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Current laboratory paradigms used to assess unconscious plagiarism consist of three tasks. First,
participants generate solutions to a puzzle task with a partner (initial generation task); second, they re- .
call their individual contribution (recall-own task); and third, they attempt to create new solutions that
were not offered previously (generate-new task). An analysis of these tasks indicated that they differ
in terms of the source monitoring they require. The two generative tasks require less differentiated in-
formation (e.g., familiarity) and relatively lax decision criteria. The recall-own task, however, demands
more differentiated information and more extended decision criteria. In two experiments, factors
known to influence source monitoring were manipulated. Consistent with the analysis, no effects were

" associated with the generative tasks. Recall-own plagiarisms increased when self- and other-generated
solutions were difficult to distinguish (Experiment 1) and decreased when the two sources were eas-

ier to distinguish (Experiment 2).

Offering an idea or a solution to a problem under the
belief that it is one’s novel contribution, when that idea
or solution has actually been encountered earlier, consti-
tutes cryptomnesia, or unconscious plagiarism (Taylor,
1965). Currently, two paradigms have been used suc-
cessfully to study the laboratory analogue of unconscious
plagiarism. The first, developed by Brown and Murphy
(1989), assessed unconscious plagiarism in a category
generation paradigm that consisted of three sequential
tasks. The first task (called initial generation) required
participants to take turns in groups of 4, generating ex-
emplars from four categories (e.g., musical instruments,
sports, etc.). Each participant offered four exemplars per
category in a round-robin fashion under the admonition
to avoid repeating another person’s responses. In the two
subsequent tasks, participants attempted to recall the ex-
emplars that they had offered (recall-own task) and to
generate new exemplars that had not been offered earlier
by themselves or by their fellow group members (gener-

ate-new task). Because of the admonition instruction, -

plagiarisms were counted in the initial generation and
generate-new tasks whenever a participant offered an ex-
emplar that had already been given. In the recall-own
task, plagiarisms occurred whenever a participant
claimed to have generated an exemplar that had been of-
fered by another group member. In all three tasks, the
proportion of plagiarized responses was substantial and
varied with manipulations such as task difficulty (e.g.,
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orthographic vs. semantic category generation) and re-
tention interval (Brown & Halliday, 1991).

In the second paradigm, Marsh and his colleagues
(Marsh & Bower, 1993; Marsh & Landau, 1995) used
these same three tasks in the context of a Boggle puzzie
task. A Boggle puzzle consists of a 4 X 4 square matrix
of 16 letters in which words can be found by stringing
adjacent letters together (see the Appendix for an exam-
ple). Like initial generation in the catégory generation
paradigm, the participant generated 25% of the responses
and another source (in this case a computer) generated the
remaining 75% of the responses. Following initial gener-
ation, participants attempted to recall their solutions and
to generate new solutions that had not been produced ear-
lier. The Boggle paradigm produced much higher rates of
plagiarism, which Marsh and Bower argued was a function
of the puzzle task’s greater ecological validity and the na-
ture of the memory cues that it provided. In the experi-
ments reported in this article, the Boggle puzzle para-
digm was used again as a means of testing whether the
plagiarism that it elicits can be considered a specific form
of a source-monitoring error (Brown & Halliday, 1991; Ja-
coby & Kelley, 1987; Johnson, Hashtroudi, & Lindsay,
1993; Marsh & Landau, 1995; Marsh, Landau, & Hicks,

_in press). If it is, the incidence of plagiarism should be

predictable from the principles of the source-monitoring
framework. ' '

In general, source monitoring is the process of remem-
bering where information has originated (Johnson et al,,
1993; Johnson & Raye, 1981; Johnson, Raye, Foley, &
Foley, 1981). According to the source-monitoring frame-
work (see Johnson et al., 1993, for a recent review), suc-
cessful source monitoring depends on two components:
the attributes of the memory representation and the de-
cision processes used to determine that representation’s
origin. The memorial attributes of a stored representa-
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tion include such information as cognitive operations,
sensory/ perceptual details, contextual cues, semantic
detail, and affective reactions to the encoding experi-
ence. As a guiding principle, whenever the attributes of
memory representations are uniquely defined (i.e.,
highly differentiated), the framework predicts fewer
source-monitoring errors. In contrast, when the attributes
of a memory overlap with other memories (i.e., they are

highly confusable), assigning source is more difficult.

and the number of source errors should increase.
Although source-monitoring errors can arise from
greater overlap among memory representations, they can
also occur if the decision processes that inspect these
memorial records are biased or inaccurate. In general,
decision processes vary in terms of the amount and kind
of information that is needed in order to make a source
ascription (Dodson & Johnson, 1996; Multhaup, 1995).
In terms of amount, decisions can be made quickly and
heuristically or they can be made slowly and deliberately
(Johnson et al., 1993). In terms of kind, some situations
will demand more perceptual detail (e.g., determining
that one has met someone at a party), whereas other sit-
uations will require more cognitive operations for one to
confidently determine the origin of a memory (e.g., try-
ing to remember where one has encountered some med-
ical advice). Task demands.and one’s agenda at the time
a source-monitoring judgment is required will determine
the degree to which additional cognitive processing will
be recruited to examine the attributes of the memory. In
brief, the application of insufficient or inappropriate de-

cision criteria will cause source-monitoring errors (Dod- -

son & Johnson, 1996; Johnson et al., 1993; Multhaup,
1995). _

The issue of applying appropriate decision processes
has important implications for the paradigms of uncon-
scious plagiarism described before. Careful analysis of
each of the three plagiarism tasks indicated that the recall-
own task differs from the two generation tasks in funda-
-mental ways in terms of the decision processes involved.
The decision processes associated with the two genera-
tion tasks bear some resemblance to old-new recogni-
tion in that people generate a puzzle solution and need
only to distinguish old items from new.items in order to
correctly offer a new solution as required by the task.
Therefore, identification of old solutions can rely on less
differentiated information (e.g., familiarity) as well as
less extended reasoning (Dodson & Johnson, 1996; John-
son et al., 1993). In contrast, the recall-own task might
require an old—new decision, but also require determin-
ing which of the old items is one’s own and which was
given by the “partner” (Marsh & Bower, 1993). This ad-
ditional decision in the recall-own task is clearly of the
same type as those made in standard investigations of the
source-monitoring framework in which people-are at-
tempting to distinguish between two classes of old items
(e.g., Johnson et al., 1981; Zaragoza & Lane, 1994). If this
analysis is correct, successful completion of the recall-own

task should require more differentiated information and
more systernatic decision processes than the two genera-
tive tasks, in which a single old—new judgment might suf-
fice. In support of this ¢laim, Marsh and Bower (1993)
found that the recall-own task took longer to complete
than either of the generation tasks. That finding is also
consistent with the fact that source-monitoring judg-
ments require more time to complete than do old—new
recognition judgments (Johnson, Kounios, & Reeder,
1994). Given the preceding discussion, we hypothesized
that standard manipulations designed to influence source
monitoring should influence performance on the recall-
own task to a greater degree than the two generation tasks.

To test a similar hypothesis, Marsh and Bower (1993)

- had participants play Boggle against the computer. In a

standard condition, the computer’s items appeared on the
computer monitor below the puzzle matrix. This condi-
tion was compared with one in which only fragments of
the solution word were given. People were required to
complete the computer’s solution by typing in the missing
letters. Presumably, having people generate the missing
letters for each computer solution should have created
more similar cognitive operations between computer- and
self-generated solutions. Increasing the similarity of the
cognitive operations associated with two sources should
have led people in the recall-own task to claim that more
computer-generated items were their own. Curiously,
and inconsistent with the preceding argument, that result
was not obtained: When attempting to recall their own
solutions, people in the fragment condition plagiarized
the same number of items as did people in the standard
condition. Marsh and Bower argued that the circumstances
giving rise to cryptomnesia were qualitatively distinct:
Cryptomnesia errors could not be wholly subsumed by
the source-monitoring framework. Although certain
tasks and conditions may support Marsh and Bower’s
general claim, we find the preceding theoretical analysis
of the recall-own task, framed in terms of source moni-
toring; sufficiently compelling to warrant the present
experimentation. _

In Experiment 1, we attempted to make the cognitive op-
erations associated with the self-generated and computer-
generated solutions more confusable by having partici-
pants attempt to guess the computer’s solutions during
initial generation. Searching the puzzle for the comput-
er’s solutions closely resembles the type of search pro-
cess that people perform when they are searching for one
of their own solutions. This type of processing should
make the computer’s solutions less differentiated from
the self-generated items, which, in turn, should increase
the proportion of recall-own plagiarisms. Alternatively,
it is possible that generating the computer’s solutions
might result in deeper processing, which would lead to
better memory for those items and consequently less pla-
giarism. For example, Marsh and Bower (1993) found
that deeper processing during initial generation led to
fewer plagiarisms than did a shallow encoding task.



Other attributes of the memory representation con-
tribute to source monitoring, such as the perceptual/
sensory qualities and the contextual details associated
with a particular source. For example, trying to determine
who generated an idea or a concept is much easier when
the two sources are a male and a female than when they
are both female (Johnson, Nolde, & De Leonardis, 1996;
Lindsay, Johnson, & Kwon, 1991). In this case, better
source memory for the information was supported by the
perceptual detail of hearing it in distinctly different voices.
In Experiment 2, the level of perceptual differentiation as-
sociated with the computer-generated and self-generated
solutions was manipulated. In one condition, the experi-
menter read the computer’s solutions, and in another, the
participants read the computer’s solutions, directly from
the computer screen. Presumably, more perceptual and
contextual details are associated with memories for these
puzzle solutions when another person reads the solutions
aloud than when they are presented on a relatively contex-
tually impoverished computer screen. On the one hand, in-
creasing the perceptual and contextual distinctiveness of
the two sources should lead to fewer recall-own plagia-
risms for the people who play Boggle with a partner. On
the other hand, it is possible that the level of plagiarism
might increase for people who play Boggle with the com-
puter because of the sensory match effect (Snodgrass, Hir-
shman, & Fan, 1996). The sensory match effect refers to
the finding that memory for an item is better when that
item is presented in the same sensory form at study and
test. Thus, participants who study the computer’s solutions
on the computer screen might have better memory for
those items, which would allow them to avoid uncon-
sciously plagiarizing them during the recall-own task.

In summary, the following two experiments were ma-
nipulations designed to make the self- and other-generated
solutions either highly confusable (Experiment 1) or highly
distinguishable (Experiment 2). When the memorial at-
tributes associated with the two sources are easily con-
fused, the level of plagiarism in the recall-own task should
increase. In contrast, when the sources are sufficiently dif-
ferentiated, the number of recall-own plagiarisms should
decrease. Although a strict analysis predicts that there
should not be any consequent effect on the two genera-
tion tasks, these manipulations are also ones that might
affect memorability of the items as a whole. Thus, there
might be some marginal impact on performance in the
generation tasks, but it should be attenuated as compared
with the recall-own task.

EXPERIMENT 1

In this experiment, participants assighed to a gener-
ate-reveal condition were shown the computer’s solu-
tions letter by letter. As each letter was added, participants
were asked to guess which word was being generated. In
contrast, participants in the read-intact condition simply
read each ofthe computer’s solutions, which were offered
in their intact form. On the basis of the preceding analy-
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sis, if plagiarism errors in the recall-own task follow the
general principles of the source-monitoring framework,
an increase in the number of recall-own plagiarisms
should occur, Marsh and Bower’s (1993) original treat-
ment notwithstanding.

Method

Participants, Forty-two undergraduates from the University of Geor-
gia.volunteered and received course credit for their participation. Par-
ticipants were randomly assigned to the generate-reveal condition or to
the read-intact condition. Each participant was tested individually in
sessions that lasted approximately 1 h.

Materials and Procedure. Four Boggle puzzles were taken from
those used by Marsh and Bower (1993). The puzzles consisted of 16 let-
ters arranged in a 4 X 4 matrix and were presented in the center of a
computer monitor. The procedure generally follows Marsh and Bower’s
(Experiment 1) delayed condition. At the beginning of the experimen-
tal session, participants in both conditions completed initial generation.
In this task, participants alternated with the computer to generate puz-
zle solutions. Each participant received detailed instructions regarding
the rules for generating solutions. Each valid solution had to contain at
least three adjoining letters that could be connected horizontally, verti-
cally, or diagonally. However, no letter in the matrix could be used twice
in the same word. Moreover, proper nouns were not allowed, and once
the root form of a word had been used, additional words could not be
created by simply adding a prefix or suffix. For example, if a participant
generated the word cat, he/she could not offer cats later in the puzzle.
Of course, participants were admonished not to copy solutions that had
been used earlier.

Initial generation consisted of four rounds per puzzle and each round
was conducted as follows: First the computer offered three solutions,
which were the odd-numbered items of highest frequency from the
Marsh and Bower Boggle norms. Followirg the three computer solu-
tions, the participant had to find and offer anew solution. Therefore, by
the end of each puzzle, the participant had generated 4 solutions and
the computer had offered 12 solutions. The computer software was writ-
ten so that it contained a safeguard preventing the computer from pla-
giarizing the solutions offered by the participant

For each computer solution, people in the read-intact condition
pressed a key to verify that they had found it in the puzzle. In contrast,
rather than simply reading the computer’s solutions, people in the
generate-reveal condition were gradually shown each computer solu-
tion letter by letter and asked to guess aloud as each additional letter was
added. Regardless of whether a guess could be made, participants could
reveal the next letter by pressing the space bar. For example, the com-
puter might generate the letter s. The participant was instructed to look
at the puzzle and to guess which word the computer was generating.
Following each guess, the participant revealed the next letter in the word
(e.g., s, st, sta, stal, stall) by pressing the space bar. Participants were
encouraged to guess with each additional letter. Regardless of when the
solution was figured out, people were required to reveal the remaining
letters in order to equate presentation duration across participants. Once
the entire word was revealed, the participant read it aloud, confirmed
that it was in the puzzle, and then proceeded to the next solution.

Once initial generation has been completed for all four puzzles, par-
ticipants were shown each puzzle and asked to (1) recall and type in the
four solutions they had contributed from that puzzle (recall-own task)
and (2) type in four new solutions that had not been offered éarlier
(generate-new task). All tasks were performed on the computer with the
relevant puzzle displayed in the center of the screen. Participants were
always required to give four responses to each of the three tasks before
being allowed to continue.

Results and Discussion

In all analyses, the significance level was set at .05.
Table 1 sets forth the proportion of incorrect responses by
task and condition. Discussion of the results follows the
same sequence as testing.
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Table 1
Proportion of Incorrect Responses X Task and Condition
for Experiments 1 and 2

Condition

Experiment 1

Experiment 2

Intact-Read Generate-Reveal Computer Partner Human Partner

Task M SE M SE M SE M SE
Generation plagiarism .18 .02 13 03 17 .02 13 02
Recall-own plagiarism = .46 .03 56 04 50 .03 42 02
Recall-own errors 18 .02 21 02 21 02 18 02
Generate new 38 03 34 03 42 04 36 03
Other plagiarism 28 .02 25 02 29 .03 28 03
Self-plagiarism 10 .02 09 02 13 .02 08 02

In the initial generation task, participants generated four
solutions per puzzle. A plagiarism error was counted when-
ever a participant repeated a solution that had been previ-
ously generated. As can be seen in the left half of Table 1,
revealing the computer’s items led to slightly fewer plagia-
risms, but this difference was not significant [F(1,40) =
1.93, MS, = .01, p = .17]. In the recall-own task, with the
puzzle in front of them, participants attempted to recall the
solutions that they had contributed during initial genera-
tion. This task yields two types of incorrect responses. Par-
ticipants could either claim to recall an itern that had actu-
ally been generated earlier by the computer (i.e., a
recall-own plagiarism) or claim to recall an item that had
not been offered at all during initial generation (i.e., recall-
own error, or intrusion). As predicted by the source-mon-
itoring framework and our analysis of this paradigm, re-
vealing the computer’s solutions increased the proportion

of recall-own plagiarisms [F(1,40) = 4.23, MS, = .03]..

The number of recall-own errors did not differ [F(1,40) =
1.02, MS, = .01, p = .31]. More importantly, comparison
of the two errors that could be made in the recall-own task
demonstrated that people in both conditions were more
likely to plagiarize an earlier solution (recall-own plagia-
risms) than to offer a response that had not been offered
earlier (recall-own errors) [F(1,40) = 166.07, MS, = .01].
This difference is important because it shows that errors
due to prior exposure (i.e., priming) exceed intrusions er-
rors (see Brown & Murphy, 1989).

During the generate-new task, people attempted to offer
solutions that had not been offered earlier. In this task, a
person could mistakenly regenerate a solution that had
been offered by the computer (other plagiarisms) or by
themselves (self-plagiarisms). Following Marsh and
Bower (1993), we pooled across plagiarism type and an-
alyzed the total amount of plagiarism. As can be seen in
Table 1, revealing the solutions during initial generation
.did not affect the incidence of plagiarism in the generate-
new task [F(1,40) = 1.36, MS, = .02,p = 25].

Revealing the computer’s solutions and asking people
to guess their identity led to a negligible decrement in pla-
giarisms in the two generative tasks. More importantly, as
predicted by the source-monitoring framework, revealing
the computer’s solutions increased the number of plagia-
risms in the recall-own task. Guessing the computer’s so-
lutions made these solutions more similar to self-generated

items, and when asked to recall their own contribution,
people confused the source of computer-generated with
their self-generated solutions.

EXPERIMENT 2

In contrast to Experiment 1, in which the number of
recall-own plagiarisms was increased, the goal of Ex-
periment 2 was to decrease the number of plagiarisms in
that task by making the computer- and self-generated so-
lutions more easily distinguishable. Recall that we pro-
posed that the recall-own task requires extended source
monitoring and that the two generative tasks can rely on
mere recognition. If this is true, increasing the distinc-
tiveness of perceptual qualities and the contextual attrib-
utes associated with the “other-generated” information
should reduce source errors in the recall-own task but leave
plagiarism in the generative tasks fairly constant. Dur-
ing initial generation, half of the participants played Bog-
gle with a human partner and the remaining participants
played the game with a computer partner. We predicted
that the human partner condition would improve source
monitoring and reduce recall-own plagiarisms.

Method

Participants. Forty undergraduates from the University of Georgia,
none of whom had participated in Experiment 1, volunteered and re-
ceived course credit for their participation. Participants were randomly -
assigned to the computer- or human-partner condition. Each participant
was tested individually in sessions that lasted approximately 1 h.

Materials and Procedure. The materials and procedure were iden-
tical to those used in the read-intact condition of Experiment 1, with
one modification. During initial generation, participants in the com-
puter-partner condition sat in front of the computer monitor and played

- Boggle with the computer. Each computer-generated solution was

presented directly below the puzzle. In contrast, people in the human-
partner condition sat next to the computer, where they could not see the
computer monitor. These participants were given a paper version of
each puzzle. Rather than read their partner’s solution from the computer
screen, their human partner pronounced each computer-generated
solution aloud. Participants nevertheless had to signal that they had
found the word in the puzzle, as in the computer-partner condition. As
in Experiment 1, following initial generation, participants completed
the recall-own and generate-new tasks for each puzzle on the computer.

Results and Discussion
As can be seen in Table 1, during initial generation,
people who played Boggle with a human partner plagia-



rized slightly fewer items than did people who played
“with a computer partner. However, this difference was
not significant [F(1,38) = 1.58, MS, = .01, p = .22].
Playing Boggle with a human partner was predicted to
decrease the number of recall-own plagiarisms because
there were more perceptual and contextual cues associ-
ated with the responses offered by the human partner.
This prediction was confirmed [F(1,38) = 5.28, MS, =
.01]. There were, however, no differences in the number
of recall-own errors [F(1,38) = 1.86, MS, = .006, p =
.18]. As in Experiment 1, participants were sensitive to
the information encountered during initial generation, as
. evidenced by a higher proportion of recall-own plagia-
risms than recall-own intrusions [F(1,38) = 292.76,
MS, = .001]. During the generate-new task, people in
each condition plagiarized the same number of solutlons
[F(1,38) = 1.6, MS, = .03, p = 21].
As predicted, playmg Boggle with a human partner
created more differentiated memories, which decreased
the amount of plagiarism in the recall-own task.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Collectively, these two experiments were designed to assess the role
that source monitoring might play in laboratory analogues of uncon-
scious plagiarism. As predicted by the source-monitoring framework,
and our analysis of those analogues, the number of recall-own plagia-
risms increased when the computer-generated solutions were made less
distinguishable from the self-generated solutions (Experiment 1) and
decreased when the two sources were made more distinguishable (Ex-
periment 2). In contrast, the two generation tasks were relatively im-
mune to these manipulations, although in each of the two experiments
small differences were observed that are attributable to overall encod-
ing differences.

As noted, a careful analysis of the three plagiarism tasks revealed
that the recall-own task differs from the two generation tasks in terms
of the decision processes it requires. The two generation tasks (i.e., the
initial generation and generate-new tasks) require finding a new solu-
tion. Under these circumstances, people generate a candidate and do not
need to engage in extended source monitoring. Rather, they need only
to determine whether the item was given before, a judgment akin to an
old-new recognition judgment. Although manipulations predicted to
affect source monitoring could affect recognition, as Johnson et al.
(1994) have remarked, recognition is generally a much faster process
that does not involve detailed inspection of memorial records. Consis-
tent with this view, the present findings suggest that the generative tasks
were less affected by manipulations known to affect source monitoring.

Why do plagiarisms occur in these tasks? Plagiarism might arise by
one of several routes, either through errors in recognition or because
people fail to apply appropriately stringent enough decision criteria. We
have argued that there may not be as much source monitoring going on
in these generative tasks as in the recall-own task. This does not exclude
the possibility that we have raised elsewhere (Marsh, Landau, & Hicks,
1996, in press) that people who are busily engaged in generating a new
solution may not adequately monitor the source of each candidate (e.g.,
Allen & Jacoby, 1990; Jacoby & Kelley, 1987). Our main point is that,
in the two established paradigms used to study cryptomnesia, extended
source monitoring may be localized to one third of the entire experi-
mental sequence. Further, this position does not deny that recognition
judgments may be a simple form of source monitoring.

Due to the extended use of source monitoring during the recall-own
task, plagiarism levels were sensitive to factors related to the attributes
of the memory representations rather than the application of insuffi-
cient decision criteria. According to our analysis, the recall-own task is
conceptually similar to traditional source-monitoring tasks in which the
determination of source is the primary task. In standard source identi-
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fication.tasks, participants encode information from two different
sources (e.g., Source A and Source B). At test, these items are presented
along with some new items, and people are asked to decide the origin
of the item (A, B, or new). On these sorts of tests, people are probably
applying about as stringent decision criteria as they can. Under these
circumstances, attributes of memorial records will be closely inspected,
and when they are manipulated under various tasks and conditions, will
yield better or worse source monitoring, depending on how differentiated
the two classes of old items are made. If the recall-own task required the
same sort of source monitoring to distinguish among old items in ser- -
vice of offering one’s old solutions, then more plagiarism should be ob-
served when the computer’s items are more like one’s own, as occurred
in Experiment 1. Similarly, when the attributes of one’s items are made
more different, plagiarism should decrease, as in Experiment 2.

The results from Experiment 1 stand in stark contrast to Marsh and
Bower’s (1993, Experiment 2B) failure to find an increase in recall-own
plagiarisms when the cognitive operations associated with the self- and
computer-generated solutions were manipulated to be more similar. Re-
call that Marsh and Bower had participants fill in the missing letters for
the solutions generated by the computer. The simple explanation is that
filling in fragments for the computer’s solutions was too weak a ma-
nipulation. Filling in the fragments did not lead participants to engage
in the same type of processing that occurs when they are generating
their own solutions. In contrast, guessing the computer’s solutions re-
quired people to engage in the same cognitive operations for computer
solutions and self-generated items.

We do wish to raise, and dismiss, one potential criticism of the guess-
ing manipulation. In the process of guessing, people occasionally
guessed the wrong puzzle solution until a sufficient number of letters
had been revealed.! Thus, people in that condition might have been ex-
posed to a larger number of solutions overall. In practice, participants
often used the incorrect guess as their own next contribution (approxi-
mately 27% of the trials). First, this isjust the sort of overlap in cogni-
tive operations that we had hoped the guessing manipulation would gen-
erate. By this view, the criticism is actually a restatement.of the specific
manipulation, only in its stronger form. Second, Marsh and Landau
(1995) exposed people to the 32 normatively most frequent Boggle so-
lutions in each puzzle just prior to the recall-own and generate-new tasks.
That manipulation had no-consequent impact on the plagiarism in either
subsequent task. Thus, what at first may appear to be a criticism is un-
likely to affect, except in a positive way, the claims we have made.

The results from these two experiments are consistent with other
findings as well. In one series of experiments (Marsh et-al., in press), .
groups of participants generated solutions to everyday problems (e.g.,
“How can we improve the university?”). After a 1-week delay, partici-
pants returned to the laboratory and were asked to individually gener:
ate four new ideas that had not been offered during the previous session
(i.e., a generate-new task). After these new ideas were collected, each
participant was given a source-monitoring test in which the ideas from
the previous week were mixed with an equal number of new ideas. For
each idea, people were asked to indicate if it was theirs, someone else’s,
or a new item. Although there were relatively few plagiarisms on the
source-monitoring test, there were a substantial number of plagiarisms
elicited in the generate-new task. When a person’s goal was to ascribe
source, sufficiently stringent decision criteria were recruited in order to
avoid plagiarism. Conversely, when the goal of a task was to create a
new idea or offer a new puzzle solution, people did not seem to devote
sufficient attention to the source of their offerings. In other words, peo-
ple did not use a lot of the information they had available during the
generation of a new idea. Consistent with the source-monitoring frame-
work, this is strong evidence that people’s decision processes are wholly
determined by the demands of the task.

The importance of cryptomnesia transcends its theoretical implica-
tions concerning erroneous claims about one’s memory. The phenome-
non raises practical issues regarding copyright infringement and the
ownership of intellectual information. A recent example emphasizes the
importance of identifying the factors and situations that influence the
incidence of unconscious plagiarism. A political writer for the New Re-
public admitted that she copied another writer’s material when prepar-
ing an article profiling former presidential candidate Steven Forbes
(Ahrens, 1995). According to her, she inadvertently plagiarized sen-
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tences from another article because she accidently confused her re-
search materials with another author’s piece, - which had appeared in the
National Journal. Apparently, as she was preparing the article, she si-
multaneously used her word processor, which contained notes-about the
topic, and an on-line database of articles printed in other publications.
Because she failed to clearly label the two sources on her computer
screen, this caused her to confuse material from the database with notes
she had prepared earlier. . .

The results that we have reported from the Boggle paradigm suggest
that this variety of plagiarism might arise because the writer applied rel-
atively lax decision criteria. Writing an article or creating new techno-
logical devices is akin to the generate-new task; in-which the primary
goal is the production of novel work. The primary goal is not to cau-
tiously monitor sources. In fact; source monitoring at the early stages of
a project might obstruct progress-because.it might inhibit the generation
of ideas that are-similar (but sufficiently different) from older ideas.
Rather than disrupt the.creative process, a writer might benefit from
scrutinizing the soutce of each idea upon completion of a piece of work.
In this way, the creative process could proceed unimpeded, and the
writer could later apply the more.stringent type of decision processes
that are used by participants during the recall -own task in order to avoid
plagiarizing. mformatlon

Conclusions

In-analyzing the general procedure used in two of the estabhshed lab-
oratory analogues of cryptomnesia, it was hypothesized that correctly
generating new exemplars might require no more cognitive processing
than that used on a recognition test (i.e., distinguishing old from new
items). In contrast, correctly offering one’s old items required that they
be distinguished from another source’s old items. This second discrim-
ination seemed to.require source monitoring. Consistent with the pre-
dictions of the source-monitoring framework, changes in memorial at-
tributes affected plagiarism in the recall-own task, but not in generative
activities. Plagiarisms on generative activities may reflect incorrect
recognition decisions or the inadequate application of source-monitoring
decision criteria because cogmtlve processing is dlverted toward gener-
ating something novel.
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NOTE

1. Participants in the generate-reveal condition produced less than
one incorrect guess per trial (.68).

APPENDIX

An example of a Boggle puzzle (Marsh & Bower, 1993):

S T E Y
C A o S
G L I N
A N L D

Potential solutions: tall, lid, sin, etc.
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