult! hate potentrill) rmPonant pracli
cal impLic.rrion!. widless€s are ofun ask€d to rnalie recog-
nition dccisions b€twe.n akcrnadvcs that maY not bc cor_
r€ll A common practrcc rn pohce nl.rrogatron. is tu
prompr witn€sses when they hav. trouble recallinS cer'
tain d€hils For cxample , if a witncss cannot rccall the
color of a perycrralor's eyes. he/sh€ mat tl€ asked. Did
th€ suspe.l havc brown or blue eyes? Tbe pres€nl r€sulLs
su8gest that such que\t'ons mrght possrbly rmpatr I *rt'
ness s subsequenl m€moq F€rfo.mance. ln $e a|trle ex
ample, if $e susp.lt acruJli) had grcen e:/€s, then tne
intenoSaror's queslions miSh( unwinin-slt cause Ue $rt_
ness to engage in an inaccurale act of recollecndn a.d
rlus impair his/her ab io, lo laler .ecollecl lhc co.recl
color. Accordingly, the presenl res€nrch suggests thal In-
ter-iewers should take care not lo, even rnaijlenendt.
induce subjects to decide betre.n altemanres that ma!
conceilably be incone.!.

lnlestigaoons oflhe pocntialt) rmpairtng tnflucnce oi
muhiple re!ollections suggen thal memoq reserrchers
ma! iace a problem thal has confronted phlsicists for
some tine: exminin8 cenain aspects of ! phenomenon
can inrerfere with the abiliry to exanitre othcr asPec6 of
thdl  phenomenon. Fot ermple. whether a ph).r .r ' r  meJ_
sures ligb( as panrcles or t!aves affects hoe !h€ lighr ap'
p€ars to b€have. As in the case of the Physics of light,
the net}lod of observing memory can affe€t ils app€3t'
ance. As Tulving (l98a) noled, uaces have no strengh



irdependently of conditions in which they are acnu.lized:
any given tracc can havc many diffcrent 'strengths d.-
pending on i(5 rerrieval conditions" (p. 233). Ifwhal we
rem€mb€r dep€nds on how our memories are tested, and
if how our memorics are testal can affect what we can
subsequently recoll€ct, then memory reserrchers may
dever b€ able to know whal information was potenthlly
availablc ro a given individual. AccordingJy. tcsts that op
r'rnizc ti€ rcco! cry oi cerain dcrails rnny Jt the sme (ime
impair thc recov€ry of othcr3. We may b. faced with
anoth€r of those infu.iating paradores of rneasurement:
the act of observing a memory lnay change the very
mcmory that ee arE ancmping to obs€rv€.
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