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20 fi 22 70 AEARTF 4R, WF S EATX A
Ebbinghaus DLR iCZ 9T TIRZI B . AN
A5 A B S = A LA S AT A I B S
AT, R PGCIC TP AR EE R R, 7RI
HWHET, 70 440K, Johnson K H: R FHIFA] T —
H B A2 06 2SR OC 1Y BiF 5% 9 S8 ——1 12 U A T
(Johnson, Taylor, & Raye, 1977). iCAZJ5 K5I (source
monitoring), HRIRIEICIZ, 5 &M@ XHEILME
ST RS, SRANBrCIZ . AR5 &k TR
it # (Johnson, Hashtroudi, & Lindsay, 1993;
Mitchell & Johnson, 2009), &5 H# 4 1GHE9iF %
MG UIREOC, PEAS I () 2 AT AR A 2 A 158 0
TR UE AR AT S P AR A AR AR v B
HiNPPZ8 1) B R K (Gilbert, Tafarodi, & Malone,
1993; Landau, Thomas, Thelen, & Chang, 2002;
Thierry, Goh, Pipe, & Murray, 2005; K%, 5,
2007). FHorbr, PEASIN 4 S 56 P D ) Al S Uk
NIETHEH 5 32 1% 50 46 B VI I &R CR 4%, 2009).
1.1 i21ZE AN B 5558 14 B R 1R [

NZEILAL B 23 52 3 JE A 1Y 2 5 B =Xy 52
Wi o Bartlett (1932) 545 H AT 580 R A9 W&
s E A SB AN R A8 . R, 1E R
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CACI G —Fh, WABIAN . PRI A9 S g P4 1Y
SRR 5 52 B R A L g K X e, AR
1 AR SR ATXHEIZ TAER R A B
1 a1k & =Xk 3 17 U5 K I (Johnson, Raye, Foley, &
Foley, 1981; Johnson, 1997), AMI#IAHFZ AR
F gz, Hian. AT Ak | AN IR R CAZ
VRN A 5T ES e 157 & R R S DR TRt vl A Ty
2NN T, XS 2 04 T I 52 M 5 A AT SR R
R UAETRA NI g 5, R WOR F R A ]
A A IS AR B, e B 2 AT 2 T e S R
FEOETTARF I H 5 TAM AR IR, ane<Fic 5 ny i &,
PR O 32 R 2 At B iy, AN R 3R, T 3 T A A
PROVFRRAE NG T H ST N R UR, an<IRARA 5 23R
BTN, R FCY S AR B AL NS X
A PR AGE, (HRIRAICFIRIT e 4, K
I % 3] — & & b % 19 "(Johnson et al., 1981;
Hashtroudi, Johnson, & Chrosniak, 1990; Johnson,
Bush, & Mitchell, 1998),
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G & SCFICC M, BRIC e G B 5,
HIE 44k (Paivio, 1975), REZE AR T EBRICIZHY
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BN PEATINAE 55 b, el A I ) T A I — i
W, DAAEOFSE & 3024 4390 DA ] e s il i i) g =X 1)
WER—RINTH, FFAERE S A 56 25K Al A1)
Wik IR, BRIt E A S 07 U, Wl B B i
i), AT EE 2o 1) TR LA SO 5 3 B A 0 H iR
IHIE T 5E EUSTE N B, A 2K OB R
ROT H IH T 3CFIE R E B (Foley, Durso, Wilder, &
Friedman, 1991; Riefer, Hu, & Batchelder, 1994;
Foley, 1998), X &K, JLFArA st Hs T K%
WG R, 57—, XA EEREZ SR
PR N ERAR G AR, B SO R A S I R Y
AR, HPOEIN G T, FOCE ) ST R B
EAEBOE R I RS E F5 e F B, MR
P SCFICACA MENG AL TE G 2256, Bl ) it 1]
TR S B A E AP 3 H 2 DRSO 2 B

B, BHRICACIE R A B e 12 TAERE
KAYEA 25, . 78 Sl & 5 e
BSCAc i B T2 R i A2, SHE A
— 3 PRSI v B R 1)
1.2 RN E R R RS F SR

I AZPEAS D B 3 P i 1) AR AT 7T RE = IR A
WERE L 5 52 iR R A . 1974 4F, Loftus FI
Palmer B 5Cf5 B 712 S 15 B 78 5 (misinformation
paradigm)#& 7/~ T Uk NIEREIZ 5 52 35 5 1R 42
[P B 3 S T K A e 22 . HoE, VRS E X
TIX— [ A TR B4R, DO ] B AT T
¥ 3 (Lindsay & Johnson, 1989; Zaragoza &
Koshmider, 1989; Belli, Lindsay, Gales, & McCarthy,
1994; Zaragoza & Lane, 1994; Roberts & Blades,
1998; Bjorklund et al., 2000; Giles, Gopnik, &
Heyman, 2002; Mitchell, Johnson, & Mather, 2003;
Eakin, Schreiber, & Sergent-Marshall, 2003; Lane,
2006; Thierry & Pipe, 2009). 761X 2L 55 1, 5T %
TR A )R . AT AR 20 I S IR) Bl
WP IR A RN TR AR AR i
PSR ) e g Ve Bl g, AT LAXSTE A TETR)ICAZ 5
TR T R IR AR R R, RS H
KRR SCFIT A A IR A AR L R, X
SE R AR IR IR IE R AL, L P {E B
el 2 R, AR SCFE LA I EBRICAZIE Sk
(N &~ N EY SN EEL AR TN I R S S E € ¥ A
HEBONFEIRFNERTRIR LR, mAa
SEAELISCFIE AR IR |« Rl rp B i

VFZHFFEIESE T Eid s . X Seqkds F 2R A
TUT=ADH . S—, 1A KIEAUERCZ
g, WO R I T B R S R I i g, R
RIS R ) B 3 P R I AR ELTAT A
r DI 28 ) L SR — 28 Y 3 H TR G S S
B, BRI AT R A I B, T 2 i ) R R
SIUAPETAERARBLIIT R b B, A 2 52
T T A 1] 88 5 A o i B (Lindsay & Johnson,
1989; Multhaup, De Leonardis, & Johnson, 1999;
Frost, Ingraham, & Wilson, 2002). %, A5 %
7338 3 4 g 1R T TG T G AR B (5 8 a4 40 AR
G B TR T AR PN 20 R 1 I R i ) & A= Y AT
REME, 45 R A IE N IR B 5 Z iR 7
(Shapiro & Purdy, 2005; Chrobak & Zaragoza,
2008). 55 =, I3 —LEFoE i — 0 R I Y I SRl iy
PRGN £ T3, B LA AT TAR 3h 3t 30 ) 28 4 T Al e
K an . B UEA I ERET, ERi, BRRET, 45
HE E A B R v YRS I A AR TR ) I, AT A2 AR T Y
MR U] BH i [ AIK (Thierry, Spence, & Memon, 2001;
Thierry & Spence, 2002, Hekkanen & McEvoy, 2002;
Thierry et al., 2005),
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Wos K A & . 4 Ut R AL B MINERVA2
(Hintzman, 1988)%5 i 12 £ BU 75 5L 2 5 #4800 351
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CHARM (Metcalfe, 1990) i\ Aic 2 $2 B s 2 55
AW T — A5 B B IC ISR A O SR ORI
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% {54, Craik F1 Tulving (1975). Bower I Karlin
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S
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A 25 B AR BB R BT S8 I R A
CRL-IPNP(Center for
International Picture Naming Project)& &, % &
FrPEAD B 520 sKH WLER ) 0 R A Ak, ET 3R
FEoeis . i ABVRTY YIRS . EORRIE .
FINEIE | &) 28 FIE RIS 7 A0S SRR, X
K R BEALE#E 192 SR VR Ry S bt et Horh,
144 5KAE R 2z I B0k, 53 4h 48 Sk AR Sy FE NI 56 A0 B
TUH . 144 k72 B0k, 72 5K R DR B H K B
2, MIGIAh 72 5K R B i ) HC i Xk 107 A Hh S 44 R
(H 2 ) 3 D). B F T X2 —
B R sl FR(CCT), R ARLL15.4x15.4 BERY R/
BRAE A TSI v e, TS 1 44 PR DU AR
o BT EIAE A QRN PR, BT
MAKRNI 5.7x5.7 B, iR I7 X A RHE o
M FICRFEES, 1(142)=1.43, p=0.156>0.05, *#

Research in Language-
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WY, —2B2 2] PR, HAR 481, 455014 48
ASHIH, 1B R FRAMESS AR 4 B i a5
IS A o g L T o IO 1 R SO FR (] 2 #1 3 AL AR),
FFE G35 (R ST B IH ) — R 28T L,
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18 (signal detection theory), 43127 > UER 13500 2]
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—IK (1514

254 Error bars, +SE

00~
W TSI

eyl

p=0.000<0.01, FIHINES —FF, BlEE T IREH
W2, HEARBORB/D; (3) MRV 2K
BAE EAEM B2, F(, 26)=6.37, p=0.018<0.05,
WA RS =R, BEAE 2 g £, Pikh
IHIRE IR T BRI EEARTR], [ 81 SO i I PR RS R 3
TR R T SO RN R A IR A R, TR i )
I FE— 25 o BT R R IS A 2% ) YR Y ] B
BUNE, S5 LY ) — R, PR RS R R TG
BEXER, F(1, 26)=0.18, p=0.675, %> WK,
B SO R VTR R T R I 2 e TR IR
RIFVE K SCFE MR, F(1, 26)=10.10, p=0.004<0.01;
Jy—r M, 22 TR R R IS AY I 4 187 PR 43 AT
R IR ] R B R A R A ST A S B o 2 2T TRBL
Ay hn G B R, F(1, 26)=25.50, p=0.000<0.01,
TR S DR R A T R A AR 28 A0 AN 52 2 2 IR 3K
FIEZ, F(1, 26)=4.06, p=0.054
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RIS SAIE, 251 L SC 7ok IR A ok R
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44 Error bars: +SE
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M 2 HRT DL, B A 2 2 OB G 22 T4
t(26)= 5.94, p=0.000<0.01. #t B IMiF, MK 2 fhnf
UL, P YRR 00 i DR s 7 L AS 522 2 B 32
Wi, 1717 SC S ARSI (%) 1 B A o B o 2 ) IR B 1 22
MR, WSS T2 2 PR A B i 1), L
RIS 0 ) R o P R AR AT G 2 YRS

x2 2 B ANOVA BBt : (1) A Y 3254
N, F(1, 26)= 6.12, p=0.020<0.05, i CFE
G0 ) 1 DRI s S v T P R R (2)7% > AR
FEHO B, F(, 26)=6.19, p=0.020<0.05, A&
R, BEE BN 2, FIWbRMERE = (3)
P AG I AN A WA AL BAE 3, F(1, 26)=4.28,
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p=0.049<0.05, 5t FF 4 ol J05E A 00 £ ) DA o 9 B 2 =
BN AR R TR o 1 — 25 1o B R I
2 o) UCOBCE Y TR BABKONE, 45 SR R BR 2 2 ) — YR
TR 05 AR ) P S W B v TG W 2 25 5, F(1, 26)=1.99,
p=0.171, Tfi= > PR B, SC RS T % ) DBy A
T TR R F(1, 26)=5.67, p=0.025<0.05;
7T, 2 2 UBCAE IS DN L 1 15 BSOS AT
IR 2 ) RO T ARG I 1) DR s o 5 T AN
F(1, 26)=0.11, p=0.741, i 3CF-E KM (1) J) b s v
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The Effect of Repeated Exposure on the Picture Preference Bias of Source Monitoring
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Abstract

People often rely on formal knowledge as well as experience about how memory works when evaluating the
source of remembered information (Johnson, Raye, Foley, & Foley, 1981; Johnson, 1997). Such reliance may
lead to the picture preference bias, a tendency to misattribute perceived words as pictures rather than
misattributing perceived pictures as words in a word-picture monitoring task (Foley, Durso, Wilder, & Friedman,
1991; Riefer, Hu, & Batchelder, 1994; Foley, 1998). Previous research has suggested that picture preference bias
in source monitoring may have played a role in the misinformation effect in eyewitness memory research.

In the present study, the effect of repeated exposure on the picture preference bias was examined in a
standard source monitoring paradigm. A 2 (Item type: word vs. picture) x 2 (Exposure: once vs. twice) X 2 (Test:
source monitoring vs. recognition) within-subjects design was employed. The participants studied 144 words or
pictures either once or twice during the study phase. They then completed a mixed source monitoring and
recognition test.

The results revealed a significant interaction between source misattribution type and exposure so that the
picture preference bias emerged only after repeated exposure: The error of misattributing perceived words to
pictures was significantly higher than that of misattributing pictures to words in the repeated exposure condition,
but not in the one exposure condition.

Findings from the present study suggest that attempting to enhance eyewitness memory by repeatedly

exposing the witnesses to the remnants of the original event could be counterproductive.

Key words source monitoring; picture preference bias; eyewitness testimony; exposure times



