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Although witnesses to a crime or an accident perceive
that event only once, they are likely to think about it mul-
tiple times afterward. Sometimes this may occur as a re-
sult of direct questioning by law enforcement personnel,
lawyers, reporters, and so forth. On other occasions, they
may think about the event because it was particularly sali-
ent or highly emotional. Witnesses may also deliberately
review the event because they realize that they will be
asked to recount it to the authorities and want to ensure
the accuracy of their story. Thus, at any given time, wit-
nesses might think about the original event for different
reasons or goals. Because of this, their review might focus
on different aspects of the event or involve different lev-
els of specificity. How an event is reviewed has the po-
tential to strengthen, embellish, or distort various aspects
of the memory representation and thus could ultimately
influence the accuracy of a witness’s report. The aim of

the present study was to examine how reviewing an eye-
witness event affects later memory for that event.

There is a substantial literature concerning how repeated
review, testing, or questioning affects memory perfor-
mance. For instance, autobiographical memory research
has revealed that the more a person thinks or talks about a
particular event, the more likely that he/she will remember
it later and the more vivid it will seem (see, e.g., Rabbitt &
Winthrope, 1988; Suengas & Johnson, 1988; Tessler &
Nelson, 1994). In list-learning studies, testing memory
soon after acquisition increases the likelihood that the in-
formation will later be recalled or recognized (the testing
effect; see, e.g., Brainerd, Reyna, Howe, & Kingma, 1990;
Hogan & Kintsch, 1971). In addition, repeated testing
often leads participants to recall previously unrecalled
material (“reminiscence”; e.g., Payne, 1987; Richardson,
1985). In some cases, reminiscence exceeds the rate of for-
getting on a given trial (“hypermnesia”; e.g., Erdelyi, 1996;
Erdelyi & Becker, 1974; Payne, 1987). The same effects
have been demonstrated in eyewitness memory studies
(Bornstein, Liebel, & Scarberry, 1998; Dunning & Stern,
1992; Scrivner & Safer, 1988). For example, Scrivner and
Safer (1988) found that adults repeatedly questioned
(nonsuggestively) about a simulated burglary showed hy-
permnesia across four recall tests. The basic finding of
better event memory with repeated testing has been repli-
cated numerous times (e.g., Fivush & Hamond, 1989;
Howe, 1991; Poole & White, 1991; Warren & Lane, 1995).
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Witnesses to a crime or an accident perceive that event only once, but they are likely to think or talk
about it multiple times. The way in which they review the event may affect their later memory. In partic-
ular, some types of review may increase suggestibility if the witness has been exposed to postevent mis-
leading information. In Experiment 1, participants viewed a videotaped crime and then received false
suggestions about the event. We found that participants who were then asked to focus on specific details
when reviewing the event were more suggestible on a later source memory test than participants asked
to review the main points. The findings of Experiment 2 suggest that this effect was not due to a criterion
shift at test. These findings indicate that the type of rehearsal engaged in after witnessing an event can
hame important consequences for memory and, in particular, suggestibility.
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However, the effects of repeated testing or questioning
are not uniformly positive. For example, errors that occur
on an early recall test tend to persist on later recall trials
even if the original stimuli are re-presented (Howe, 1970;
Kay, 1955). Repeated testing also appears to increase the
number of extra-event intrusions recalled in eyewitness
studies (e.g., Eugenio, Buckhout, Kostes, & Ellison, 1982;
Fivush & Hamond, 1989). Finally, the act of recalling in-
formation can sometimes lead to poorer memory for unre-
called information (output interference or retrieval inhibi-
tion; see, e.g., Koutstaal, Schacter, Johnson, & Galluccio,
1999; Roediger & Neely, 1982; Shaw, Bjork, & Handal,
1995).

Understanding the effects of postevent reviews on eye-
witness memory is further complicated by the fact that
witnesses can be exposed to misleading postevent infor-
mation, as, for instance, during contact with other wit-
nesses, while reading media accounts of the event, or dur-
ing interactions with law enforcement personnel or
attorneys. The effect of misleading postevent information
on eyewitness memory is well established. In a typical ex-
periment, participants view a simulated crime presented on
videotape or slides. Later, these witnesses answer a series
of questions about the event or read a narrative that de-
scribes it. Embedded within these questions or narratives
are items that they did not witness in the context of the
event. The participants subsequently receive a memory
test that includes both items that actually were in the wit-
nessed event and items that were only suggested. The mis-
informationeffect is the finding that participants routinely
report having seen items in the witnessed event that have
in fact only been suggested to them (e.g., Lindsay, 1990;
Loftus, Miller, & Burns, 1978; McCloskey & Zaragoza,
1985; Zaragoza & Lane, 1994).

The size of the misinformation effect can vary, de-
pending on the conditions during suggestion or immedi-
ately afterward. For example, the effect is greater with re-
peated suggestion (Mitchell & Zaragoza, 1996; Zaragoza
& Mitchell, 1996). Furthermore, conditions that lead par-
ticipants to commit to (e.g., Schooler, Foster, & Loftus,
1988) or retrieve the suggestions (Roediger, Jacoby, &
McDermott, 1996) increase suggestibility. For instance,
Roediger et al. had participants view an eyewitness event
and then read a narrative describing the event that con-
tained misleading information. The participants then
completed a cued recall test that instructed them to an-
swer questions with either (1) information that they were
sure they saw only in the original event, or (2) informa-
tion obtained from either source. As would be expected,
the participants were more likely to produce misleading
information when given the latter instructions, presum-
ably because of the more lenient criterion. Two days later,
the participants completed a second cued recall test that
instructed them to ignore the postevent information and
to respond only on the basis of what they had seen in the
original event. Despite the test instruction, participants
who had initially recalled the misleading detail on the
first cued recall test were more likely to produce it on the

second test (for a related finding with an initial recogni-
tion test, see Schooler et al., 1988). Taken together, this
research suggests that the effect of reviewing on eyewit-
ness memory may be complicated by whether or not the
witness has been exposed to misleading postevent infor-
mation. Specifically, reviewing the event could have the
unintended effect of increasing the probability that wit-
nesses will incorporate the misleading information into
accounts of what they have witnessed.

In the following study, we manipulated the specificity
of the review that participants engaged in subsequent to
exposure to misleading information. We were most in-
terested in the consequences of this manipulation on par-
ticipants’ attributions of the misleading information to the
witnessed event. Participants viewed a videotape of a
simulated crime and then answered a series of questions
about the event. Embedded within these questions were
misleading suggested items that were not true of the
event that they had seen (e.g., that the thief took a ring).
These items were suggested either one or three times.1
The primary manipulation concerned the task that the
participants were given during the period between post-
event questioning and a final memory test (in Experi-
ment 2, this manipulation took place before postevent
questioning). In the detail review condition, the partici-
pants were told to review the events in the video in a de-
tailed manner and to write down as many specific details
as they could remember. In the summary review condition,
the participants were told to review only the most impor-
tant aspects of the event in the video and to write down a
summary of the event that did not include unnecessary
detail. In the no-review (control) condition, the partici-
pants did not review the event. In the last phase of the ex-
periment, all participants received a source memory test
that involved answering two questions about each item:
(1) Did you see or hear the information in the video? and
(2) Did you read about the information in the questions
you answered earlier?

One possible outcome of manipulating the specificity of
review was that summary review would lead to higher sug-
gestibility than would detail review. Summary review in-
structions could lead participants to form only a schematic
representation of the witnessed event, which would make
them more likely to claim that they had witnessed schema-
consistent misleading details. In contrast, detail review in-
structions should lead participants to encode a richer rep-
resentation of the event, which would help them notice
inconsistencies between event and misleading postevent
details. Participants who scrutinize postevent information
as they read it tend to be more resistant to misleading post-
event information (i.e., discrepancy detection; Tousignant,
Hall, & Loftus, 1986).

In our study, however, unlike in Tousignant et al. (1986),
the scrutiny that occurred during detail review would
occur after the suggestions had already been read. Pre-
vious research has indicated that participants have diffi-
culty rejecting postevent misleading information unless
they are provided with highly salient warnings immedi-
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ately after exposure (Chambers & Zaragoza, 1993; Greene,
Flynn, & Loftus, 1982). Thus, we predicted that after en-
countering the suggestions, engaging in a detailed review
would not help the participants detect discrepancies. In-
stead, asking the participants to review specific details
should make suggested items (which tend to be peripheral
details rather than central information in the event) more
likely to come to mind. Retrieving these details would
make it more likely that participants would later claim to
have seen the misleading items (Roediger et al., 1996).
Such errors can be interpreted as source misattributions,
in that witnesses are misattributing misleading informa-
tion from a postevent source to the event (e.g., Lindsay,
1990; Zaragoza & Lane, 1994; for a more general review,
see Johnson, Hashtroudi, & Lindsay, 1993). A summary
review, on the other hand, is less likely to lead to rehearsal
of the suggestions, and thus these participants should be
less prone to source misattributions later, when asked
whether a suggestion was in the video.

EXPERIMENT 1

Method
Participants. Two hundred-seventy  undergraduate  students

from the University of Nevada, Las Vegas participated in partial
fulfillment of a class credit. Ninety participants were randomly as-
signed to each of the three experimental conditions.

Materials. The eyewitness event was a 5-min videotaped simu-
lation of a burglary and a car chase (see Zaragoza & Mitchell,
1996). The videotape was shown on a 27-in. color monitor.

The postevent questionnaire consisted of 37 questions about the
video. Embedded within these questions were misleading items that
had not been seen in the video. These items supplemented rather
than contradicted what had been seen, and the items were not the ob-
ject of the questions. For example, for the suggestion “the thief wore
gloves,” the participants were asked, “At the beginning of the scene,
a young man dressed in jeans, a t-shirt and gloves entered the house.
Did he enter through the door?” Across the experiment, there were
a total of 12 critical items (statements): The thief wore gloves, the
driver smoked a cigarette , the police thought the driver was DWI, the
thief had a gun, the neighbor’s name was Mrs. Anderson, one of the
police officers was drinking coffee, the thief took a ring, the thief
pulled a window shade down, the driver jumped the curb with the
car, the police said they would shoot, the thief put on his seatbelt ,

and there was a barking dog. There were three versions of the ques-
tionnaire, and in any given version 4 critical items functioned as
never presented control items (i.e., they did not appear until the final
test), 4 critical items functioned as once suggested items, and 4 crit-
ical items functioned as thrice suggested items. An equal number of
participants in each condition received each version.

The source test consisted of 32 test statements read aloud by the
experimenter. Eight of the statements had been suggested only in
the postevent questions (4 had been suggested once, and 4 were
suggested three times), 4 statements were critical items that had
never been suggested (control items), 4 statements were filler items
that had never been seen or suggested, 8 were statements that re-
flected events that were only seen in the video, and 8 items were
seen in the video and read about in the questions.

Procedure. The experimental procedure is outlined in Table 1.
The participants were run in groups of 6–8. First they viewed the
video of a robbery, and immediately afterward, they completed the
postevent questionnaire. The participants were warned that because
the video contained so many details, they might have to answer
more than one question about some events or parts of the film, but
that they were not to go back and check previous answers.

Following completion of the postevent questionnaire, the partici-
pants in the detail review and summary review conditions first worked
on a word-search puzzle as a filler task for 5 min. Both conditions
next received instructions about reviewing the events in the video
that they had watched earlier in the session. The participants in the
detail review condition were told to mentally review these events in
a very detailed manner, and to think about and write down as many
specific details as they could remember. They were also informed
that they would have 5 min to complete the task. The participants in
the summary review condition were treated identically, except that
they were instructed to focus their review only on the most impor-
tant aspects of the events in the video. That is, the participants in this
condition were told to think about and write down a summary of the
events that did not include unnecessary detail. Following the review
period, the participants in both review conditions returned to the
word-search puzzle task for an additional 5 min. The participants in
the no-review (control) condition simply worked on the word-search
puzzle task for the full 16 min.

All participants next received instructions for the source test.
They were first told that some of the test statements contained in-
formation that they only saw in the video, some contained informa-
tion that was only in the questions that they read and answered, some
contained information from both the video and the questions, and
some contained new information. They were further instructed that
their task was to indicate what they remembered about the source of
the information for each test item. For the source test, 32 statements

Table 1 
Experimental Procedure, Experiments 1–2

Phase

Condition 1 2 3 4 5 6

Experiment 1
Detail review video questions 5-min filler 1-min review instructions + 5-min filler source test

5-min detail review
Summary review video questions 5-min filler 1-min review instructions + 5-min filler source test

5-min summary review
No review video questions 16-min filler — — source test

Experiment 2
Detail review video 5-min filler 1-min review instructions + questions 5-min filler source test

5-min detail review
Summary review video 5-min filler 1-min review instructions + questions 5-min filler source test

5-min summary review
No review video 11-min filler — questions 5-min filler source test
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were read aloud, and the participants were asked to answer two ques-
tions about each statement: (1) Did you see or hear the information
in the video? and (2) Did you read about the information in the ques-
tions you read and answered earlier? 2 The participants indicated
their answer to each question on a 7-point Likert-type scale with the
following response options: definitely yes, probably yes, maybe yes,
unsure , maybe no, probably no, and definitely no. The unsure re-
sponse was provided to minimize guessing.

Results
The main dependent variable of interest was the propor-

tion of “yes” responses made to a given source (e.g., the
number of suggested items attributed to the video/the total
number of suggested items). The results are simplified by
several findings. First, because there was no main effect
for confidence level or any interaction, we report the par-
ticipants’ responses pooled across confidence level. Thus,
the dependent variables of interest were all “video” or
“questions” responses (definitely + probably + maybe yes).
Second, although the participants were in general more
suggestible for items suggested three times (M = .49, SE =
.02) than for those suggested once (M = .33, SE = .02)
[F(1,267) = 64.50, p < .001], repetition did not interact
with type of review in any analysis, and thus we report the
results pooled across once and thrice suggested items.

Attribution of items to the video. The primary data
of interest is reported in Table 2. In one-way analyses of
variance (ANOVAs), the proportion of items on the mem-
ory test from the video that were correctly attributed to
the video did not significantly differ by group, nor did the
proportion of control (never presented) items attributed
to the video.

Nevertheless, the type of review did affect the propor-
tion of suggested items that participants attributed to the

video [F(2,267) = 4.20, p < .05].3 A post hoc Tukey test
revealed that detail review participants were significantly
more likely than summary review participants to misat-
tribute suggested items to the video. No-review partici-
pants’ proportion of misattributions was between the other
two groups’ and not significantly different from that of
either group.

Attribution of items to the questions. There were no
significant differences between the groups for the pro-
portion of video, control, or suggested items attributed to
the questions (all Fs < 1; see Table 2 for means). 

The content of reviews. Two scorers counted the total
number of words used and the proportion of test items of
each type (i.e., both, video, suggested, control, and filler
items) that were mentioned in each participant’s written
review. Initially, there was 83% interrater agreement. Dis-
agreements were resolved by one of the authors in con-
sultation with the scorers.

Participants in the detail condition used more words in
their reviews (M = 129.21 words, SE = 2.69) than did the
summary review participants (M = 117.82 words, SE =
2.69) [t(178) = 3.0, p < .003]. In addition (see Table 3),
the detail review participants mentioned a higher propor-
tion of both (video and questions) items than did the sum-
mary review participants [t(178) = 4.20, p < .001], and a
higher proportion of video-only items than did summary
review participants [t(178) = 2.81, p < .01]. The detail re-
view participants also mentioned a higher proportion of
suggested items than did the summary review partici-
pants [t(178) = 2.02, p < .05]. The groups did not differ in
the number of control items that they mentioned in their
written reviews, and no participants in either group men-
tioned any filler items.

The effect of mentioning an item on source memory.
To determine whether mentioning a particular item in the
review increased the likelihood that it would later be at-
tributed to the video, we calculated both the average pro-
portion of mentioned items and the average proportion
of nonmentioned items (video or suggested) that were at-
tributed to the video for each participant. For each type
of item, we included only the participants who had men-
tioned at least one item of that type. These means are pre-
sented in the top section of Table 4, along with the num-
ber of participants included in the analysis for each type
of item.

For video items, a 2 (review condition: summary, detail)
´ 2 (mentioning item: not mentioned, mentioned) ANOVA
revealed a main effect of mentioning the item [F(1,124) =
56.49, p < .001], with items that were mentioned more
likely to be attributed to the video than items that were not.
There was no effect of condition and no interaction. The
same ANOVA for participants who mentioned any sug-
gested items revealed a main effect of mentioning sug-
gested items [F(1,58) = 11.68, p < .01]. Participants who
mentioned items were more likely to attribute those items
to the video than the items they had not mentioned.
There was no significant effect of condition or interaction
of condition with mentioning the items.

Table 2 
Attributions of Video, Suggested, and Control Items to the

Video and to the Questions in Experiments 1 and 2

Type of Review

None Summary Detail

M SEM M SEM M SEM

Experiment 1
Attributions to the video

Video only items .86 .01 .85 .01 .85 .01
Suggested items .42 .03 .35 .03 .47 .03
Control items .11 .02 .07 .01 .12 .02

Attributions to the questions
Video only items .17 .02 .14 .02 .18 .02
Suggested items .79 .02 .77 .02 .79 .02
Control items .04 .01 .03 .01 .02 .01

Experiment 2
Attributions to the video

Video only items .83 .01 .85 .01 .82 .02
Suggested items .37 .03 .34 .03 .35 .03
Control items .13 .02 .11 .02 .10 .02

Attributions to the questions
Video only items .12 .02 .17 .02 .20 .03 
Suggested items .74 .02 .79 .02 .79 .02
Control items .03 .01 .06 .02 .05 .02

*n = 90 for each condition in Experiment 1. †n = 72 for each condition
in Experiment 2.
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Participants who did not mention any suggested
items. Participants who did not mention any items of a
particular type in their reviews could not contribute to the
preceding analyses (which included a within-subjects fac-
tor of whether or not items were mentioned). However, it
is interesting to look at the average number of items at-
tributed to the video among these participants (see Ta-
ble 4). Did being in the detail review condition increase the
likelihood of attributing suggested items to the video even
if these items were not mentioned? Not every item that
was thought about may have been written down. If detail
review participants thought about more suggested items
than did summary review participants, they might show
higher rates of misattributions for these items even when
they did not mention any of the suggested items. This ap-
pears to have been the case. Among participants who did
not mention any suggested items, detail review partici-
pants were more likely than summary review participants
to attribute the suggestions to the video [t (118) = 2.23,
p < .05].

Comparison of those who mentioned suggested items
and those who did not. Participants who mentioned any
suggested items at all in their written reviews might have
differed from participants who did not mention any sug-
gested items. For instance, they might either have been
oriented more toward thinking about and reviewing de-
tails of the event, or they might have been the set of par-
ticipants who had the most difficulty distinguishing sug-
gestions from the actual video material. In either case,
this could have led them to be more likely to misattribute

any suggested item to the video than participants who did
not mention any suggestions. Thus, they might show ele-
vated misattributions even for the suggestions they did
not mention in their reviews. To investigate this possibil-
ity, we conducted a 2 (review condition: summary, detail)
´ 2 (mentioning any items: none mentioned, any men-
tioned) ANOVA with the proportion of nonmentioned
suggested items attributed to the video as the dependent
variable (see Table 4 for the means, which are listed in
the “Not Mentioned” columns). There was a main effect
of condition, [F(1,176) = 4.58, p < .05], with detail review
participants more likely to attribute suggested items to the
video than summary review participants. There was also
a main effect of mentioning any items [F(1,176) = 4.15,
p < .05]. Participants who had mentioned at least one
suggested item in their review misattributed .46 of the
suggested items they had not mentioned to the video. In
contrast, participants who had not mentioned a single
suggested item in their review only misattributed .37 of
the suggested items to the video. Thus participants who
mentioned suggested items in their review had not only
a higher rate of misattributions for mentioned items, but
also a higher rate of misattributions for suggested items
that they did not mention.

Discussion
The results of this experiment demonstrate that all

forms of review are not created equal with respect to their
effects on eyewitness suggestibility. Specifically, partic-
ipants who focused on reviewing the specific details of a
witnessed event were more likely than participants who
focused on summarizing the most important details to
(1) include previously encountered misleading postevent
information in their written review and (2) mistakenly at-
tribute this information to the eyewitness event at test.
Detail review participants were also more likely to mis-
attribute suggested items to the video than summary re-
view participants, even if they did not produce the spe-
cific item in their review. Thus, memory for a witnessed
event can be affected by the specificity of a review.

One question to emerge from Experiment1 concerns the
low levels with which the participants mentioned sug-
gested items in the context of their reviews (see Table 3).

Table 3
Average Proportions of Both Video and Questions, 

Video, Suggested, Control, and Filler Items Mentioned 
in Participants’ Written Reviews

Summary Review Detail Review

Item Type M SEM M SEM

Both in video 
and questions .23 .02 .34 .02

Video only .13 .01 .19 .01
Suggested .04 .01 .06 .01
Control .01 .00 .01 .00
Filler .00 .00 .00 .00

Table 4
Average Proportion of Items Not Mentioned and Mentioned 

in Participants’ Written Reviews That Were Later Attributed to the Video

Summary Review Detail Review

Not Mentioned Mentioned Not Mentioned Mentioned

Item Type n M SEM M SEM n M SEM M SEM

Participants Who Mentioned Items in Their Review
Video only 57 .84 .02 .97 .02 69 .84 .02 1.00 .02
Suggested 25 .42 .05 .56 .09 35 .50 .04 .74 .08

Participants Who Did Not Mention Any Items
Video only 33 .83 .02 21 .77 .03
Suggested 65 .32 .03 55 .43 .04
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Keep in mind that the suggested items were fairly periph-
eral details in the context of the entire witnessed event, and
that they were not the direct object of postevent questions.
The participants had only 5 min to construct their writ-
ten reviews, so that it would have been unlikely for even
a relatively detailed review of the event to cover many of
these items. Furthermore, even items that were encoun-
tered in both the video and the questions were at best
mentioned by participants only one third of the time. Per-
haps most interesting is the finding that the process of
producing a detailed review led to increased source mis-
attribution errors even when the suggested items were not
mentioned in the review.

EXPERIMENT 2

We suggest that, in Experiment 1, detail review partic-
ipants were more suggestible than summary review par-
ticipants, because they were more likely than summary
review participants to have postevent misleading items
come to mind while reviewing the video, leading to a
higher probability for source misattributions later. How-
ever, another possibility was that the different review in-
structions led to different biases about the type of infor-
mation to accept on the source test. If participants asked
to write a summary of the video believed that the experi-
menters were interested only in central information from
the video, they might have been less likely to attribute
more peripheral details (including suggested items) to the
video on the source test. In contrast, participants asked to
review the details might have believed that they should
be inclusive about what they remembered, both during
the review and on the later source test.

To test whether the increased suggestibility in the detail
review condition was the result of a criterion shift on the
source test rather than the result of reviewing suggested
items, in Experiment 2 participants were asked to review
the events in the video before receiving the postevent
questionnaire. Reviewing the video before receiving sug-
gestions should make it extremely unlikely that partici-
pants would rehearse suggested information along with
information actually from the video. Thus, if our finding
of greater suggestibility for detail review participants than
for summary review participants in Experiment 1 was due
to the type of information that was reviewed, we should
not find this effect in Experiment 2. In contrast, if our in-
structions led participants to interpret the experimental
demands differently (i.e., setting a different criterion for
the type of information they were willing to attribute to
the video), we should find the same differences in sug-
gestibility in Experiment 2 as in Experiment 1, because
giving the review instructions before the suggestions
should convey the same experimental demands as would
giving them after the suggestions.

Method
Participants. Two hundred and sixteen undergraduate students

from the University of Nevada, Las Vegas participated in partial

fulf illment of a class credit. Seventy-two participants were ran-
domly assigned to each of the three experimental conditions.

Materials and Procedure. The materials and procedure were the
same as in Experiment 1, except that the order of the experimental
tasks was changed (see Table 1). Participants in the review condi-
tions (1) watched the video of a robbery; (2) completed a 5-min filler
task; (3) were given review instructions (for about 1 min) and then
had 5 min to complete their review; (4) were given the postevent ques-
tions that included some false suggestions about the video; (5) com-
pleted a 5-min filler task; (6) completed the source test. In the con-
trol condition, Steps 2 and 3 were combined for an 11-min f iller
task.

Results
For the same reasons as in Experiment 1, the partici-

pants’ responses were pooled across confidence level and
across once and thrice suggested items. The means are pre-
sented in Table 2. The main finding of interest was that,
unlike in Experiment1, the type of review did not affect the
proportion of suggested items that participants attributed
to the video [F(2,213) = 0.19]. The type of review also did
not significantly affect the proportion of video or control
items attributed to the video, or the proportion of video,
control, or suggested items attributed to the questions.

Discussion
Experiment 2 revealed that reviewing the details of an

event before receiving false suggestions did not affect par-
ticipants’ later likelihood of attributing the suggestions to
the video. In contrast, in Experiment 1, reviewing the de-
tails of the video after receiving false suggestions about it
increased participants’ tendency to attribute the suggested
details to the video. Thus engaging in a detailed review
seems to lead to increased suggestibility only if the review
occurs after the suggestions have already been experi-
enced—giving further evidence that the increase in sug-
gestibility after detail review in Experiment 1 was due to
reviewing the suggestions, rather than to participants’ in-
terpretation of the experimental demands.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The results of this study indicate that the way in which
a person reviews a witnessed event can affect that per-
son’s susceptibility to misleading postevent information.
Relative to participants who were told to produce a sum-
mary account of the witnessed event, participants who
were told to construct a detailed account (1) were more
verbose in their written accounts and were more likely to
include event and postevent suggested items, and (2) were
more likely to mistakenly attribute the suggested items to
the event on a final source memory test, even if they did
not write down the suggested item during the review. Fur-
thermore, Experiment 2 demonstrated that these effects
are not found if the review takes place before participants
are exposed to postevent misinformation, indicating that
the results of Experiment 1 are not explained by a crite-
rion shift. Instead, the results suggest that the participants
in the detail review condition were more likely than the
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summary review participants to retrieve suggested items
(including items that were not written down) in the con-
text of remembering the witnessed event.

One theoretical account of our findings is provided by
the source-monitoring framework (SMF; Johnson et al.,
1993). According to this account, source memory deci-
sions are made by comparing the amount and nature of
the characteristics associated with a memory trace to ex-
pectations about the characteristics of memory from dif-
ferent sources. Errors can occur when memory traces
have characteristics normally associated with a different
source. In the context of this study, the SMF would sug-
gest that participants in the detail review condition were
more likely to think about (and produce) postevent sug-
gestions while recollecting the events in the video than
were participants in the summary review condition.
Thus, these participants may have been more likely to
form an image of the suggested item and/or associate the
item with contextual details from the events in the video.
This process would make the characteristics of these
suggested items more “event-like” and consequently
more likely to be attributed to the video during the source
test.

One interesting aspect of our study is that the results
are, in many ways, counterintuitive. Most people (in-
cluding potential jurors) would be likely to say that a thor-
ough, careful review of one’s memory for an eyewitness
event is almost certainly likely to lead to greater accuracy.
In some sense they would be correct. If we consider just
the written product of the review, the detail review in-
structions increased recall of both event and postevent
details relative to the summary review. Thus, the instruc-
tions led participants to recall more information. How-
ever, the process of engaging in a detailed review had
negative consequences that were not apparent until the
final source test. Specifically, the detailed review actu-
ally rendered participants less able to accurately ascertain
the source of the postevent suggestions under conditions
that encouraged close scrutiny of their memories. We
note that this finding is relevant to research on the Cog-
nitive Interview (CI; Fisher & Geiselman, 1992), a tech-
nique used to facilitate recall of eyewitness events. Our
detail review instructions bear a strong resemblance to
the “Report Everything” component of the technique.
Furthermore, it has been argued that the CI technique as
a whole leads to both increased accurate and erroneous
recall (Memon & Stevenage, 1996; Memon, Wark, Hol-
ley, Bull, & Koehnken, 1997; but see Fisher, 1996). Al-
though we have not tested the CI technique in this study,
our findings raise the possibility that instructions used in
this procedure have the potential to solidify erroneous
memories when witnesses have been previously exposed
to misleading postevent information.

Although the present study demonstrates that a de-
tailed review following postevent suggestion can increase
source misattribution errors more than can a summary re-
view, we do not argue that a detailed review will always
lead to poorer performance. The effect of specificity of

review is likely to interact with the type of postevent in-
formation that is suggested. Most of the suggestions used
in this study were fairly peripheral aspects of the event
(e.g., the thief pulled a window shade down), which is
typical for eyewitness suggestibility research. Thus, it is
not surprising that a detailed review, relative to a sum-
mary review, increased the incorporation of these types of
suggestions. If the suggestions were more central to the
event, participants could be just as likely to think about
and include these details (and increase the likelihood of
source misattribution errors) in a summary review as in a
detailed one. However, there is a caveat. Postevent misin-
formation that is more central may be more difficult for
participants to accept, because it more obviously con-
flicts with memory for the event, and in some cases, may
actually make them scrutinize postevent information
more closely (Loftus, 1979).

The task of a witness is difficult. The encoding of wit-
nessed events can occur under less than ideal circum-
stances, and often considerable time passes between the
occurrence of the event and when a witness is called to
testify. Common sense suggests that one way to preserve
memory is to review the details of what happened. The
results of this study and related research (e.g., Hash-
troudi, Johnson, Vnek, & Ferguson, 1994; Koutstaal
et al., 1999; Mather & Johnson, 2000, 2001) suggest that
not all reviews are equal in their effects on memory. Re-
viewing is inherently selective, and this can lead to both
increased accuracy and increased error.
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NOTES

1. Repetition was manipulated in the present study to examine
whether the effects of review were greater for items that were better re-
membered from the questions (i.e., thrice > once suggested items). As
noted in the results, although suggestibility increased with repetition,
the effect did not interact with type of review.

2. Some readers may note that the test format for this study differs
from the four-alternative single question format (i.e., “saw,” “read,”
“both,” “neither”) often seen in source memory studies. In previous
studies (e.g., Zaragoza & Lane, 1994, Experiment 5), we have found
that estimates of source misattributions to the witnessed event obtained
with the separate yes/no source question format used in this study are
virtually identical to those obtained with a four-alternative format. In
fact, the separate question format was originally used as a response to
claims that a “both” response in the four-alternative format was simply
a “compromise” response when participants were unsure of the source.

3. Follow-up analyses revealed that the group differences in attribut-
ing suggested items to the video was not a result of group differences in
the overall likelihood of recognizing the suggested items (i.e., attribut-
ing them to either the video or the suggestions), because overall recog-
nition of suggestions did not differ by group. The proportion of sug-
gestions correctly attributed to only the questions also did not differ
between groups. Instead, the effect was due to group differences in the
number of suggestions that were attributed to both the video and the
questions, [F(2,267) = 3.34, p < .05]. Post hoc Tukey tests revealed that
detail review participants made more “both” attributions (M = .40, SE =
.03) than did summary review participants (M = .30, SE = .02). Control
participants were in between (M = .36, SE = .03) and did not signifi-
cantly differ from the other groups. Thus, participants in the detail re-
view condition were as accurate at correctly remembering that the sug-
gestions had been in the questions, but were more likely to also incorrectly
attribute the suggestions to the video.
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