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Abstract

Highly suggestible and low-suggestible students were shown slides of 40 line drawings
and asked to recall them six times. Two-thirds of the students were given a hypnotic
induction and hypermnesia suggestion for trials 3 and 4. Half of these participants
were told that hypnosis enhances memory. The others were warned that hypnosis can
lead to the production of false memories. Highly suggestible students given memory
enhancement expectancy information displayed an increase in confident errors dur-
ing hypnosis and retained these false memories after hypnosis. However, this effect
was mitigated during hypnosis and eliminated after hypnosis among students who
were warned that it might occur. Compared to control participants, hypnosis did not
produce an increase in accurate memories, regardless of warnings. These data argue
against both the use of hypnosis to enhance memory and the per se exclusion of testi-
mony from hypnotized witnesses.
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Introduction

The idea that hypnosis increases access to information stored in memory led to its use
as a means of uncovering memories in both clinical and forensic settings. Despite
occasional reports to the contrary (e.g. Shields and Knox, 1986), most subsequent
data (reviewed below) have failed to substantiate the hypothesized hypermnesia
effect of hypnosis, and many studies indicated that hypnotic suggestions can lead to
the production of confidently held intrusions or false memories. These data have led
to the exclusion of hypnotically obtained evidence and to the per se exclusion of testi-
mony by witnesses and defendants who have been hypnotized.

Studies investigating the effects of hypnosis on memory reports are of two sorts.
In most, hypnosis has been coupled with attempts to implant memory errors through
the provision of misleading information or direct suggestion about particular past
events (Laurence and Perry, 1983; Yuille and Evans, 1985; Sheehan and Tilden, 1986;
Sheehan, 1988; Lynn et al., 1989; McConkey et al., 1990; Sheehan et al., 1991; Barnier
and McConkey, 1992; Sheehan et al., 1992; Weekes et al., 1992; Lynn et al., 1994;
Green et al., in press). In a smaller number of studies, the effects of hypnosis have
been assessed without misleading information or suggestions about the events to be
recalled (Nogrady et al., 1985; McConkey and Kinoshita, 1988; Whitehouse et al.,
1988; Spanos et al., 1991; Dinges et al., 1992; Orne et al., 1996). In these studies, hyp-
nosis was reported to increase the production of incorrect recall.
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Although the increased errors in memory following hypnosis may be due to the
induction of hypnosis, they could also be explained as a response expectancy effect
(Kirsch, 1985, 1997, in press). The belief that hypnosis enhances memory is wide-
spread (McConkey, 1986), and this belief might lead people to give undue credence
to the veracity of ideas experienced in hypnosis (Hammond et al., 1994; Orne et al.,
1996). Also, in studies of the effects of hypnosis on memory, it is not uncommon for
experimenters to give participants information aimed at strengthening this response
expectancy. Dinges et al. (1992), for example, told participants that hypnosis would
make the targeted material easier to remember, would bring additional memories
from their subconscious minds, and would make their recollections more vivid and
clear. Information of this sort might lead people to interpret thoughts and fantasies as
memories. Indeed, the finding that memory liabilities can be produced in people with
low scores on scales of hypnotic suggestibility has been interpreted as support for the
hypothesis that these effects may be due to hypnotic response expectancies rather
than hypnosis (Orne et al., 1996). However, even if the effect is linked to hypnotic
suggestibility, as some data suggest (Nogrady et al., 1985), it still might be mediated
by expectancy. People who have found themselves to be very responsive to other sug-
gestions might expect to be responsive to hypnotic memory enhancement as well.

If the negative effects of hypnosis on memory reports are due to expectancy then
they might be preventable by the provision of information that counters those
expectancies. The impact of pre-hypnotic information on pseudo memory formation
has been investigated in two studies. Lynn et al. (1991) told some participants that the
mind is like a tape recorder and hypnosis can improve recall, whereas others were
told that hypnosis does not improve memory. A third group of participants was not
given any information about the effects of hypnosis on memory. False memories were
induced via a suggestion to hear a telephone ringing in the room. The authors
reported that their expectancy manipulation failed to affect the rate of pseudo mem-
ory production or the degree of confidence that participants had in those memories.
However, the base rate of responding to the telephone ringing suggestion was very
low, leaving little room for its inhibition by expectancy information.

In a second study, Green et al. (in press) used the nocturnal events paradigm
(Orne, 1979), which produces a higher rate of pseudo memory production in sug-
gestible individuals. This procedure entails participants selecting a night during which
they do not remember waking up or dreaming, hypnotizing them, and then suggesting
that they heard a loud noise which woke them up on the night in question. Half the
participants were warned that hypnosis could lead to false memories; the others were
not. Consistent with the response-expectancy hypothesis, the authors reported that
the effect of the warning was to reduce the rate of pseudo memory reporting from
75% to 38%. However, among participants who developed pseudo memories during
hypnosis, the warnings did not affect the subsequent retention of the false memories.

Both previous studies of the effects of pre-hypnotic warning on pseudo memory
production involved the intentional suggestion of false memories. Participants were
told that they could hear a telephone ringing or that a loud noise had woken them up
on a particular night. Although direct suggestions of this sort might be used by some
therapists or forensic hypnotists, more prudent practitioners are likely to avoid such
suggestive procedures. In a forensic setting, for example, a witness might be
instructed to recall as many details as possible of what was seen, without being told
that they had seen certain events. The purpose of this study was to determine
whether pre-hypnotic expectancy information about the effects of hypnosis on
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memory might affect the production of memory intrusions in the absence of mislead-
ing information. Using procedures similar to those of previous studies (Nogrady et
al., 1985; McConkey and Kinoshita, 1988; Whitehouse et al., 1988; Dinges et al., 1992;
Orne et al., 1996), three groups of students were asked to view slides depicting com-
mon objects and later to recall what they had seen. After baseline memory assess-
ment, participants in two of the groups were hypnotized and additional recall trials
were provided. Half the hypnotized students were warned that hypnosis can lead to
the creation of false memories, whereas the others were told that hypnosis can facili-
tate memory production.

Method

Participants
Ninety female and 60 male undergraduate students at the University of Connecticut
agreed to participate in the study in exchange for credit in an introductory psychol-
ogy course. Half the participants had been selected because they achieved low scores
(0–3) and half because they achieved high scores (9–12) on the Waterloo–Stanford
Group C scale of hypnotic susceptibility (WSGC; Bowers et al., 1982), a group adap-
tation of the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form C (SHSS:C; Weitzenhoffer
and Hilgard, 1962). Participants were among approximately 900 undergraduate stu-
dents who had previously been screened on the WSGC in exchange for class credit.
Participants were assigned randomly to three experimental conditions – positive
expectancy, negative expectancy and no hypnosis control – with the restrictions that:

1. The proportion of males to females be equal in each condition.
2. There be an equal number of low- and high-suggestible participants in each condi-

tion.

Participants were contacted by telephone and invited to take part in the study.
During recruitment, no mention was made of hypnosis or of the connection between
this study and the prior screening sessions. This was to avoid any possible hold-back
effect (Zamansky et al., 1964) that might occur during pre-hypnotic baseline assess-
ment.

Procedure
Participants were told that they would be shown 40 slides depicting common objects
and that subsequently they would be asked to remember and write down the names
of the objects they saw. They were then shown 40 slides containing black and white
line drawings of commonplace objects, which had been randomly selected from the
standardized set of Snodgrass and Vanderwart (1980). Slides were presented on a
carousel projector with an automatic timer set at the rate of one slide every five sec-
onds.

Recall of the objects depicted in the slides was assessed using procedures devel-
oped in previous studies (Dinges et al., 1992; Orne et al., 1996). After being shown
the slides, participants were given response sheets containing 40 blank lines, on which
they were asked to write down the names of all the objects they could remember hav-
ing seen. They were told that when they could not remember any more items, they
were to draw a line under the last entry and begin filling in the blank spaces with
their best guesses. If they remembered additional items while completing the guess-
ing section they were to put a checkmark beside them, so as to distinguish remem-
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bered items from guesses. Participants were given five minutes to complete the recall
trial. There were six recall trials, organized into three sessions, with two trials in each
session. Each trial was preceded by a two-minute period during which response
sheets were distributed and instructions repeated.

Before Session 2, participants in the hypnosis conditions listened to a 15-minute,
tape-recorded, hypnotic induction, adapted from the SHSS:C (Weitzenhoffer and
Hilgard, 1962). Participants in the control condition spent 15 minutes completing a
personality inventory unrelated to the study, and reading unrelated material.

Immediately before the induction, participants in the positive expectancy condi-
tion were told:

‘Many hypnosis researchers have found that hypnosis can actually help enhance memory
for previous events, and as you probably know, hypnosis has often been used in forensic
and clinical settings to help people remember things that they could not remember earlier.
You see, your mind acts much like a video recorder; it records all of the things you expe-
rience and stores them permanently in your memory. However, for one reason or
another, some of your experiences may not be available to your conscious mind, no mat-
ter how hard you try to remember them. For this reason, hypnosis is often used by foren-
sic and clinical experts as a tool to help bring forth additional memories form the
subconscious mind and to make these recollections very vivid and clear. An interesting
thing about hypnosis is that it allows people to focus their minds on the things they are
trying to remember. While you are hypnotized, you may find it easier to focus your atten-
tion and concentration on the pictures you have seen before, and you may also find that
your memories for the pictures have become very sharp and clear. You may also find that
remembering the pictures while your hypnotized helps bring forth from your subcon-
scious mind new memories of items that you have seen in the slides. It seems that the act
of focusing your attention and concentration during hypnosis helps release memories
from your subconscious mind, so that they are available to your conscious mind, and
once these memories are available to your conscious mind during hypnosis, they can be
recalled permanently, even when you are not hypnotized. We are interested in seeing
whether hypnosis can help you better remember the pictures that you have seen earlier.’

In place of these instructions, participants in the negative expectancy condition
were told:

‘It was once thought that hypnosis enhances memory for previous events, but we now
know that hypnosis can also lead to the creation of false memories. That is because hyp-
nosis is linked to the imagination. When people are hypnotized, they are encouraged to
fantasize. That is how they produce suggested experiences. The problem is that it can be
very difficult to tell the difference between a fantasy and a memory. So people who have
been hypnotized sometimes mistake their hypnotic fantasies for things that actually hap-
pened. In other words, while hypnosis may lead to the increased reporting of accurate
memories, it may also lead to the reporting of false memories. In fact, some courts will
not allow a witness to testify if he or she has been hypnotized. Furthermore, hypnotized
people can become very confident in the accuracy of their false memories. This happens
because they have the mistaken belief that hypnosis only produces accurate memories.
However, we have found that this negative effect of hypnosis can be prevented if people
are forewarned about it, and that is why I am telling you about it now. Once they know
about this danger, good hypnotic subjects can tell the difference between real and false
memories, if they are careful. We are interested in seeing whether hypnosis can help you
better remember the pictures that you have seen earlier, but we want you to be aware that
since hypnosis may increase your confidence in your guesses, you should be careful
about whether you really remember seeing the objects you write down or whether you are
just guessing.’
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Control subjects were given instructions based on those given to their counter-
parts in the study by Dinges et al. (1992):

‘The purpose of having you read this material is to take your mind off of the pictures for
a while. Taking a little break this way will make it easier for you to remember the pictures
later on when you are asked to do so.’

Following the hypnotic induction, participants in both hypnosis conditions were
given the following tape-recorded hypermnesia suggestion:

‘Now please keep your eyes closed and continue to relax. In a moment, I will ask you to
open your eyes and write down the names of the objects you have seen in the pictures.
You will be able to do so while remaining deeply relaxed and hypnotized. You will find it
very easy to focus your attention and concentration on the pictures that you have seen.
The pictures will appear easily and effortlessly in your mind’s eye, and you will have no
trouble remembering them. An interesting thing about hypnosis and memory is that the
more items you recall, the easier you will find it to recall even more. Although you are
still deeply hypnotized, you will be able to open your eyes when your are asked to do so,
to write, and to follow the instructions of the experimenter. Now, remaining very deeply
hypnotized, please open your eyes.’

Immediately prior to Trial 4, hypnotic participants were given the following tape-
recorded suggestion:

‘Please continue to relax and focus your concentration and attention on the pictures you
see in your mind’s eye. They are emerging easily and effortlessly in your mind, and you
continue to see them clearly. As you focus on the pictures, more and more of them are
coming to your mind. You see them very clearly and vividly. When the experimenter tells
you to, write down the names of the objects you have seen earlier.’

After Trial 4, hypnosis was terminated for participants in the hypnosis conditions,
and recall trials 5 and 6 were administered to all participants. At the conclusion of the
session, participants were debriefed.

Results

Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations of correct and incorrect memo-
ries as a function of suggestibility (high and low), experimental condition (positive
expectancy, negative expectancy, no hypnosis control), and session (baseline, hypno-
sis, after hypnosis). These data were limited to those indicated by participants to be
memories; guesses were excluded from analysis regardless of whether they were accu-
rate or inaccurate. Session scores are the mean of the two trials that consitituted the
session. Correct and incorrect memories at baseline were subjected to 2 x 3 (sug-
gestibility x condition) analysis of variance (ANOVA). These analyses revealed a sig-
nificant main effect for condition in false memories, F (2,144) = 4.02; p<0.02. With
alpha set at 0.05, a Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference test indicated that more
incorrect memories were reported at baseline by participants assigned to the positive
expectation group (M = 0.45) than by those assigned to the negative expectancy (M =
0.17) or control (M = 0.17) conditions. Because participants had been assigned ran-
domly and no aspect of the experimental manipulation had yet been administered,
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this difference was attributed to sampling error, and subsequent analyses of incorrect
memories included session one scores as a covariate.

A 3 x 2 x 3 (condition by suggestibility by session) mixed model analysis of vari-
ance (ANOVA) on accurate memories revealed a significant main effect for sessions,
F (2,288) = 167.72; p<0.001, but no other significant main effects or interactions. The
mean number of accurate memories reported were 19.02 before hypnosis, 20.98 dur-
ing the hypnosis session, and 21.71after the hypnosis session. A 3 x 2 x 2 (condition by
suggestibility by session) mixed model analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) on incor-
rect memories, with baseline scores as the covariate, revealed significant two-way and
three-way interactions. These consisted of a condition by suggestibility interaction,
F (2,143) = 3.14; p<0.05, and a condition by suggestibility by session interaction,
F (2,143) = 3.29; p<0.05. Tests for simple effects confirmed a main effect for condi-
tion, F (2,143) = 5.29; p<0.01, and a condition by session interaction, F (2,143) = 3.12;
p<0.05, only for highly suggestible participants.
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Table 1. Means (standard deviations) of accurate and inaccurate memories as a function of sug-
gestibility, experimental condition and session

Session

Memory Suggestibility Condition Pre-hypnosis Hypnosis Post-hypnosis

Accurate High Positive expectancy 19.10 (4.63) 21.64 (4.53) 22.34 (4.73)
Negative expectancy 19.42 (4.35) 21.50 (4.98) 22.20 (5.48)
Control 19.36 (4.23) 21.44 (4.72) 22.02 (4.85)

Low Positive expectancy 18.94 (3.69) 20.50 (4.39) 21.12 (4.52)
Negative expectancy 18.50 (5.08) 20.34 (5.87) 21.40 (5.66)
Control 18.80 (2.67) 20.46 (2.67) 21.18 (3.15)

Inaccurate High Positive expectancy 0.54 (0.93) 1.18 (1.68) 1.12 (1.84)
Negative expectancy 0.22 (0.46) 0.54 (0.80) 0.26 (0.66)
Control 0.26 (0.66) 0.28 (0.50) 0.36 (0.87)

Low Positive expectancy 0.36 (0.55) 0.44 (0.70) 0.46 (0.72)
Negative expectancy 0.12 (0.30) 0.24 (0.52) 0.30 (0.60)
Control 0.08 (0.19) 0.26 (0.46) 0.14 (0.34)

Table 2. Adjusted mean memory errors as a function of suggestibility, experimental condition
and session

Session

Suggestibility Condition Hypnosis Post-hypnosis

High Positive expectancy 0.91 0.90
Negative expectancy 0.58 0.31
Control 0.28 0.36

Low Positive expectancy 0.35 0.36
Negative expectancy 0.38 0.46
Control 0.44 0.34
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Adjusted means corresponding to these effects are reported in Table 2. Between
group differences for each session were tested by Tukey’s Honestly Significant
Difference tests with alpha set at 0.05. These data indicated that during the hypnosis
session, highly suggestible participants in the positive expectancy condition displayed
more errors than control subjects; participants in the low expectancy condition did
not differ significantly from participants in either the high expectancy or control con-
ditions. After the hypnosis session, highly suggestible participants in the positive
expectancy condition produced more errors than participants in either of the other
conditions; the difference between low expectancy and control subjects was not sig-
nificant.

Finally, we examined changes in memory errors among highly suggestible partici-
pants in each of the experimental conditions. Participants in the positive expectancy
condition showed an increase in false memory reports both during and after hypnosis,
during hypnosis t (24) = 2.64; p<0.02, after hypnosis t (24) = 2.21; p<0.04. In contrast,
although participants in the negative expectancy condition evidenced an increase in
false memory reports during hypnosis, t (24) = 2.06; p<0.05, after hypnosis the fre-
quency of these reports did not differ significantly from that observed during the
baseline memory session. Also, control subjects failed to show any significant
between session differences in memory errors.

Discussion

This study replicated previous experiments in which the effects of hypnosis on mem-
ory report was assessed without providing misleading information or suggestions
about the material to be recalled (Nogrady et al., 1985; McConkey and Kinoshita,
1988; Whitehouse et al., 1988; Dinges et al., 1992; Orne et al., 1996). As in previous
studies, repeated recall led to the classic hypermnesia effect (i.e. increases in accurate
memories), but hypnosis failed to increase this effect. Instead, hypnosis increased the
production of inaccurate memories. In contrast to the results reported by Orne et al.
(1996), however, it did so only among highly suggestible participants. In the study by
Orne et al. (1996) there was a one-week delay between the baseline recall session and
the hypnosis recall session, whereas in our study, baseline and hypnotic recollections
were obtained during the same session. It is possible that this difference in methods is
responsible for the difference in results, but the reason for this possible effect of
delay on low-suggestible participants is unclear.

We varied the information provided to participants, and this information was
found to moderate the negative effect of hypnosis on memory. Among highly sug-
gestible participants, only those given positive information about the effects of hyp-
nosis on memory committed more memory errors during hypnosis than unhypnotized
participants did on the same trials. Among highly suggestible participants who were
warned about the possibility of inducing false memories, the number of memory
errors produced during hypnosis was intermediate between that displayed in the
high-expectancy group and that displayed in the control group. When hypnosis was
terminated, even the small effect on memory reports in the negative expectancy con-
dition disappeared. At this point, highly suggestible students in the negative
expectancy group did not differ from those in the control group, but reported signifi-
cantly fewer inaccurate memories than those in the positive expectancy condition.

These data are only partially consistent with previous studies of the effects of
expectancy manipulations on hypnotically engendered pseudo memories. As in our
study, Green et al. (in press) found that warning participants about the possibility of
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pseudo memory formation decreased its production substantially. Unlike the results
of this study, however, the inaccurate memories produced by warned participants in
the study by Green et al. (in press) were as likely to be retained as those produced by
unwarned participants. In our study, a lasting negative impact of hypnosis on memory
was found only among participants who had been given positive information about
the effects of hypnosis on memory. This difference is most likely due to the highly
suggestive nature of the procedures used by Green et al. (in press). In that study, a
specific false memory was suggested during hypnosis, whereas in our study, no mis-
leading information was given about the material to be recalled.

In summary, these data indicate that in the absence of misleading information and
with appropriate warnings, the negative impact of hypnosis on memory is small and
transient. Indeed, the effect was so small as to raise the possibility of a floor effect
obscuring differences that might otherwise have been found. These data raise ques-
tions about the per se exclusion of testimony by hypnotized witnesses. Conversely,
our data provide no rationale for the use of hypnosis to enhance memory retrieval in
the first place. Despite a relatively large sample, we found no evidence that hypnosis
increases accurate recall. Generalization of these findings to forensic or clinical con-
texts must be made with caution because:

1. The stimuli were simple line drawings, as opposed to the more complex and
ambiguous stimuli about which witnesses might be required to testify.

2. The stimuli were only briefly seen, were not meaningful, had no personal rele-
vance to the participant, and were not associated with emotion.

3. Stimuli presentation and recall attempts occurred during the same experimental
session. Thus, forensic and clinical situations might provide greater opportunity
for both positive and negative effects of hypnosis on memory.

The mitigating effect of the negative expectancy information presented to partici-
pants in this study should not be interpreted as justification for the ‘neutral expecta-
tion’ information advocated in the Guidelines for Clinicians and for Forensic
Hypnosis (Hammond et al., 1994) published by the American Society of Clinical
Hypnosis (ASCH). Our expectancy information went beyond that of the ASCH
guidelines in stressing that hypnosis can generate false memories. Whether these
expectancy guidelines would have an effect similar to the negative expectancy infor-
mation used in this study remains to be determined.

Finally, to maximize our ability to find an expectancy effect if there was one, we
contrasted a positive expectancy manipulation with a negative expectancy manipula-
tion. Future research should include such additional controls as a neutral expectancy
condition and a condition in which no expectancy information is given. Because our
positive expectancy manipulation provided information that was consistent with
widely held views of hypnosis (McConkey, 1986), we would expect the behaviour of
participants in this condition to be most similar to those of people given no
expectancy-inducing information. In any case, the data from the present study pro-
vide clear evidence for two propositions:

1. Expectancy-inducing information can significantly alter the effect of hypnosis on
pseudo memory production in circumstances in which that effect has previously
been demonstrated.

2. The negative expectancy information used in this study can block all but small,
fleeting, detrimental effects of hypnosis on memory report.

Expectancy, hypnosis and memory 29

Con Hyp 16(1)2nd/mb  15/12/05  6:50 pm  Page 29



Acknowledgement

We thank Christian Hong, Daniel Yaffee and Sarah Coleman for their assistance
with data collection. We thank Cory Hammond for his helpful comments on an ear-
lier draft of this article.

References
Barnier AJ, McConkey KM. Reports of real and false memories: The relevance of hypnosis,

hypnotizability, and context of memory test. Journal of Abnormal Psychology 1992; 101:
521–527.

Bowers PG, Laurence JR, Hart D. A Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility: Revision and
expansion of Form C. (ASIS-NAPS Document No. 04632). New York: National Auxiliary
Publications Service, 1982.

Dinges DF, Whitehouse WG, Orne EC, Powell JW, Orne MT, Erdelyi MH. Evaluating hyp-
notic memory enhancement (hypermnesia and reminiscence) using multitrial forced recall.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory and Cognition 1992; 18:
1139–1147.

Green JP, Lynn SJ, Malinoski P. Hypnotic pseudomemories, prehypnotic expectancies, and the
hidden observer phenomenon. Applied Cognitive Psychology, in press.

Hamond DC, Garver RB, Mutter CB, Crasilneck HB, Frischholz E, Gravitz MA et al. Clinical
Hypnosis and Memory: Guidelines for clinicians and for forensic hypnosis. Des Plaines, IL:
American Society of Clinical Hypnosis Press, 1994.

Kirsch I. Response expectancy as a determinant of experience and behavior. American
Psychologist 1985; 40: 1189–1202.

Kirsch I. Response expectancy theory and application: A decennial review. Applied and
Preventive Psychology 1997; 6: 69–79.

Kirsch I. Expectancy, Experience, and Behavior. Washington, DC: American Psychological
Association, in press.

Laurence J-R, Perry CW. Hypnotically created memory among highly hypnotizable subjects.
Science 1983; 222: 523–524.

Lynn SJ, Weekes JR, Milano M. Reality versus suggestion: Pseudomemory in hypnotized and
simulating subjects. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 1989; 98: 137–144.

Lynn SJ, Milano M, Weekes JR. Hypnosis and pseudomemories: The effects of prehypnotic
expectancies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 1991; 60: 318–326.

Lynn SJ, Rhue JW, Myers BP, Weekes JR. Pseudomemory in hypnotized and simulating sub-
jects. International Journal of Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis 1994; 42: 118–129.

McConkey KM.Opinions about hypnosis and self-hypnosis before and after hypnotic testing.
International Journal of Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis 1986; 34: 311–319.

McConkey KM, Kinoshita S. The influence of hypnosis on memory after one day and one
week. Journal of Abnormal Psychology 1988; 97: 48–53.

McConkey KM, Labelle L, Bibb BC, Bryant RA. Hypnosis and suggested pseudomemory: The
relevance of test context. Australian Journal of Psychology 1990; 42: 195–205.

Nogrady H, McConkey KM, Perry C. Enhancing visual memory: Trying hypnosis, trying imagi-
nation, and trying again. Journal of Abnormal Psychology 1985; 94: 195–204.

Orne MT. The use and misuse of hypnosis in court. International Journal of Clinical and
Experimental Hypnosis 1979; 27: 311–341.

Orne EC, Whitehouse WG, Dinges DF, Orne MT. Memory liabilities associated with hypnosis:
Does low hypnotizability confer imunity? International Journal of Clinical and
Experimental Hypnosis 1996; 44: 354–369.

Sheehan PW. Memory distortion in hypnosis. International Journal of Clinical and
Experimental Hypnosis 1988; 36: 296–311.

30 Burgess and Kirsch

Con Hyp 16(1)2nd/mb  15/12/05  6:50 pm  Page 30



Sheehan PW, Tilden J. The consistency of occurrences of memory distortion following hyp-
notic induction. International Journal of Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis 1986; 34:
122–137.

Sheehan PW, Statham D, Jamieson GA. Pseudomemory effects and their relationship to level
of susceptibility to hypnosis and state instruction. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 1991; 60: 130–137.

Sheehan PW, Green V, Truesdale P. Influence of rapport on hypnotically induced
pseudomemory. Journal of Abnormal Psychology 1992; 101: 690–700.

Shields IW, Knox J. Level of processing as a determinant of hypnotic hypermnesia. Journal of
Abnormal Psychology 1986; 95: 358–364.

Snodgrass JG, Vanderwart M. A standardized set of 260 pictures: Norms for name agreement,
image agreement, familiarity, and visual complexity. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Human Learning and Memory 1980; 6: 174–215.

Spanos NP, Quigley CA, Gwynn MI, Glatt RL, Perlini AH. Hypnotic interrogation, pretrial
preparation, and witness testimony during direct and cross-examination. Law and Human
Behavior 1991; 15: 639–653.

Weekes JR, Lynn SJ, Green JP, Brentar JT. Pseudomemory in hypnotized and task-motivated
subjects. Journal of Abnormal Psychology 1992; 101: 356–360.

Weitzenhoffer AM, Hilgard E. Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale: Form C. Palo Alto, CA:
Consulting Psychologists Press, 1962.

Whitehouse WG, Dinges DF, Orne EC, Orne MT. Hypnotic hypermnesia: Enhanced memory
accessibility or report bias? Journal of Abnormal Psychology 1988; 97: 289–295.

Yuille JC, McEwan H. Use of hypnosis as an aid to eyewitness memory. Journal of Applied
Psychology 1985; 70: 389–400.

Zamansky HS, Scharf B, Brightbill R. The effect of expectancy for hypnosis on prehypnotic
performance. Journal of Personality 1964; 32: 236–248.

Address for correspondence:
Irving Kirsch,
Department of Psychology,
U-20,
University of Connecticut,
406 Babbidge Road, 
Storrs,
CT 06269-1020,
USA
E-mail: irvingk@uconnvm.uconn.edu

Received 18 January 1998; revised version accepted 5 June 1998

Expectancy, hypnosis and memory 31

Con Hyp 16(1)2nd/mb  15/12/05  6:50 pm  Page 31




