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AB A
This study rzplicated and extended an experiment conducted by Spanos and McLean
(1986). Spanos and McLean found that 11 out of 33 highly hypnotizable hypnotic
subjects accepted the suggestion of a pseudomemory (loud noises on a previous quiet
night). After hidden observer instructions, only two out of 11 subjects still
maintained that the noises had been real. The present experiment replicated the
Spanos and McLean procedure, and in addition to hypnotic subjects, included a low-
hypnotizable simulator group and a high-hypnotizable imagery group. The
pseudomemory was accepted significantly more often by simulators than by hypnotic
subjects (60% and 32% respectively), and all groups showed a higher rate of
pseudomemory acceptance after an additional cue regarding the nature of the noises.
When awakened, approximately half of each group maintained that the noises had
really occurred. After "hidden observer” instructions, only three out of six hypnotic
subjects, two out of five simulators, and two out of eight imagery subjects still
maintained that the noises had been real. These findings suggest that hypnotically
induced pseudomemories may reflect reporting biases rather than memory alteration,
and that the demands inherent in the pseudomemory test paradigm may be sufficient

to account for subjects responding without positing actual distortions in memory.

i
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E RY

Much research to date has demonstrated that eyewitness testimony is
frequently inaccurate (e.g.,Loftus, 1979). For instance, research conducted by Loftus
and her associates (e.g. Loftus, 1977; Loftus & Greene, 1980) demonstrated that
recall and recognition performance are often unreliable and can be adversely affected
by misleading postevent information. These studies usually involved subjects first
viewing a sequence of slides illustrating an event such as a traffic accident.
Additional information was given to the subjects in the form of a written account of
what had taken place. In the "misled” condition, subjects received inaccurate
information concerning an important fact contained in the slide sequence. For
example, in the original slide presentation, subjects had been shown a car at a stop
sign. However, the postevent narrative read by subjects described a yield sign instead
of a stop sign. Subjects in the control group were not exposed to any specific
information about this detail in the narrative. After the narrative presentation, all
subjects were given a two-alternative, forced-choice recognition test on what they had
seen in the slides. The question concerning the critical fact (e.g. What was the sign
at the intersection?) allowed subjects to choose between the detail that was presented
in the slides (stop sign) and that presented in the narrative (yield sign). It was
consistently found that the control subjects performed more accurately on the test
question than did the misled subjects. Loftus and her associates hypothesized that
misleading information replaces the original material and that the original information

is irreversibly lost from memory (Loftus, Miller & Burns, 1978). Other rescarchers
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contend that the original information is not permanently lost, but is simply
inaccessible. For instance, Bekerian and Bowers (1983) showed subjects 24 slides,
which included a picture of a traffic sign (e.g. stop sign). After the slide
presentation, some subjects were shown information that was consistent (e.g. stop
sign), while others received information that was misleading (e.g. yield sign). In the
testing portion of the experiment, subjects were shown pairs of slides and were
required to identify which of the two slides was shown in the first sequence. One
group saw the slides in random order (random test condition) while the other group
were shown them in the original sequence (sequential test condition). The important
test item required the subject to choose between a stop sign and a yield sign.

The subjects in the random test condition who were given consistent postevent
information performed better on the critical test item (94% correct) than those who
were given misleading information (64% correct). However, performance did not
differ between the consistent (85% correct) and misleading information (87% correct)
groups in the sequential test condition. These researchers concluded that the original
information was not completely lost due to exposure to the misleading cue, rather it
was rendered inaccessible in the random test condition.

McCloskey and Zaragoza (1985) also argued that misleading postevent
information does not interfere with the memory of the original event. They claimed
that the procedure used in studies that do claim memory deterioration following
postevent suggestions (e.g. Loftus et al., 1978) was inappropriate. McCloskey and

Zaragoza (1985) modified the testing procedure used by Loftus et al. (1978) by
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changing the choice of items in the recognition phase. For example, the subjects
viewed a series of slides, one of which showed a man holding a hammer (the cntical
item). The subjects were then given a written description of the event shown in the
series of slides. Subjects in the control condition received no specific intormation
concerning the critical item. For those in the misled condition, the cntical item was
referred to as a screwdriver in the postevent narrative. All subjects were then
administered a recognition test on the slide series. The original test procedure (Loftus
et al., 1978) iavolved choosing between the original item (hammer) depicted in the
slide, and a misleading item (screwdriver). The modified procedure did not include
the misleading item (screwdriver) in the recognition test. Instead, the subjects were
asked to choose between the original item (hammer) and a new item (wrench). These
researchers maintained that this procedure enabled them to determine whether
misleading information impairs the memory of the original item. They argued that if
misleading information does affect memory for the original iest item, then control
subjects should perform better than the misled subjects on the recognition test even
though the recognition test does not include the misleading item. However, if
misleading information does not affect original item memory, then the performance of
the misled and control subjects should not differ. Using this procedure, no difference
in recognition performance was found between the misled and the controf subjects.
McCloskey and Zaragoza (1985) concluded that the miisleading information had no
significant effect on the memory of the original event.

Regardless of whether postevent information actually changes original
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memories, it is clear tha: recall and recognition are often inaccurate. The
incompleteness and inaccuracy that frequently characterizes reca’’ has been a concern
to those in the legal profession as well as to those pursuing memory research in the
area of psychology. The interests of those involved in the judicial system are

practical; how to enhance accurate recall among clients and witnesses.

N RECALL

In the forensic context, hypnotic procedures have been used to enhance
memory recall with mixed results. The general public (i.e. the jury) commonly
believes that recall under hypnosis is accurate. Much evidence to date invalidates this
assumption (Smith, 1983; Wagstaff, 1984) and increasingly, courts have ruled against
accepting hypnotically obtained testimony. A number of investigators (Smith, 1983;
Relinger, 1984; Ome, Soskis, Dinges & Ome, 1984; Sheehan, 1985) have thoroughly
reviewed the daia concerning the effect of hypnotic procedures on recall. Of
particular concern to the legal community is the possibility of error in the retelling of
events by the hypnotized witnesses while being interrogated.

Hypnotic procedures have been successfully employed as a memory enhancer

in several criminal cases (eg. Arons, 1967; Reiser, 1976; Teitelbaum, 1969). These
case reports have led some police and other investigative authorities to use hypnotic
procedures in the belief that they can improve recall. An anecdote often used to
demonstrate the efficacy of hypnosis in restoring lost memory involves the Chowchilla

kidnapping case (People v. Woods et al., 1977). A bus driver and 26 children were
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forced at gunpoint into vans and then into a rectangular tomb underground n a
remote rock quarry. The bus driver and two boys succeeded in escaping and
contacted the police. The bus driver could not remember the licence plate numbers ot
the kidnapper’s vans. However, following an hypnotic induction provedure, he
recalled part of the licence number. This resulted in the apprehension and arrest of
the criminals involved.

Although cases such as this are commonly employed to support the utility of
hypnotic procedures for enhancing recall, it is difficult to substantiate the role played
by hypnotic procedures. Orne (1979) pointed out that many licence plate numbers
have been recalled by hypnotic witnesses for cars that could not have been involved in
the crime. O’Connell, Shor, & Ome (1970) demonstrated that subjects tended to
recall more information following hypnotic procedures, but also to report more
inaccuracies. They regressed their subjects back to their childhoods and asked them
to describe other children in their school room class. They were surprised to discover
that some of the individuals so vividly described by these subjects were children who
had not been in their class.

Dhanens and Lundy (1975) investigated the question of hypuotic enhancement
of memory using low-hypnotizable and high-hypnotizable hypnotic subjects. All
subjects learned a meaningful prose passage (short biography) and a nonmeaningful
list of 13 ncnsense syllables. All subjects attempted recall of these items, in order,
approximately one week later and in one of six experimental conditions. FEach group

contained equal numbers of high and low hypnotizable subjects. Four out of the six
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groups underwent nonhypnotic procedures; 1) control group, 2) relaxation group, 3)
regression group (instructed to regress back to original session), and 4) motivation
group (instructed to try hard). The last two groups were given a hypnotic induction
procedure followed by; 5) regression instructions, and 6) motivational
encouragement. High-hypnotizable subjects who had received both the hypnotic
induction and motivational instructions recalled the meaningful material significantly
better than the other groups. Dhanens and Lundy (1975) concluded that hypnosis
played a role in increased ability to recall, but that motivation was also an important
contributing factor.

On the other hand, Cooper and London (1973) found that hypnosis did not
improve recall in their low and high hypnotizable subjects. Each subject attempted to
remember the information contained in an article about a rare chemical. Two weeks
after reading the article, subjects were asked 33 questions about the article. Each
subject was tested once following hypnotic procedures, and once while they were
awake, with the order of recall counterbalanced. Hypnotic procedures did not
improve memory. However, subjects did recall significantly better on the second
test.

The nature of the information being remembered is an important factor when
the data are being used to validate forensic procedures. Of particular importance is
whether procedures are forensically relevant. McEwan and Yuille (1982) tested the
recall of highly hypnotizable subjects concering the details of a 90 second long

videotape of a simulated bank robbery. Subjects were tested one week later about the
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robber’s appearance. No significant difference in recall was found between hypnotic
and nonhypnotic groups.

Putnam (1979) used a videotape of a car-bicycle accident as the memory test
item, and then posed a series of questions about the event. No significant difference
was found between nonhypnotic and hypnotic subjects.

Putnam also investigated the role of hypnosis in suggestibility and confidence
of recall. Subjects were asked five leading questions (e.g. “Did you see the stop
sign?”) as well as nonleading questions regarding the film they had just seen. No
difference in accuracy of recall was found between hypnotic and nonhypnotic subjects
on the objective questions. Hypnotic subjects performed less accurately than
nonhypnotics on the six leading questions. No difference in confidence level was
found between the two groups, even though the hypnotics showed more inaccuracies.

Several experimenters (Putnam, 1979; Zelig & Beidleman, 1981) have found
that hypnotic and nonhypnotic subjects displayed equivalent levels of confidence in the
accuracy of their recall, even though the hypnotic subjects reported more inaccuracies
than those in the nonhypnotic condition. Others have reported equal recall accuracy
in nonhypnotics and hypnotics, yet hypnotics displayed more confidence in their
responses (Spanos, Quigley, Gwynn, Glatt & Perlin, 1991; Sheehan & Tilden, 1983,
Whitehouse. Dinges, Orne & Ome, 1988).

Due to the results of experiments such as these, some investigators have
lobbied for limitations on the legal admissibility of evidence obtained via hypnotic

interview,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyz\w\w.manaraa.



MORY AND HYPNOSI .

Several researchers (e.g. Ome, 1979; Diamond, 1980; Laurence & Perry,
1983) advocate the view that hypnotic interrogation encourages the fabrication of
pseudomemories by the eyewitness. According to this hypothesis, the interrogator
unwittingly cues the witness as to the expected answer to a question. The respondent
internalizes the suggestion made by the interrogator, gives the desired response, and
furthermore, believes the response to be an accurate accounting of the original event.
According to this hypothesis, hypnosis creates a situation in which the witness cannot
distinguish between the real facts and a confabulated memory (i.e. pseudomemory) of
the event.

Ome (1979) suggested that hypnosis may encourage confabulation when the
interview contains leading questions. He cautioned the legal community against using
hypnotic procedures as memory enhancers, as the subject may pick up subtle cues
during interrogation, integrate the false information, and be unable to distinguish
between real and false memories of the event.

It has been found in several studies that highly hypnotizable subjects were
more likely to accept the veracity of a false memory than were low hypnotizable
subjects. For example, Barnier and McConkey (1992) exposed subjects to slides of a
purse-snatching episode followed by three misleading suggestions about the event, and
then tested the subjects three times on recall. They found that false memory reports

did not differ between hypnotics and nonhypnotics, but that highly hypnotizable

subjects were more likely than lows to report pseudomemories.
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Several studies have succeeded in reducing pseudomemory reports by
modifying the testing procedure. McCann and Sheehan (1987) showed their subjects
a videotape of a staged bank robbery, then exposed them to false suggestions. It was
suggested that the thief had wom a dark stocking mask (he had not), that he had been
swearing (he had not), and that he had entered from the right side (he did not). Prior
to the recall test, half of the subjects were administered a recognition test. The
subjects who received the recognition test were significantly less likely to report
pseudomemories. These researchers concluded from their data that memory for the
original videotape event was not irretrievably lost.

Murray, Cross & Whipple (1992) investigated whether pseudomemory
response represents memory distortions or simply response bias. They offered a
monetary incentive to subjects in three out of four experimental groups in order to
encourage them to differentiate between a false suggestion and a real occurrence.
Pseudomemory reports were significantly lower among subjects who received a
financial reward than among those who did not. The experimenters suggested that
pseudomemory effects in highly hypnotizable subjects may be decreased by the offer
of an incentive for unbiased reports.

McConkey, Labelle, Bibb & Bryant (1990) tested high and low hypnotizable
subjects on pseudomemory reporting. Subjects were first questioned in the initial
experimental environment, and then were questioned again by a different
experimenter away from the initial testing location. Highly hypnotizable subjects

were more likely to report pseudomemories than low hypnotizable subjects. The
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responses of the two groups did not differ in the hypnotic and nonhypnotic conditions.
Most important, pseudomemory reporting decreased when it was tested away from the
initial testing location by a different researcher. Only one subject out of a total of
fourteen still reported the false suggestion. McConkey et al. (1990) concluded that
pseudomemory reporting may be a response to the social demands of the experimental
setting, or may arise from a temporary confusion of the subject’s memory.

Lynn, Weekes & Milano (1989) compared the responses of hypnotic and
simulator subjects to the suggestion of a phone call and conversation, and a real
phone call and conversation. The hypnotic subjects were able to distinguish objective
events from suggested ones. Only 11% of the hypnotic group reported that they
heard a phone ring following the suggestion on an open-ended report, while none said
that they had heard a phone ring in response to a forced-choice question. Simulator
and hypnotic subjects did not differ in their responses across experimental conditions.

Weekes, Lynn, Green & Brentar (1992) gave pseudomemory suggestions to
highly hypnotizable and task-motivated subjects. The task-motivated subjects were
more likely to respond to the noise suggestion. However, 69% of all the subjects
who responded to the noise suggestion also reported pseudomemories. The extent of
pseudomemory reporting was not decreased by informing subjects that they could
differentiate between fantasy and reality while in a state of deep concentration.
Seventy-five percent of highly hypnotizable subjects, and 54% of the task-motivated
subjects continued to report pseudomemories, even after deep concentration

instructions. Highly hypnotizable subjects reported more unsuggested noises than
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task-motivated subjects. Those subjects who reported pseudomemornies were more
confident in their accuracy of memory in this task than those who maintained that the
noises had been imagined.

Smm, Gwynn, Comer, Baltruweit & deGroh (1991) showed that hypnotic
and nonhypnotic subjects who confidently identified a mugshot after witnessing a
videotaped crime, disavowed their earlier identifications during cross-examination. In
another experiment, Spanos et al. (1989) reported that those highly hypnotizable
subjects who were given instructions which allowed them to disavow their earlier
mugshot identifications without discrediting themselves (hidden observer instructions),
showed the highest rate of disavowal. Cross-examination which implied that the
subjects had been dishonest or inattentive resulted in the lowest rate of disavowal.
Clearly the reporting of pseudomemories can be influenced by various factors such as
motivation, location, and experimental procedures such as recognition tests and hidden

observer instructions.

THE PRESENT EXPERIMENT

The present experiment sought to replicate and extend the results of an earlier
study in which pseudomemories were created in highly hypnotizable subjects.
Laurence and Perry (1983) claimed to have demonstrated hypnotic memory
confabulation. Highly hypnotizable subjects were first asked to choose a night during
which they had slept peacefully with no awakenings or dreams. They were then

asked to describe their activities during the half hour before they went to bed on the
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night in question. A procedure adapted from Ome (1979) was used to elicit the

creation of false memories. This procedure involves the administration of "hypnotic
age regression” instructions which take the subject back to that particular night.
While the subject is "reliving” this night, the experimenter asks if the subject hears
any loud noises. Since the subject had previously described the night as quiet and
uneventful, this question constitutes a subtle suggestion for the subject to incorporate
loud noises into their experience. Some subjects gave a positive response, thereby
accepting the idea that they heard loud noises on the night in question.

In Laurence and Perry’s (1983) study, 13 out of 27 highly hypnotizable
subjects reported postexperimentally that they heard loud noises while reliving their
chosen night and believed that these noises actually occurred on that night rather than
having been suggested. These results were interpreted as support for the hypothesis
that pseudomemories can be created within a hypnotic situation that includes subtle
suggestions formulated to encourage this phenomenon. Furthermore, these results
were interpreted as showing that this memory alteration persists even after the
experiment is over, as evidenced by post-hypnotic interviews. Unfortunately, as
Laurence and Perry’s (1983) study did not include a nonhypnotic group, conclusive
statements cannot be made concerning the effect of the hypnotic procedure on the
pseudomemory creation phenomenon.

Interestingly, an explanation can be offered for these data without accepting
the notion that hypnotic subjects cannot distinguish between real and false memories.

This account suggests that highly hypnotizable people respond to suggestions in a way

Reproduced with permission of the copyright:owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyspnw.manaraa.



13

that will maintain their self-image as "good” hypnotic subjects (Spanos, 1983). Some
subjects in the Laurence and Perry experiment may have thought that the question,
"Did you hear any noises?” was a trick and chose to respond with the relatively safe
and truthful answer that they did not hear any noises. Others correctly understood
that the question was a subtle suggestion to incorporate the information about noises
into the situation being "relived”. Concluding that a hypnotized person would accept
the suggestion as reality, and seeing themselves as such, these subjects gave the
positive response of yes. Subjects who answered yes to the question and maintained
that their answer was correct even after the hypnotic procedure was terminated, may
have done so in an effort not to discredit their earlier response. In short,
pseudomemory reports may reflect reporting biases rather than actual changes in
memory.

Spanos and McLean (1986) addressed this issue in their experiment by using
hidden observer instructions to determine whether subjects can distinguish between
real and suggested information. Hidden observer instructions (Hilgard, 1977; Spanos,
1983) were administered to those subjects who responded positively to the suggestion
that they had heard loud noises on the night in question. These instructions stipulate
that there exists a hidden part of the mind that can differentiate between real and
suggested events and that the experimenter can communicate with this hidden
observer. Spanos and McLean (1986) found that 11 out of 33 subjects responded
affirmatively to the loud noise suggestion. However, out of these 11 subjects only 2

still claimed to have heard the loud noise after the administration of the hidden
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observer instructions. At the end of the session, the subjects were advised that they
could now remember their hidden part and what was said during that time. Four
subjects now indicated that the noises had really occurred. These contextually
induced shifts in whether an event was reported as real or as imaginary suggest that
highly hypnotizable subjects can differentiate between reality and suggestion when
doing so does not undercut their self-image as a responsive hypnotic subject.

The present study attempted to further examine this phenomenon by
administering the procedure used by Spanos and McLean (1986) to two additional
experimental groups; nonhypnotics (imagery) subjects and simulators. Only highly
hypnotizable subjects were used for the hypnotic and imagery groups because low
hypnotizables fail to respond to suggestions for memory distortion. Simulators were
used to examine the extent to which the experimental procedure contained cues which
informed subjects about the appropriate way to respond. Simulators were explicitly
instructed not to experience suggested effects. Consequently, their responses can be
seen as reflections of their understanding of the experimental demands in the absence
of any cognitive or perceptual distortions brought about by suggestions. In order to
ensure that simulators do not inadvertently experience suggested effects, only low
hypnotizables are assigned to this condition. An addition to the Spanos and McLean
(1986) study involved the substitution of a stronger cue in order to elicit greater
response from the subjects. This cue was identical to the one used by Labelle,
Laurence, Nadon & Perry (1990). The cue consisted of first enquiring of the subjects

if they hear the loud noises, then suggesting that the noises might be that of a door
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slamming or a car back-firing. Following Labelle et al. (1990), if the subject did not
report hearing the noises, they were prompted a second time with instructions to listen
carefully and to tell the experimenter what time they thought it was. Labelle et al.
(1990) found that high (45%) and medium (46%) hypnotizable subjects were more
likely to believe in the veracity of the pseudomemory than were low (0%)
hypnotizable subjects.

Subjects in the nonhypnotic group were administered the same procedure as
the hypnotic group with the exception of the hypnotic induction and the addition of
instructions to relax and vividly imagine the suggestions given by the experimenter.

A large number of studies (reviewed by Barber, 1969), indicate that hypnotic and
nonhypnotic subjects responded equivalently to a wide range of suggestions. One
purpose of the present study was to determine the extent to which the
*pseudomemory” phenomenon is due to the administration of the hypnotic induction
procedure.

As previously stated, the simulator subjects were chosen from those individuals
exhibiting a low level of hypnotizability. Following Orne (1979), these subjects were
instructed by someone other than the experimenter to fake hypnosis to the best of
their ability. Typically, simulators respond to a greater number of suggestions than
either hypnotic or nonhypnotic nonsimulators (i.e., "reals”) (see deGroot and Gwynn,
1989 for a review). Simulators are administered the same experimental procedures as
hypnotics, but are instructed not to experience suggested effects. Their only task is to

exhibit the appropriate behavioral responses, relying on their own knowledge of
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hypnosis and the perceived demands of the experiment. The performance of
simulators reveals the extent to which the data obtained from hypnotic subjects can be
duplicated by nonhypnotic subjects who simply respond to the social demands of the
experiment.

Simulators typically outperform reals. For example, Barber and Calverly
(1966) found that simulators exhibited higher levels of recognition and recall amnesia
than did reals. Spanos, Radtke-Bodorick & Stam (1980) found that simulators rated
their amnesia as feeling more involuntary than did reals. Spanos, Radtke, Hodgins,
Stam & Bertrand (1983) showed that more simulators than reals described
hallucinated objects as having the same properties as actual objects (e.g. colour and
texture). These studies suggest that reals are more likely than simulators to respond
incompletely to difficult test items.

Orne (1959) argued that simulators and reals are exposed to identical demand
characteristics. He attributed behavioral differences found between these two groups
to the presence of an hypnotic state in the reals. However, Sheehan (1970) showed
that simulators and reals are responding to different experimental demands. Real
hypnotic subjects are limited in their responding by implicit demands for honesty in
reporting their experiences. Simulators do not have to subjectively experience
suggested effects, they need only respond as they believe hypnotized person would
respond. Instructions administered before the experiment encourage the simulators to
fake being deeply hypnotized. They are not required to be honest about their

experiences, only to imitate as best they can the behaviour of a hypnotized person. In
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their effort to fulfill their obligations and fool the experimenter, simulators tend to
respond more completely to difficult task suggestions than reals (sce deGroot and
Gwynn, 1989).

It was expected that more simulators than hypnotic or nonhypnotic subjects
would respond positively to the loud noise cue. This was predicted on the
assumption that the simulators would eagerly accept any suggestion in their efforts to
appear deeply hypnotized. Hypnotics and nonhypnotics were expected to respond in

equal numbers to the loud noise suggestion.
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METHOD
Subjests
All experimental groups consisted of university students who had completed
the Carleton University Responsiveness to Suggestion Scale (CURSS; Spanos et al.,
1983) and participated in the study for course credit or pay. The 44 hypnotic subjects
and the 33 imagery subjects scored 5 - 7 on the objective dimension of the CURSS.
The simulator group was comprised of 30 low hypnotizable university students who

had scored O - 2 on the CURSS.

Procedure

Subjects in all three conditions were individually greeted by a person other
than the experimenter. Simulators were read written instructions which asked them to
behave as if they were excellent hypnotic subjects and informed them that the
experiment would be terminated if the researcher guessed that they were faking.
These subjects were encouraged to use everything they had learnt about hypnosis plus
any cues given by the experimenter in order to give a convincing performance.

Nons. ' "ators were also greeted by someone other than the experimenter but wers
not ‘ead the simulation instructions. All subjects were then brought to the
experimenter and introduced as either a hypnosis or imagery subject. (See Appendix
1 for simulator instructions)

Simulator and hypnotic subjects were orally administered a ten minute
hynnotic induction procedure (modified from Barber, 1969) followed by instructions

to choose a night within the past week during which they had slept peacefully with no
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memory of dreams or awakenings. (See Appendix 2 for hypnotic induction
procedure) They were then regressed to that night and askec. whether they heard any
loud noises. (See Appendix 3 for regression instructions). They were prompted to
listen carefully and to tell the experimenter if they heard any noises. If the subjects
reported that they did not hear the noises, they were prompted a second time with
instructions to attend carefully, to tell the researcher what time they thought it was,
and whether they were aware of the noises now. These instructions were taken
verbatim from Labelle et al. (1989). Those subjects who did not report hearing loud
noises were awakened, debriefed, thanked for their participation and taken to a person
other than the experimenter to be dismissed. Simulators were informed by this person
that they could now stop faking hypnosis. (See Appendix 4 for noise instructions)
Subjects who answered that they did hear loud noises were asked to describe

the noises in detail. They were then awakened and asked the following questions;

1) Do you remember waking up last ___ night?

2) Did you hear any noises?

3) Please describe the noises in as much detail as you can.

4) Do you think that the noises that woke you up happened last ___ night or did

you just imagine them while you were hypnotized?

Hidden observer instructions (Hilgard, 1977) were preceded by a hypnotic

induction procedure. These instructions were taken from Spanos and Mcl.can (1986)
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and suggest that the subject has a hidden part that knows the truth concerning what
really happened on the night in question and knows what is occurring throughout the
experiment. A particular cue (touch on the shoulder) was employed to enable the
experimenter to communicate with the hidden part. When the experimenter touched
the subject on the shoulder, the subject was again asked question #4. The
experimenter withdrew her hand from the subject’s shoulder, which meant that the
researcher was now speaking to the hypnotized part of the subject, and again question
#4 was asked. The subjects were then instructed that they could now remember their
hidden part and were asked question #4 for the 'ast time. Subjects were debriefed,
thanked and brought to a person other than the experimenter to be dismissed. (See
Appendix 5 for hidden observer instructions)

Imagery subjects underwent the same procedure as the hypnotics except for the
substitution of imagery instructions for hypnotic procedures. The imagery
instructions included suggestions to deeply relax and to vividly imagine subsequent

descriptions. (See Appendix 6 for imagery instructions)
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RESULTS

The initial question, "Do you hear the loud noises?" prompted only 23% of the
hypnotics (10 out of 44 subjects), 40% of the simulators (12 out of 30 subjects), and
27% of the imagery subjects (9 out of 33 subjects) to give an affirmative reply (see
Table 1). Chi Square Analysis yielded nonsignificant results (x? (df = 2) = 2.65, x’
crit.(0.05) = 5.99).

Additional cues were given regarding the nature of the noises, which were
designed to encourage subjects to re-evaluate their earlier response. This strategy
yielded an increase in loud noise responses. Now a total of 32% of the hypnotics (14
out of 44 subjects), 60% of the simulators (18 out of 30 subjects), and 51% of the
imagery subjects (17 out of 33 subjects) reported that they had heard the loud noises
(see Table 2). Chi square analysis found a significant difference between the groups’
responses after the cued question (x? (df = 2) = 6.34, p <.05, x? crit. = 5.99).
Additional analysis between pairs of groups found a significant difference between the
responses of the hypnotic and simulator groups (x2 (df = 1) = 5.77, p <.02, ¥’
crit. = 5.41). The simulators more frequently gave an affirmative response to the
loud noise question than did the hypnotic subjects. The differences in loud noise
responses between imagery subjects and simulators (x? (df = 1) = 0.46, x’ crit.(0.05)
= 3.84) and between imagery and hypnotic subjects, (x* (df = 1) = 3.04, x*

crit.(0.05) = 3.84) were not significant.
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Hypnotics 10 34 (23% said yes)
Simulators 12 18 (40% said yes)
Imagery 9 24 (27% said yes)

Noise Question Plus Additional Cue;

Yes No
Hypnotics 14 30 (32% said yes)
Simulators 18 12 (60% said yes)
Imagery 17 16  (51% said yes)
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The hypnotic subjects were instructed to awaken, and then all the subjects who
had accepted the loud noise suggestion were asked whether they thought that the
noises had really occurred or were only imagined while they had been
hypnotized/relaxed. Forty-three percent of these hypnotics (6 out of 14 subjects),
39% of thesé simulators (7 out of 18 subjects), and 47% of these imagery subjects (8
out of 17 subjects) reported that the noises had really occurred. Chi square analysis
(x? (df = 2) = 0.24, x? crit.(0.05) = 5.99) indicated no significant differences
between the groups (see Table 3).

Hidden observer instructions were administered, and again the subjects were
asked whether they thought that the noises had been real or imagined. Of the six
hypnotics who maintained (when awake) that the noises had been real, three reported
“real”, and three said "imagined" after hidden observer instructions. Of those seven
simulators who said (when awake) that the noises had been real, only two still
maintained this after hidden observer instructions. Six out of the eight imagery
subjects who reported that the noises had been real (when awake) now maintained that
they had only imagined them. Most subjects in all three groups who said that they
had imagined the noises before hidden observer instructions continued to report this
after hidden observer instructions (7 out of 8 hypnotics, 8 out of 11 simulators, and 8

out of 10 imagery subjects).
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Hypnotics 6 8 (43% said real)
Simulators 7 11 (39% said real)
Imagery 8 9 (47% said real)
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Chi square analysis yielded no significant differences between the groups (see
Table 4). (Real-Real:Real-Imag. (x? (df = 2) = 1.07) Imag.-Real:Imag.-Imag. (x*
(df = 2) = 0.62) Real-Imag.:Imag.-Real (x? (df = 2) = 1.13) Real-Real:Imag.-Imag.
(! (df = 2) = 0.37) Real-Imag.:Imag.-Real (x? (df = 2) = 0.36) Real-Imag.:Imag.-
Imag. (x? (df = 2) = 0.41) x* crit. (0.05) = 5.99).

In short, these data indicate that only a small minority of the subjects in the

three treatments who indicated that they heard the noises, consistently reported

believing that the noises were real throughout all phases of the procedure. More
specifically, only 3 out of the 14 hypnotic subjects (21%), 2 out of the 16 simulators
(11%), and 2 out of the 17 imagery subjects (12%) consistently reported believing

that the suggested noises really occurred.

R
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Hypnotics 3 3 1 7
Simulators 2 5 3 8
Imagery 2 5 2 8

* Column headings indicate responses before and after hidden observer instructions.
Real-Real means the subject responded that the noises had been real when awake, and
answered the same thing after the hidden observer instructions. Real-Imag. indicates
that the noises had been reported as real when awake, and imagined after hidden
observer instructions. Imag.-Real means that the subject reported that the noises were
imagined when awake, and real after hidden observer instructions. Imag.-Imag.
indicates that the subject said that the noises had been imagined when awake, and then

maintained this response after hidden observer instructions.
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DISCUSSION

The initial suggestion that loud noises occurred during a quiet night failed to
elicit a pseudomemory response in a large proportion of subjects. Only 23% of the
high hypnotizables in the hypnotic condition (10 out of 44 subjects) accepted the loud
noise suggestion. These results are much lower than those of Weekes et al. (1992),
who found that 69% of their high hypnotizable subjects reported pseudomemories.
They are also lower than those found by Laurence and Perry (1983), who reported
that 48% of the high hypnotizable subjects accepted the loud noise suggestion, and
those of Labelle et al.(1990), who found that 45% of the highly hypnotizable subjects
believed in the veracity of the pseudomemory. The results of this study approach
those supplied by Spanos and McLean (1986), who found that 33% of the highly
susceptible hypnotics accepted the same suggestion. It is possible that unavoidable
differences between the studies, such as the experimenter, the specific location, or
other subtle characteristics, may have elicited different levels of response.

Subjects in the three groups did not differ in their frequency of "yes”
responses to the initial question about noises. Even among the simulators, less than
half of the subjects responded to the initial question. These findings suggest that the
initial cue did not clearly indicate a specific response, since even the simulators, who
were strongly motivated to go along with any suggestion, did not understand that the
question called for an affirmative response. The simulators appeared to be unclear
about whether a hypnotized person would accept or reject the reality of the

suggestion.
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However, the addition of a cue which asked the subjects to listen carefully and
to tell the experimenter what time they thought it was, identical to the one used by
Labelle et al. (1990), increased the pseudomemory reports. Sixty percent of the
simulators (18 out of 30 subjects) now reported that the noises had really occurred (an
increase of 20% or 6 subjects, compared to the response to the initial suggestion)
while 32% of the hypnotics ( 14 out of 44 subjects, an increase of 11% or 4 subjects)
agreed. Simulators responded that the noises had really occurred significantly more
often than the hypnotic group. These data support other research (deGroot and
Gwynn, 1989) which indicates that simulators typically outperform reals on test items.
Simulators are not constrained in their responding by demands to report honestly or to
really feel the effects of the suggestions. However, in the present experiment, two
cues were necessary to elicit a significant difference between simulators and
hypnotics.

Twenty-seven percent of the imagery subjects reported that they heard the
noises following the initial cue, while 51% reported hearing the noises after the
additional cue (an increase of 24%). No significant differences were found between
the hypnotic and imagery subjects in pseudomemory responding, even after the
additional cue. These findings replicate those found by Weekes et al. (1992), who
reported that highly hypnotizable hypnotic and nonhypnotic subjects did not differ in
the frequency of pseudomemory reports. These data are consistent with other studies
which have found that imagery and hypnotic subjects behave similarly on suggestion

items (Barber, 1969). These findings indicate that acceptance of an untrue statement
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does not require prior exposure to a hypnotic induction procedure. In fact, more
imagery subjects than hypnotics reported that the noises had been real, which
indicates that suggestions for memory change are at least as readily accepted in
nonhypnotic as in hypnotic test conditions.

The hidden observer instructions were designed to allow subjects to reverse
their earlier reports without losing face or presenting themselves as dishonest or
foolish. These suggestions have successfully reversed the responses of subjects in
previous studies (Spanos and McLean, 1986; Spanos et al, 1989). Such reversals
indicate that true memory alteration cannot be inferred from subjects’ initial
responses, and that subjects will go back on earlier statements given the motivation to
do so. There were no differences between the three experimental groups, following
hidden observer instructions. Three out of the six hypnotics who reported that the
noises had been real before the hidden observer instructions reversed their statements
after the instructions, and now maintained that the noises had been only imagined.
The majority of the imagery and simulator subjects who had said that the noises had
really occurred also disavowed the veracity of noises after hearing the hidden
observer instructions. These results support those of other studies (Spanos et al.,
1989; Spanos & McLean, 1986) which also found that instructions that prompted
subjects to reassess the truth of the event resulted in testimony reversal.

The responses of the simulators to the cues and to the hidden obscrver
instructions did not differ significantly from those of the hypnotic and nonhypnotic

groups. These findings indicate that demands contained in the experimental
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procedures could account for the responses of subjects in all three groups. Neither
the hypnotic induction procedure, nor instructions to vividly imagine the suggestions
resulted in responses that were different from those who were told to fake the
behaviour of a hypnotized person. The social demands contained within the
experiment were enough to elicit similar responses in all three treatment groups.

Some subjects continued to maintain that the noises had really occurred (three
hypnotics, two simulators and two nonhypnotics), even following the hidden observer
instructions. However this finding does not demonstrate that memory alteration
occurred, because there was no significant differences found between the responses of
the simulators and the other two groups.

The major finding of this experiment indicates that a second cue regarding the
nature of the misleading suggestion increases pseudomemory reports. This was found
significantly more often among simulators than among hypnotics. No significant
difference was found between hypnotics and imagery subjects concerning the
acceptance of the suggested noises, even after the second cue was administered.
These results are consistent with previous findings that simulators respond more often
and more completely to suggestions than do reals (deGroot and Gwynn, 1989).

The fact that not all the simulators responded to the pseudomemory suggestion
indicates that the cue was ambiguous and that the subjects in the other conditions may
have also found the cue ambiguous.

These results are consistent with the findings of others (Spanos & McLean,

1986; McCann & Sheehan, 1987; Murray et al., 1992) that the pseudomemory
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phenomenon reflects response bias rather than true memory alteration. Further
research is needed to further our understanding of this subject, and expenments need

to be designed in such a way as to separate reporting bias from actual memory

change.
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Appendix 1

In this experiment, your task will to behave as if you were an excellent
hypnotic subject. The experimenter that you will be working with is Evvy. She is
aware that some people in her experiment are going to be faking hypnosis, but she
has no idea which subjects they will be. Your task is to convince her that you are an
excellent hypnotic subject. This is a difficult task and you may feel at some times
that you have given yourself away. Don't worry about that possibility because if the
experimenter realizes that you are faking she will stop the experiment immediately.
So long as the session continues you will know that you are being successful in faking
hypnosis.

I can’t tell you how to behave or what to do; you have to use what you know
about hypnosis, whatever cues you get from the experimenter, and whatever you learn
from the situation to figure out how a deeply hypnotized subject would behave. Keep
in mind that you are faking « highly hypnotizable subject and that your task is to
pretend that you are going deeply into hypnosis, to perform as you think a deeply
hypnotized person would perform during hypnosis, and when you are awakened, to
behave as though you had been in hypnosis. In other words, you should fake not
only during hypnosis, but afterwards as well, when you are interviewed about your
experiences. During the interview you should answer all questions the way you think

a person who had been deeply hypnotized would answer them,

Reproduced with permission of the copyrightowner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyaw\w.manaraa.c



41

When the session with the experimenter is over, she will bring you back to
talk to me. I would like you to continue faking until that time. I am the only one

that will know that you were faking hypnosis and not in a deep hypnotic trance.
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Appendix 2

Hypnotic Induction Procedure

Close your eyes. Your ability to be hypnotized depends entirely on your
willingness to cooperate. it has nothing to do with your intelligence. As for your
will power -- if you want to, you can pay no attention to me and remain awake all the
time. On the other hand, if you pay close attention to what I say, and follow what I
tell you, you can easily fall into a hypnotic sleep. Hypnosis is nothing fearful or
mysterious. [t is merely a state of strong interest in some particular thing. In a sense
you are hypnotized whenever you see a good show and forget that you are part of the
audience, but instead feel part of the story. Your cooperation, your interest, is what I
ask for. Your ability to be hypnotized is a measure of your willingness to cooperate.
Nothing will be done that will in any way cause the least embarrassment.

Now relax and make yourself entirely comfortable. Relax completely. Relax
every muscle of your body. Relax the muscles of your legs. Relax the muscles in
your arms. Make yourself perfectly comfortable. Let yourself be limp. Relax more
and more, more and more. Relax completely. Relax completely.

Your legs feel heavy and limp, heavy and limp. Your arms are heavy, heavy,
heavy as lead. Your whole body feels heavy, heavier, and heavier. You feel tired
and sleepy, tired and sleepy. You feel drowsy and sleepy, drowsy and sleepy. Your
breathing is slow and regular, slow and regular.

You feel pleasantly drowsy and sleepy as you continue to listen to my voice.
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Just keep your thoughts on what I am saying. You are going to get much more
drowsy and sleepy. Soon you will be deep asleep but you will have no troubling
hearing me. You will not wake up until I tell you. Remember that the dangers of
hypnosis are a myth. Nothing will be done that is in any way harmful to you. | shall
now begin to count. At each count you will feel yourself going down, down, down,
into a deep, comfortable, a deep restful sleep. A sleep in which you will be able o
do all sorts of things I ask you to do. One -- you are going to go deeply asleep. ..
Two -- down, down, into a deep, sound sleep... Three -- four -- more and more,
more and more asleep... Five -- six -- seven -- you are sinking, sinking, into a deep,
deep sleep. Nothing will disturb you. Pay attention only to my voice and the things |
tell you... -- Eight -- nine -- ten -- eleven -- twelve -- deeper and deeper, always
deeper sleep... Thirteen -- fourteen -- fifteen. You will always hear me clearly no
matter how deeply asleep you may be... Sixteen -- seventeen... deep asleep, fast
asleep. Nothing will disturb you. You are going to experience many things that I
will tell you to experience... Eighteen -- Nineteen -- Twenty. Deep asleep. You will
not awaken until I tell you to do so. You will wish to sleep and have the experiences
I shall presently describe.

You are feeling comfortable, relaxed, thinking of nothing, nothing but what I
say, your eyes are closed, comfortably closed, you are thinking of nothing, nothing
but what I say, your arms and legs feel heavy, your arms and legs feel heavy and you
are relaxed, the muscles of your face, arms, and legs are relaxed, your whole body is

relaxed. Drift deeper. It feels as though you are going backward in the darkness,
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backward in the darkness, and as you go backward in the darkness you feel more and
more comfortable, more and more relaxed, you are listening only to my voice, only
to my voice, thinking of nothing, absolutely nothing, concentrating only on my voice,
listening only to what I say, listening only to my voice, you are feeling comfortable
and relaxed, comfortable and relaxed, and you are in a sound sleep -- a deep sound

sleep -- fully prepared to respond to and experience what I will ask you to do.

Wake-up Procedure

Listen very carefully to what I say next. You are going to wake up in a few
moments. You will feel refreshed, wide awake, and in a good mood. I will count
from five to one, and with each count, you will feel yourself becoming more fully
awake. When I reach one, you will be wide awake.

(After hidden observer instructions: Now you can remember everything about
the hidden part of yourself and what you said when I had my hand on your shoulder.)

Five...starting to wake...Four...more and more awake...Three ...still more
and more awake...Two...becoming more and more awake...One...wide awake. Open

your eyes, wide awake.
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Appendix 3

Regression_Instructions

Choose a night last week during which you were alone and slept deeply and
peacefully, with no awakenings or dreams. Which night was ut? o

Please describe to me what you did during the half hour before you went to sleep.

. What time did you fall asleep?

Today is and I will be taking you back in time to last __ night.

You are going back in time, ... back in time, .... back 1n time .

It is no longer ...instead, itisnow __ night.

You are going back still further.... back further ....back to _ and
back to and back further stillto _ and to

Now you are back to last night.

You are back to last night and you are lying in bed shortly before

falling asleep.
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Appendix 4

Noise Instructions
You are now asleep, comfortably asleep. It's 1 a.m. and you are restfully,
deepfully asleep. Time is slowly passing... slowly passing. It is now 2 a.m. and you
are restfully asleep, comfortably asleep, deep asleep.... Time is still passing... it is
3 a.m. and you are deepfully asleep, restfully asleep. Time is passing as you
continue to sleep peacefully and restfully. Itis now 4 a.m. DO YOU HEAR THE

LOUD NOISES?

I want you to tell me whether you heard some loud noises, some loud noises

that m:ght sound iike back-firing of a car, or door slamming, some loud

noises. Listen carefully and tell me if you hear them.

(If subject answers “No") Alright, just attend carefully. Now tell me it’s

around o’clock, tell me whether you become aware of them now.

(If subject answers "Yes") Please describe the loud noises in as much detail as

possible.
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Appendix §

Hidden Observer Instructions

You know that when you are hypnotized, as you are now, you can have many
experiences that lie outside of ordinary reality. During deep hypnosis, people otten
confuse reality with things that were only imagined. The hypnotized part of the
person’s mind accepts suggestions so completely that what was suggested actually
seems to have been happening. For instance, the hypnotized part of you, the part of
you to which I am now speaking can fail to smell or hear things that are actualiy
there. Also, if you are given a suggestion that a cast holds your arm stiftf and rigid,
your arm really feels stiff, just like a real cast was on it. While the hypnotized pan
of you is having these experiences, you are una.vare of ordinary reality. Yet, cven at
the same time that you are experiencing suggestions, there is some other part of your
mind, a hidden part, that knows what is really going on. The hidden part of your
mind is registering everything that is really hropening. The hidden part can always
distinguish what was suggested from what really happened. For example, the
hypnotized part of you might believe that a cast is really holding your arm stiff and
rigid. At the same time, however, the hidden part knows that there is no cast on your
arm.

I will be able to speak to the hidden part of you, the part that knows

everything that is really going on, by placing my hand on your shoulder. When §

speak to this hidden part of yourself, I will place my hand on your shoulder like this
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(demonstrate). While I have my hand on your shoulder, 1 will be in communication
with this hidden part, and we can talk together; but the hypnotized part of you, the
part to whom I am now speaking, will not know that you are talking to me. It will
not know what you are saying, or even that you are talking to me. It will not know
what you are saying, or even that you are talking. When I remove my hand from
your shoulder, yuu will be back in the hypnotic state that you are now in, and you
will not know what you said or even that you were talking to me. You will forget all
about it unti! I say, "Now you can remember everything about the hidden part of

yourself, and what you said when I had my hand on your shoulder.
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Appendix 6

Imagery Instructions

Close your eyes and relax as completely as you can. Try to become deeply
absorbed in creating the suggestions I will presently give to you. Make the
suggestions so real for yourself that your external surroundings become nonexistent
and you are only aware of the scenerio you have created. Vividly imagine every
aspect of the suggestions and make an effort to project yourself into the situation so

that you feel as if you are really there.
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