
 http://pss.sagepub.com/
Psychological Science

 http://pss.sagepub.com/content/13/3/232
The online version of this article can be found at:

 
DOI: 10.1111/1467-9280.00443

 2002 13: 232Psychological Science
Amanda J. Barnier

Posthypnotic Amnesia for Autobiographical Episodes: A Laboratory Model of Functional Amnesia?
 
 

Published by:

 http://www.sagepublications.com

On behalf of:
 

 
 Association for Psychological Science

 can be found at:Psychological ScienceAdditional services and information for 
 
 
 

 
 http://pss.sagepub.com/cgi/alertsEmail Alerts: 

 

 http://pss.sagepub.com/subscriptionsSubscriptions:  

 http://www.sagepub.com/journalsReprints.navReprints: 
 

 http://www.sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.navPermissions: 
 

 What is This?
 

- May 1, 2002Version of Record >> 

 at Macquarie University Library on August 19, 2012pss.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://pss.sagepub.com/
http://pss.sagepub.com/content/13/3/232
http://www.sagepublications.com
http://www.psychologicalscience.org/
http://pss.sagepub.com/cgi/alerts
http://pss.sagepub.com/subscriptions
http://www.sagepub.com/journalsReprints.nav
http://www.sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.nav
http://pss.sagepub.com/content/13/3/232.full.pdf
http://online.sagepub.com/site/sphelp/vorhelp.xhtml
http://pss.sagepub.com/


PSYCHOLOGICAL SCIENCE

Research Article

232 Copyright © 2002 American Psychological Society VOL. 13, NO. 3, MAY 2002

POSTHYPNOTIC AMNESIA FOR AUTOBIOGRAPHICAL EPISODES:
A Laboratory Model of Functional Amnesia?

Amanda J. Barnier
University of New South Wales, Sydney, Australia

Abstract—Extreme variation in the accessibility of autobiographical
memory is a major characteristic of functional amnesia. On the basis
of its ability to temporarily disrupt the retrieval of memory material,
posthypnotic amnesia (PHA) has been proposed as a laboratory ana-
logue of such amnesia. However, most PHA research has focused on
relatively simple, nonpersonal information learned during hypnosis.
This experiment extended PHA to autobiographical memory by exam-
ining high- and low-hypnotizable subjects’ explicit and implicit mem-
ory of two autobiographical episodes, one of which was targeted by a
PHA suggestion. The effects of PHA were consistent with the major
features of functional amnesia: PHA disrupted retrieval of autobio-
graphical information, produced a dissociation between implicit and
explicit memory, and was reversible. The nature of PHA’s effect on au-
tobiographical memory and the potential utility of a PHA paradigm
for investigating functional amnesia are discussed.

In its everyday operation, autobiographical memory involves some
forgetting and shifts in the accessibility of memories to conscious
awareness (Tulving & Pearlstone, 1966). However, in functional amne-
sia (otherwise known as autobiographical, psychogenic, or dissociative
amnesia; American Psychiatric Association, 1994), the level of forget-
ting is extreme and shifts in awareness are dramatic (Arrigo & Pezdek,
1997; Kihlstrom & Schacter, 1995; Schacter & Kihlstrom, 1989). Func-
tional amnesia is characterized by (a) an inability to consciously access
personal memories (i.e., disrupted explicit memory); (b) a continuing in-
fluence of the forgotten information on behavior, thoughts, and action
(i.e., a dissociation between implicit and explicit memory); and (c) spon-
taneous resolution, which implicates shifts in accessibility rather than
simple memory decay over time (i.e., normal forgetting; Bryant, 1995;
Eich, Macaulay, Loewenstein, & Dihle, 1997; Kihlstrom & Schacter,
1995; Schacter & Kihlstrom, 1989).

Despite the theoretical interest of such dramatic shifts in personal
memory, systematic empirical research has been limited by the rela-
tive rarity of functional amnesia and retrospective rather than concur-
rent assessment of memory performance. Unfortunately, there is no
currently accepted paradigm for creating and indexing selective for-
getting and recovery of autobiographical memory in the laboratory.
Posthypnotic amnesia (PHA) offers one possibility (Barnier & McCon-
key, 1999; Neisser, 1967; Schacter & Kihlstrom, 1989). PHA involves
suggesting to hypnotized persons that following hypnosis they will be
unable to recall particular material (typically, stimuli or events learned
or experienced during hypnosis) until they receive a reversibility cue. It
produces profound forgetting in high-hypnotizable, but not low-hypno-
tizable, individuals, and is argued to involve a temporary, retrieval-based
dissociation between episodic and semantic memory (Kihlstrom, 1985,
1998; for alternative accounts, see Coe, 1978; Huseman, Gruder, & Dorst,
1987; Spanos, 1986). A series of studies (Barnier, Bryant, & Briscoe,

2001; Bryant, Barnier, Mallard, & Tibbits, 1999) confirmed that PHA can
influence material learned or experienced before hypnosis and that PHA
and functional amnesia involve similar memory performance.

The present experiment extended existing PHA research, which
has focused overwhelmingly on relatively simple, nonpersonal mate-
rial, to autobiographical memory and addressed two questions: (a)
Can PHA create forgetting of autobiographical episodes? (b) Does
posthypnotic autobiographical amnesia show the same characteristics
as functional amnesia? Drawing on concepts and methods from the lit-
eratures on autobiographical memory, hypnosis, and social cognition,
the experiment developed and explored the utility of the paradigm as
well as provide the first data on PHA’s impact on autobiographical
memory.

High- and low-hypnotizable individuals recalled distant and recent
autobiographical episodes, and later received a PHA suggestion that
targeted one of the episodes. Explicit memory for both episodes was
tested before and after the suggestion was canceled. High-hypnotizable
individuals, but not low-hypnotizable individuals, were expected to
show a temporary, reversible impairment in recall (i.e., explicit mem-
ory) of the episode targeted by PHA. They were also expected to show
a dissociation between implicit and explicit memory. Because most
available nomothetic (rather than idiographic) implicit memory mea-
sures were designed for relatively simple stimuli rather than personal
memory (e.g., word-fragment completion), two tasks were developed
and tested in this experiment to index the dissociation. It was expected
that despite impaired recall, high-hypnotizable subjects’ performance
on these tasks would be influenced by the “forgotten” memories.

METHOD

Participants

Ten high-hypnotizable (3 male, 7 female; mean age 

 

� 20.30, SD

 

�
2.63) and 10 low-hypnotizable (6 male, 4 female; mean age 

 

� 22.50,
SD

 

� 7.62) undergraduate psychology students at the University of
New South Wales, Sydney, Australia, participated as hypnotic subjects
for research credit. Selection was based on their performance on a
modified 10-item version of the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic
Susceptibility, Form A (HGSHS:A; Shor & Orne, 1962) and a tailored
10-item version of the Stanford Hypnotic Susceptibility Scale, Form C
(SHSS:C; Weitzenhoffer & Hilgard, 1962).1 The high-hypnotizable

Address correspondence to Amanda J. Barnier, School of Psychology, Uni-
versity of New South Wales, Sydney NSW 2052, Australia.

1. The 10-item shortened HGSHS:A included head falling, eye closure,
hand lowering, finger lock, moving hands together, communication inhibition,
fly hallucination, eye catalepsy, posthypnotic suggestion, and PHA; arm rigid-
ity and arm immobilization were removed because of time limitations. The 10-
item tailored SHSS:C included hand lowering, moving hands apart, mosquito
hallucination, taste hallucination, arm rigidity, dream, age regression, arm im-
mobilization, negative visual hallucination, and PHA; anosmia and auditory
hallucination were removed to allow time for the memory tests before (elicita-
tion) and after (Recall 1 and 2) hypnosis.
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participants scored from 7 to 10 on the HGSHS:A (M

 

� 8.42, SD

 

�
0.91) and from 8 to 10 on the SHSS:C (M

 

� 9.20, SD

 

� 0.92). The
low-hypnotizable participants scored from 0 to 3 on the HGSHS:A
(M � 1.80, SD � 0.63) and from 0 to 3 on the SHSS:C (M � 2.10,
SD � 0.88). All high-hypnotizable participants, but no low-hypnotiz-
able participants, passed PHA items on the HGSHS:A and SHSS:C.

Materials

Subjects’ explicit memory of the distant and recent episodes was
indexed by free recall before the PHA suggestion was administered
(elicitation), after it was administered (Recall 1), and after it was can-
celed (Recall 2). The distant and recent episodes were operationalized
as the first day of high school (approximately 6 years previously) and
the first day at the university (approximately 6 months previously),
respectively. The procedure drew on the Autobiographical Memory In-
terview of Kopelman, Wilson, and Baddeley (1990) and their distinc-
tion between “personal semantic information” and “autobiographical
event information.” Subjects recalled (a) nine autobiographical facts
(personal semantic information) for each episode (viz., name of the
school, name of the suburb or town in which it was located, name of a
teacher or lecturer, names of three male friends they met or interacted
with on that day, and names of three female friends) and (b) the most
memorable single incident from each entire episode (autobiographical
event information).

Dissociations between implicit and explicit memory were indexed
by a category-generation task and a social judgment task. The cate-
gory-generation task, which was based on a similar task used by Kihl-
strom (1980) to index implicit memory of word lists, tapped the
personal semantic information for each episode. Subjects were asked
to generate as quickly as possible 10 instances for each of two critical
categories (girls’ names, boys’ names) and five noncritical categories
(birds, sports, countries, furniture, mammals). The critical categories
were related to the personal semantic information recalled during elic-
itation. Evidence for a dissociation was assessed by comparing the
number of instances generated for the critical categories (implicit
memory) that matched names from the autobiographical episode with
the number of autobiographical facts from these categories recalled on
Recall 1 (explicit memory); analysis also focused on the time subjects
took to generate instances (i.e., response latencies) for each category.

The social judgment task, which drew on conceptually similar
tasks in implicit social cognition (e.g., the false-fame effect; Jacoby,
Kelley, Brown, & Jasechko, 1989; Squire & McKee, 1992), tapped the
autobiographical event information for each episode. Subjects were
asked to rate 20 “possible life events,” including 18 events adapted
from the Life Events Inventory (Garry, Manning, Loftus, & Sherman,
1996) and 2 events that were short descriptions of subjects’ own mem-
orable incidents (from the distant and recent episodes). Subjects used
an 8-point scale to rate the likelihood of the events (i.e., “How likely is
it that 95% of people have experienced such an event before the age of
21?” 1 � not at all likely, 8 � extremely likely) and then used a second
8-point scale to rate whether each event had happened to them (1 � it
definitely did not happen, 8 � it definitely did happen). Evidence for a
dissociation was assessed by comparing subjects’ likelihood ratings
(considered implicit memory because they did not depend on con-
scious recollection) with their happened-to-me ratings (considered ex-
plicit memory because they depended on conscious access to the
autobiographical episodes).

Procedure

Following informed consent procedures, the experimenter asked
subjects to generate memories (elicitation). She asked them to recall a
distant and a recent episode (first day of high school and first day of
university, respectively); order of episode was counterbalanced across in-
dividuals. For each episode, she asked them to close their eyes and imag-
ine themselves experiencing the episode again, and then to recall
personal semantic information (i.e., the nine autobiographical facts) and
autobiographical event information (i.e., the most memorable single inci-
dent of the entire episode). She also asked them to rate their memories in
terms of vividness (1 � not at all vivid, 7 � very vivid) and confidence in
the accuracy of recall (1 � not at all confident, 7 � very confident).2

The experimenter then administered a hypnotic induction procedure
and a number of standard suggestions, followed by the PHA sugges-
tion. She told half the subjects that after hypnosis they would not be
able to recall their first day of high school (i.e., distant episode targeted
by PHA) and the other half that after hypnosis they would not be able to
recall their first day of university (i.e., recent episode targeted). She told
all subjects that they would be unable to recall the event until they re-
ceived a reversibility cue (“Now you can remember everything”).

After a hypnotic deinduction procedure, the experimenter adminis-
tered the category-generation and social judgment tasks, which she
presented as tests of information processing speed following hypnosis;
task order remained constant so that the memory cues progressed from
general (category labels) to specific (incident descriptions). The exper-
imenter then administered Recall 1. She asked subjects to recall the
personal semantic information and their memorable incidents for the
distant and recent episodes. She then gave the reversibility cue that
canceled PHA, and asked them to recall the events again (Recall 2).
Finally, she answered any questions and ended the session.

RESULTS

Explicit Memory of the Autobiographical Episodes

Analysis focused on subjects’ recall during elicitation (before the
PHA suggestion was administered), Recall 1 (after it was adminis-
tered), and Recall 2 (after it was canceled). Table 1 presents the mean
number of personal semantic details recalled and the number of sub-
jects who recalled their memorable incidents across these tests.

Recall at elicitation

A 2 (hypnotizability: high vs. low) 

 

� 2 (episode: distant vs. recent)
mixed-model analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the semantic informa-
tion recalled during elicitation yielded a main effect of episode, F(1,
18) � 8.07, p � .015. Although both high- and low-hypnotizable sub-
jects retrieved the majority of the nine personal semantic details re-
quested, they provided slightly more information for the recent than
the distant event.3 All high-hypnotizable subjects and the majority of

2. There were no differences in high- and low-hypnotizable subjects’ vivid-
ness and confidence ratings; mean ratings ranged from 4.89 (SD

 

� 1.76) to 5.70
(SD

 

� 0.92). Further, there was no consistent relationship between subjects’ rat-
ings and their recall during elicitation, Recall 1, or Recall 2.

3. This can be explained by the fact that for high school (the distant event)
some subjects did not provide names of both boys and girls they met because
they attended single-sex schools.
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low-hypnotizable subjects recalled an incident for the distant and re-
cent episodes.

Recall following administration of PHA

A 2 

 

� 2 (Hypnotizability 

 

� Episode) mixed-model ANOVA of the
semantic information recalled during Recall 1 yielded a main effect of
hypnotizability, F(1, 18) 

 

� 12.17, p

 

� .005.4 High-hypnotizable sub-
jects recalled fewer details from both episodes than low-hypnotizable
subjects did. Also, whereas all low-hypnotizable subjects recalled
their memorable incidents, only half of the high-hypnotizable subjects
did so, �2(1, N

 

� 20) 

 

� 3.87, p

 

� .01, and 

 

�2(1, N

 

� 20) 

 

� 6.67, p

 

�
.01, for the distant and recent episodes, respectively. Thus, following
the PHA suggestion, high-hypnotizable subjects’ recall was impaired,
but low-hypnotizable subjects’ recall was not.

The recall of high-hypnotizable, but not low-hypnotizable, sub-
jects was strongly influenced by the PHA suggestion. Figures 1a and
1b focus on high-hypnotizable subjects’ memory for the distant and
recent episodes on Recall 1 (expressed as a percentage of information
recalled at elicitation) according to which episode was targeted by the
suggestion. A 2 (PHA: episode targeted vs. episode not targeted) � 2
(episode: distant vs. recent) ANOVA of the semantic information re-
called yielded an interaction between PHA and episode, F(1, 8) �
5.11, p � .055. Although the high-hypnotizable subjects recalled
fewer details from the recent episode when it was targeted by PHA

than when it was not, they recalled similar amounts from the distant
episode (lower than the amounts from the recent episode) when it was
targeted by PHA and when it was not.5 In other words, their memory
of the distant episode was impaired irrespective of the specific focus
of the suggestion. Also, whereas fewer high-hypnotizable subjects re-
called their memorable incident from the distant episode when it was
targeted by PHA than when it was not, �2(1, N

 

� 10) 

 

� 3.60, p

 

� .06,
similar numbers recalled their incident from the recent episode when
it was targeted by PHA and when it was not. Thus, although in general
high-hypnotizable subjects’ memory was poorer when the episode
was targeted by PHA than when it was not, the suggestion influenced
recall of the distant episode (particularly for personal semantic infor-
mation) more than recall of the recent episode.

Recall following cancellation of PHA

A 2 

 

� 2 (Hypnotizability 

 

� Episode) mixed-model ANOVA of the
semantic information recalled during Recall 2 (see Table 1) yielded a
main effect of episode, F(1, 18) � 9.08, p � .01. Both high- and low-
hypnotizable subjects retrieved the majority of the personal semantic
details requested, but as at elicitation, they provided slightly more infor-
mation for the recent than the distant episode. Also, almost all high- and
low-hypnotizable subjects recalled their memorable incidents. Thus,
despite impairment in high-hypnotizable subjects’ explicit memory af-
ter PHA was administered, their recall returned to the (ceiling) level of
low-hypnotizable subjects after the suggestion was canceled.

Dissociations Between Implicit and Explicit Memory

Category generation

Table 2 presents the mean total number of girls’ and boys’ names
generated as instances on the category-generation task that matched
names from the autobiographical episode and the number of names re-
called on Recall 1. A 2 (hypnotizability: high vs. low) � 2 (PHA: epi-
sode targeted vs. episode not targeted) � 2 (memory: implicit vs.
explicit) ANOVA yielded a main effect of hypnotizability, F(1, 18) �
4.92, p � .05; a main effect of memory, F(1, 18) � 34.13, p � .001;
and an interaction between hypnotizability and memory, F(1, 18) �
19.20, p � .001. Whereas high- and low-hypnotizable subjects gener-
ated similar numbers of girls’ and boys’ names from the two episodes
as instances, on Recall 1 high-hypnotizable subjects recalled signifi-
cantly fewer of these details than low-hypnotizable subjects did. This
result indicates a dissociation between implicit and explicit memory
for high-hypnotizable subjects. Also, whereas for high-hypnotizable
subjects there was a significant (one-tailed) negative correlation be-
tween the number of names from the episodes generated as instances
and average latency, r � �.60, p � .05, for low-hypnotizable subjects
there was no relationship between instance generation and latency,
r � .32, n.s. In other words, producing the “forgotten” autobiographi-
cal material appears to have speeded high-hypnotizable subjects’ re-
sponse time on the category-generation task.

4. Because of unequal variances across hypnotizability levels, I conducted
a nonparametric Mann-Whitney test, which confirmed the difference between
groups, p

 

� .005.

Table 1. Explicit memory performance (personal semantic 
information and memorable incidents) across memory tests

Test

Subject group
and episode Elicitation Recall 1 Recall 2

Personal semantic information
High hypnotizable

Distant episode 6.50 (1.35) 4.30 (3.99) 6.40 (1.17)
Recent episode 8.30 (1.06) 4.20 (3.99) 8.30 (1.06)

Low hypnotizable
Distant episode 7.30 (1.42) 7.30 (1.42) 7.30 (1.42)
Recent episode 8.00 (1.49) 7.90 (1.45) 8.00 (1.49)

Memorable incidents
High hypnotizable

Distant episode 10 (100%) 5 (50%) 10 (100%)
Recent episode 10 (100%) 5 (50%) 10 (100%)

Low hypnotizable
Distant episode 9 (90%) 9 (90%) 9 (90%)
Recent episode 10 (100%) 10 (100%) 10 (100%)

Note. For personal semantic information, the mean number of details 
recalled is shown; maximum 

 

� 9. Standard deviations appear in 
parentheses. For memorable incidents, the number of subjects who 
recalled their memorable incident is shown. Percentages appear in 
parentheses.

5. Because of unequal variances across PHA levels, I conducted a nonpara-
metric Mann-Whitney test, which confirmed the difference between subjects
for the recent event, p � .01.
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Social judgment

Table 2 also presents the mean likelihood and happened-to-me rat-
ings from the social judgment task. A 2 (hypnotizability: high vs.
low) � 2 (PHA: episode targeted vs. episode not targeted) � 2 (rating:
likelihood vs. happened to me) ANOVA yielded significant main effects
of PHA, F(1, 18) � 5.07, p � .05, and rating, F(1, 18) � 19.98, p �
.001, and interactions between hypnotizability and PHA, F(1, 18) �
6.70, p � .02, and hypnotizability and rating, F(1, 18) � 11.55, p �
.005. Whereas high- and low-hypnotizable subjects’ likelihood ratings
were similar, happened-to-me ratings were significantly lower for
high- than for low-hypnotizable subjects. Most important, whereas
low-hypnotizable subjects’ ratings of the two incidents were similar
irrespective of the PHA suggestion (and indicated that these subjects
believed the events had happened to them), high-hypnotizable sub-
jects’ ratings of the incident targeted by PHA were substantially lower
than their ratings of the incident not targeted by the suggestion; specif-
ically, following PHA, these subjects indicated that they were unsure
whether the targeted incident had happened to them. These ratings are
consistent with the results of the category-generation task in indicat-
ing a dissociation between implicit and explicit memory for high-hyp-
notizable subjects.

DISCUSSION

This experiment investigated PHA’s influence on autobiographical
memory and whether hypnotically created autobiographical amnesia
shows the same characteristics as functional amnesia. The data indi-
cate that PHA is not limited to simple, nonpersonal information or
events learned or experienced during hypnosis, but can influence the
autobiographical memories of high-hypnotizable, but not low-hypno-
tizable, individuals. Previous experiments in this program demon-
strated that PHA is equally successful for information learned before
and during hypnosis (confirming that PHA is not an instance of state-
dependent memory; Barnier et al., 2001; Bryant et al., 1999), and the
present findings extend this work to personal, distant (and obviously
prehypnotic) memories. Also, these findings support claims that PHA

may provide a laboratory analogue of functional amnesia (Kihlstrom
& Schacter, 1995; Neisser, 1967; Schacter & Kihlstrom, 1989).

PHA shows the three features of functional amnesia: impaired con-
scious retrieval, dissociations between implicit and explicit memory,
and reversibility. As predicted, following the administration of the
PHA suggestion, high-hypnotizable subjects’ recall, particularly of
the episode targeted by the suggestion, was significantly impaired

Fig. 1. High-hypnotizable subjects’ performance on Recall 1: percentage of personal semantic information recalled (a) and percentage of sub-
jects who recalled their memorable incident (b) as a function of whether the event was or was not the target of the posthypnotic amnesia (PHA)
suggestion. Error bars show �1 SEM.

Table 2. Dissociations between implicit and explicit memory

Subject group
and episode

Implicit
memory

Explicit
memory

Category generation
High hypnotizable

Episode targeted by PHA 2.10 (1.45) 2.00 (2.45)
Episode not targeted 1.70 (1.16) 2.60 (2.07)

Low hypnotizable
Episode targeted by PHA 1.90 (1.10) 4.50 (1.58)
Episode not targeted 1.50 (1.72) 4.50 (1.27)

Social judgment
High hypnotizable

Episode targeted by PHA 4.30 (2.41) 3.60 (3.20)
Episode not targeted 5.20 (2.66) 7.00 (2.16)

Low hypnotizable
Episode targeted by PHA 4.10 (2.56) 8.00 (0.00)
Episode not targeted 3.80 (2.35) 8.00 (0.00)

Note. For category generation, implicit memory is represented by the 
mean number of semantic details from the autobiographical episodes 
that were generated as instances for critical categories (girls’ names, 
boys’ names), and explicit memory is represented by the number of 
these names recalled on Recall 1; maximum � 6. For social judgment, 
implicit memory is represented by likelihood ratings (1 � not at all
likely, 8 � extremely likely), and explicit memory is represented by 
happened-to-me ratings (1 � it definitely did not happen, 8 � it
definitely did happen). Standard deviations appear in parentheses.
PHA � posthypnotic amnesia.
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compared with low-hypnotizable subjects’ recall. Despite this, infor-
mation from the “forgotten” episode influenced their performance on
the category-generation task (in terms of both instances generated and
response latency) and the social judgment task. Thus, high-hypnotiz-
able subjects showed a clear dissociation between implicit and explicit
memory. Finally, following cancellation of the suggestion, high-hyp-
notizable subjects’ memory returned to the ceiling level of low-hypno-
tizable subjects. This experiment is the first to demonstrate that PHA
can create selective forgetting and recovery of autobiographical mem-
ory in the laboratory. Moreover, the strength of PHA’s effect on high-
hypnotizable subjects’ memory, even among a relatively small group
of subjects, underscores the potential utility of the paradigm (see also
Barnier & McConkey, 1999).

The present findings highlight both the nature of PHA’s effect on
personal memory and directions for further development of the para-
digm. For instance, PHA influenced high-hypnotizable subjects’
memory for the distant event more than their memory for the recent
event, which suggests that a memory’s age or distance in time may de-
termine whether its accessibility can be altered (Tulving & Pearlstone,
1966). That is, older memories may be more susceptible to PHA than
younger memories are. Alternatively, the emotionality or scope of the
targeted episode may influence its susceptibility to forgetting. Because
functional amnesia typically revolves around forgetting emotional, of-
ten negative or traumatic, events (Christianson & Engelberg, 1999), it
would be useful to focus on the emotionality (emotional/unemotional)
and valence (positive/negative/neutral) of the events. Also, given that
individuals may forget whole periods of their lives, it would be inter-
esting to test whether PHA’s influence extends from specific events to
lifetime periods (Conway & Pleydell-Pearce, 2000; for initial data, see
Cox & Barnier, 2001).

It is also apparent from subjects’ comments that traditional dichot-
omous scoring for PHA (i.e., amnesia/no amnesia) does not capture
the complexities of its influence on a multifaceted autobiographical
episode. A previous study (Barnier & Wright, 2002) indexed PHA’s
impact on both the accessibility and the quality (viz., specificity, nar-
rative, and sensory qualities of recall) of autobiographical episodes
and found more dramatic changes in the quality than in the accessibil-
ity of memories (see also Johnson, Foley, Suengas, & Raye, 1988).
Also, the precise impact of the suggestion on targeted and nontargeted
(but associated) material remains unclear. The finding that high-hyp-
notizable subjects’ memory of the distant episode was impaired irre-
spective of the specific focus of the suggestion is conceptually
consistent with the report (Allen, Iacono, Laravuso, & Dunn, 1995)
that high-hypnotizable subjects showed PHA for both targeted and
nontargeted lists of words; in other words, PHA appears somewhat
diffuse in its effect (see also Cox & Barnier, 2001).

More work is needed on “implicit autobiographical memory.” Al-
though autobiographical memory is usually defined in terms of the in-
dividual’s ability to explicitly recollect past events (Conway &
Pleydell-Pearce, 2000), the implicit influence of personal material is a
key aspect of clinical reports of functional amnesia (e.g., Kihlstrom &
Schacter, 1995; Schacter & Kihlstrom, 1989). This experiment devel-
oped and tested two tasks to index the dissociation between implicit
and explicit expressions of personal memory. Both appeared to show
the ongoing influence of forgotten autobiographical material and thus
could potentially be used to explore the possibility of implicit autobio-
graphical memory in functional or organic amnesia. Of course, the
pattern of subjects’ performance on these tasks could be due to other
factors. For instance, the likelihood ratings in the social judgment task

tended to be relatively similar for the various events, and this could re-
flect the inherent (and similar) likelihood of the events, rather than
prior exposure during elicitation. Refinement of the tasks will assist in
ruling out such alternative explanations.

The essential finding of this experiment is that a PHA suggestion,
administered to highly hypnotizable individuals, can temporarily dis-
rupt their explicit, but not implicit, memory for nonhypnotic, person-
ally relevant, autobiographical episodes. PHA’s ability to influence
personal memory offers a valuable paradigm within which theoretical
and empirical predictions about functional amnesia may be tested.
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