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3 experiments with use of computer-adjusted version of  Deese-Roediger-McDermott (1959, 1995) list-of-words-related
paradigm were conducted. Additional measures concerning declared by participants ”sense of remembering”
and confidence judgments were also applied

VIII. DUCOG
28.04-01.05.2016

Patricia 
Maciaszek

Just a matter of (cognitive) control?

- insights from studies over false memories

I N T R O D U C T I O N

Vast amount of studies show people tend to bias evaluating their own memory accuracy, including reporting remembering events
that never occurred in reality (Balota & Duchek, 2014; DeSoto & Roediger, 2014 Krug, 2007; Wells & Murray, 1984). Needless to say individual differences among
cognitive efficiency modulate this effect noticeably (Alberts, 2010; Bixter & Daniel, 2013; Conway et al., 2000;  Kantner & Lindsay, 2014). The objective for present
studies was to establish whether they also affect the occurrence of false memories (FM), accompanied by a strong remembering-
confidence. Likewise, the impact of working memory (WM), as a factor that enables providing effective cognitive control, was investigated
(Baddeley, 2012; Druey & Hübner, 2008; Jaschinski & Wentura, 2002; Miyake & Friedman, 2012; Oberauer et al., 2003, 2016).  

A I M S :

Exp1: N=61

item type overall R K

presented .62 .43 .19

FM .54 .33 .22

non-presented .12 .04 .08

R E S U LT S

R2=..50;  
F(2, 58) = 29,78 ***

Exp2:  N=86

Fig. 2. Regression analysis modeling memory accuracy (.29) and proportion

of „remember” responses (.48) as predictors of false memories occurrence

Tab. 1. Recognition performance in Experiment 1.

Fig. 1. General design of Expereiments 1-3.  

„remember” judgments

item type overall R K certainty [%]

presented .53 .60 .40 94

FM .50 .64 .36 93

non-presented .18 .67 .33 61

Tab. 2. & Fig. 3. Recognition performance in Experiment 2, regarding mean level of certainty, 

expressed by participants .
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Exp 3:  N=72
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Tab. 3. Recognition performance in Experiment 3

item type

/ condition
control experimental

presented 0.71* (3.08) 0.63* (2.87)

FM 0.75* (1.54) 0.50* (2.16)

non-presented 0.19* (2.52) 0.50* (2.32)

Note: FM (marked in red) correlated with WM tasks performance: r= -.23* (in particular: reaction

times, RTs to n3-back trials; Jaeggi et al., 2010). Multiple regression analysis revealed additionally n-back 

RTs (β= -.27) & n-back hits-rate (β= -.26) as predictors of FM creation (R2 =.13, F(2, 83) = 5.88**).

Note. Standard deviations in parentheses. Significant differences at the level of <.05 tagged by * 

(in lines). Moreover, items marked in red show relevant relation to inhibition-demanding task

performance (in particular: general Stroop task latency, r= -27* & correct rejections for 

incongruent trials, r= -30*; MacLeod, 1991; Stroop, 1935 )
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 investigate the relationship between declared
& actual participant's memory accuracy;

 establish whether „remembering" indicated 
false recollections;

 examine if confidence of remembering predicts 
recollection for both: true & false items

 investigate the impact of cognitive control on 
false memory creation

I. High memory accuracy and individuals’ ”sense of remembering” are not the factors enabling to reduce FM. Also, self-reported confidence due to memory

traces does not provide a reliable distinction between true and false memories, contrary to random mistakes.

II. Cognitive efficiency, on a field of WM ability to control information processing and inhibit irrelevant stimuli, showed an impact on false, as well as true memory

creation. Compellingly, it came out the direction for both dependencies remains identical.

[%]

Fig. 4. Differences in recognition performance amidst control and experimental condition in Experiment 3 as an effect of experimental manipulation (ANOVA).

Note: All the demonstrated rates show significant differences (F(3,104)= 45,68 ; p<.001; eta2=.57). Detailed rates : see tab. 3.

Note: * critical lures recognition considered as false memories creation (Monds et. al.; 2013)

(see: Fig. 1).

 Procedure extension: 
one supplementary word, 
highly associated to other 15, 
was put into every DRM list. 
In order to strengthen 
semantic network activation 
and boost inhibition among 
WM, participants were 
forced to decide whether an 
extra-word previously 
occurred during the list 
presentation or not, and 
react immediately in a test-
alike, however unexpected 
procedure.
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