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The present study examined the relationships of masculinity and femininity with concession in an experimental
collaborative eyewitness testimony task, using the MORI technique. Participants formed same sex or mixed sex
pairs and watched a videotaped event. Their eyewitness memories were assessed three times: immediately after
watching, after discussing the event together, and individually 1 week later. The participants’ self-confidence
in their recalled memories and percentages of concessions were also examined. The Masculinity-Humanity-
Femininity Scale was administered to the participants at the end of the experiment. The results showed that
masculinity negatively correlated with concession, and that both masculinity and femininity were associated
with inaccuracy in collaborative memory recall.
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Introduction

Following the pioneering study by Loftus (Loftus & Zanni,
1975; Loftus, 1975, 1979, 1981, 1997; Loftus et al., 1989),
eyewitness testimony has been studied by many other
researchers. In the Loftus paradigm, participants were pre-
sented with representations of a criminal event or traffic
accident, and were then asked several questions. Loftus
found that one’s memory of an event could easily be dis-
torted by subsequent questioning. These findings suggest
that eyewitness testimony may be distorted by questions
asked by prosecuting attorneys, lawyers, the press, or
others. Furthermore, discussions among those who saw
the same event may also influence eyewitness memories
because each eyewitness is likely to have observed only a
part of the entire event or might have overlooked some
important aspect of it. In such cases, discussions with other
eyewitnesses could make up for the incompleteness of indi-
vidual recall. However, the collaboration of eyewitnesses
could also be another source of memory distortion. Eyewit-
nesses may be subject to misperceptions as well as over-
sights. Oversights could be amended by collaboration, but
misperceptions might lead to conflicts among eyewitnesses.

The present paper examines how such conflicts are resolved
between a pair of eyewitnesses.

Although several attempts have been made to examine
whether a pair of individuals perform memory or learning
tasks better or worse than individuals performing the task
alone (Bondi, 1982; Azmita, 1988; Berlinger & Casanova,
1988; Beck & Black, 1991), the results have been mixed.
On the one hand, Takatori (1980) examined the effects of
collaboration between a pair in a recall task and showed
that two individuals recalled more items than one. Like-
wise, several studies have revealed that individuals in a
group learn from each other during collaboration (Stephen-
son et al., 1991; Yarmey, 1992). However, discussion with
others may distort one’s memory. Many studies have
reported that information from others can affect perceptual
reports (Asch, 1952; Bond & Smith, 1996; for a review),
and that group recollection can lead to misinformation
(Basden et al., 1997; Weldon et al., 2000). Indeed, several
studies on collaboration in memory and learning tasks have
revealed  that  not  all  individuals  improve  their  learning
by collaboration (Bondi, 1982; Azmita, 1988; Berlinger &
Casanova, 1988; Beck & Black, 1991).

One potential variable that may moderate the effect of
group versus individual memory performance is the sex
composition of a group, namely, whether groups are the
same sex or mixed sex groups. Although both men and
women are likely to perform equally well in same sex
groups, biological sex may act to structure group interac-
tion processes in mixed sex groups. According to the expec-
tation states theory (Berger et al., 1977), cultural beliefs
about the status implications distinguish characteristics to
organize an interaction in goal-oriented settings. Gender is
one of the most salient status characteristics which differ-
entiates group interaction. In mixed sex group, the theory
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predicts that men will be more influential, participate more,
be more assertive, and be less inclined to agree than women
(Ridgeway & Smith-Lovin, 1999). Collaboration is a social
behaviour which involves agreeing, conceding, asserting,
and leading. In a study by Wright et al. (2000), when one
person was confident in asserting what he/she saw, most of
the time the other person agreed. They suggested that par-
ticipants’ confidence and behaviour such as asserting or
agreeing were predictors of misinformation. Men, who may
regard themselves of higher status than women, may assert
more confidently than women; complementarily, women
may be more willing to concede to male assertions. These
types of beliefs in gender characteristics, which more often
associate higher status and competence with men than with
women, are widely held in many countries (Williams &
Best, 1990).

Deriving from cultural beliefs about gender differences,
participants’ gender identity may also have an effect on
collaborative memory recall. Masculinity, which focuses
on assertiveness, toughness, and self-confidence, is gener-
ally considered the most desirable trait for a male, and
femininity, which focuses on tenderness, sensitivity, and
submissiveness, is usually considered desirable in a female
(Bem, 1974). Therefore, regardless of their biological sex,
more masculine people may be less likely to concede to or
agree with their partners, whereas more feminine people
may be more likely to do so. When individuals discuss
disputed points in an eyewitness event, one of them must
change his or her opinion to reach an agreement. Mascu-
linity or femininity may well be a factor in determining
who will or will not concede. Individual differences in
eyewitness accuracy and suggestibility were studied and
several personality traits, including a lack of assertiveness
(Gudjonsson, 1988), have been related to adults’ suscepti-
bility to misinformation (Gudjonsson, 1983, 1988, 1990;
Gudjonsson & Clark, 1986; Schooler & Loftus, 1986;
Porter et al., 2000).

The purpose of the present study was to examine the
effects of sex composition of the pairs (female-female,
male-male, female-male), as well as masculinity and fem-
ininity, on recalled memories in an experimental collabora-
tive eyewitness testimony task. A particular focus of this
study was on whether an individual’s masculinity and fem-
ininity scores were related to misinformation, and also
self-confidence  and  concession.  An  individual’s  degree
of masculinity and femininity may be strongly associated
with concession to a partner’s opinion, regardless of his or
her partner’s degree of masculinity and femininity. For
example, highly masculine individuals may have confi-
dence in their performance on memory tasks and might not
concede to their partners, whereas more feminine people
might tend to do so. Therefore, a subject’s masculinity or
femininity was expected to be related to accurate recalls
after collaboration.

Method

Participants and procedure

A total of 48 (24 male, 24 female) undergraduate students
were recruited as volunteer participants for this study. The
mean age was 19.6 years (range: 18–22 years). The partic-
ipants were randomly assigned to a same-sex group or a
mixed-sex group: female-female, male-male, female-male
pairs. Each group had eight dyads. The present study rep-
licates the procedure conducted by Kanematsu et al. (1996/
2003), using the MORI (Manipulation of Overlapping
Rivalrous Images by polarizing filters) technique (Mori
et al., 1999; Mori, 2003). Each pair of participants was
instructed to enter a semisoundproof room containing two
video projectors (Victor PD-V7; JVC, Kanagawa, Japan)
and a half transparent screen (20 cm × 20 cm).

Two different versions of the same event were presented
independently to each pair of participants as they sat side
by side in front of the same screen. The two versions were
projected through two polarizing filters perpendicular to
each other, and the participants wore either vertical or hor-
izontal polarizing sunglasses so that each could see only
one of the two versions projected on the same screen. The
event presented to the participants was as follows:

A car pulled up in front of a female pedestrian. The male
driver got out of the car with a map in his hand to ask her
for directions. While she was explaining the directions on the
map, the pedestrian left her bag on the ground. A female
passenger sneaked out of the car, stole something from the
bag, and sneaked back into the car. Then the driver bowed
his thanks to the pedestrian and drove away. The pedestrian
started walking away without having noticed the theft.

The total length of the event was about one minute. The
two versions differed on only the following three points: (i)
the colour of the car: dark car versus white car; (ii) the attire
of the driver: parka with stripes versus a white shirt; and
(iii) the direction in which the pedestrian walked after the
theft: toward the viewer versus away from the viewer.

The participants were asked to make three reports on
what they recalled: the pre-discussion individual report,
the post-discussion report, and the week-after individual
report. They were asked to write down as much as possi-
ble about what they had seen (i.e. free recall), and were
then asked to respond to questions related to what they
had seen (i.e. cued recall). For the discussion period, the
experimenter instructed the participants to discuss what
they saw in the video and to merge different opinions into
one. The experimenter did not limit the time of discus-
sion. The means of discussion time were 552.65 (227.92)
seconds  for  cued  recall  and  752.90  (353.16)  seconds
for free recall, and there were no differences in group
compositions.
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In the post-discussion and week-after reports, the partic-
ipants were instructed to indicate which person had origi-
nally held which opinion. For each question in cued recall,
respondents rated their self-confidence in the accuracy of
their recollection.

The participants’ masculinity and femininity were mea-
sured at the end of the experimental procedure using the
Masculinity-Humanity-Femininity Scale (MHF scale; Ito,
1978).

Recalled memories and 
self-confidence rating

Memory performance was assessed in two ways: free recall
and cued recall. The cued recall task consisted of 15 ques-
tions. The sample questions were as follows: ‘What colour
car did the man drive?’ ‘What colour bag did the pedestrian
carry?’ and ‘Please describe what the pedestrian was wear-
ing on his upper body.’ For each recalled item, the partici-
pants rated their confidence in the accuracy of their
observations on a scale from 1, for ‘not at all confident’, to
7, for ‘very confident.’

Cued recall rates were converted using the following
equation: Accurate cued recall rate (%) = (number of
accurate recalls)/15 × 100; inaccurate cued recall rate
(%) = (number of inaccurate recalls)/15 × 100; and unan-
swered cued recall rate (%) = (15 − number of accurate and
inaccurate recalls)/15 × 100. Following the Kanematsu
et al. (1996/2003) study, free recall rates were scored
according to whether 47 predetermined items were reported
or not. The 47 items were the common pieces of informa-
tion which 20 undergraduates remembered after watching
the video at the test experiment by Kanematsu et al. (1996/
2003). A score based on these 47 items was used as an
index of accurate free recall. The scores were converted
into percentages: Accurate free recall rate (%) = (number
of accurate recalls)/47 × 100; inaccurate free recall rate
(%) = (number of inaccurate recalls)/47 × 100; and unan-
swered free recall rate (%) = (47 − number of accurate +
inaccurate recalls)/47 × 100. In addition to the free recall
rates, extra items which participants recalled other than the
47 items were counted.

Rate of concession

Recall that there were three differences between the two
versions of the video. However, participants recalled items
other than these three differences in the pre-discussion
individual report. In the post-discussion report and the
week-after individual report for the cued recall task, the
participants were instructed to show which partner had
originally held which opinion. The self-reported conceding
behaviour was confirmed with the items that were actually
recalled, and there were no differences between the self-

reported concessions and the observed concessions. A con-
cession was defined as a reporting of the partner’s opinion
after discussion. Denominators were the number of items
which were recalled differently between a pair in the pre-
discussion individual report, and numerators were the
number of items which were recalled to be the same as the
partner’s after discussion. For example, suppose that one
participant recalled an item inaccurately, his or her partner
was recorded to have an unanswered recall in the pre-
discussion report, and they recalled that item inaccurately
in the post-discussion report. The partner was regarded as
having conceded in the post-discussion report. If this latter
person ‘recalled’ the partner’s inaccurately recalled item in
the week-after report, this was counted as a concession for
his/her week-after report. Rates of concession were calcu-
lated using the following equation: Concession rate in post-
discussion report (%) = (number of items conceding to the
partner’s opinion after discussion)/(number of items dis-
agreed on in the pre-discussion individual report) × 100;
and concession rate in one-week later report (%) = (number
of items conceding to the partner’s opinion in the week-
after report)/(number of items disagreed on in the pre-
discussion individual report) × 100.

Masculinity and femininity

The MHF scale is a gender identity scale designed by Ito
(1978) which consists of 10 masculinity (α = 0.86) and 10
femininity  items  (α = 0.68)  rated  from  1  (never  true)  to
5 (always true). These masculinity and femininity items
describe desirable characteristics for males and for
females, respectively, in a similar way to Bem’s scale
(1974), but Ito (1978) applied these concepts to Japanese
society. Sample items for masculinity are ‘assertiveness’
and ‘toughness’, while those for femininity are ‘submis-
siveness’ and ‘delicacy.’ The mean scores of masculinity
were 30.92 (7.24) for males and 31.33 (6.77) for females
and those of femininity were 27.88 (5.53) and 27.83 (4.98),
respectively.

Results

To examine changes of accurate memory, inaccurate mem-
ory, unanswered recalled memory, self-confidence, and
concession rate in the three report phases, a repeated mea-
sures analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed. Mean
rates and scores of dependent variables are detailed in
Table 1. The mean rates of all dependent variables except
for ‘inaccurate cued memory’ had statistically significant
variations by reporting phase. The mean rates were
increased after discussion and slightly decreased after one
week. The mean rates of unanswered recalled memory
decreased after discussion and increased after one week.
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As an index of increases in the dependent variables due
to discussion, changes from pre-discussion individual
report to post-discussion report were calculated (= post-
discussion − pre-discussion). Decreases in the dependent
variables with time were also calculated (= one-week
later − post-discussion). Multilevel modelling allows the
examination of two levels of effects of group composition
(male-male, female-female, male-female) and dyadic
dependency (8 dyads for each group) on the increases by
discussion and decreases with time. The means (SE) of
increased rate by discussion by groups are detailed in
Table 2. The male-male and female-female groups

increased accurate free recalls and decreased unanswered
free recalls more than the male-female group. The male-
male and male-female groups showed increased inaccurate
free recalls after one-week, whereas the female-female
groups showed decreased inaccurate free recalls after one-
week. Dyadic dependency was not found overall.

For concession rate, there was no effect of group com-
position and dyadic dependency for post-discussion and
one-week later. On the other hand, a result of a t-test
showed that females (M = 50.3%, SD = 15.4) conceded
more than males (M = 49.7%, SD = 26.5) at post-discussion
(t23 = 2.99, p < 0.05), but not after one-week (M = 26.3%,

Table 1 Means (SD) of dependent variables according to three report phase

Pre-discussion Post-discussion Week-after F ratio†

Accurate cued recall (%) 58.33 (10.52)b 66.39 (8.80)a 64.17 (8.55)a 16.48***
Inaccurate cued recall (%) 27.92 (11.06) 27.64 (7.66) 26.81 (8.96) 0.41
Unanswered cued recall (%) 13.75 (13.98)a 5.97 (7.81)c 9.03 (11.87)b 11.91***
Accurate free recall (%) 30.19 (9.98)c 38.61 (8.39)a 35.06 (9.70)b 22.20***
Inaccurate free recall (%) 3.59 (4.33)b 5.23 (3.10)a 5.50 (3.72)a 4.52*
Unanswered free recall (%) 66.22 (10.25)a 56.16 (9.39)c 59.44 (9.62)b 35.30***
Extra items in free recall (M) 2.33 (2.85) 2.92 (3.14) 2.38 (2.99) 1.74
Self-confidence (M) 54.17 (15.78)c 69.75 (10.53)a 62.25 (11.40)b 32.71***
Concession rate (%) 50.00 (21.45)a 36.65 (19.10)b 24.77***

a,  b,  c indicate a significant difference between different letters (p < 0.05).
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
†ANOVA for time.

Table 2 Means (SE) of increases by discussion and decreases with time by group composition

Male-Male Female-Female Male-Female F ratio for group F ratio for dyad

Increases by discussion
Accurate cued recall (%) 7.50 (14.18) 7.50 (14.18) 9.17 (14.18) 0.11 0.18
Inaccurate cued recall (%) 0.83 (12.71) 0.42 (12.71) −2.08 (12.71) 0.36 0.18
Unanswered cued recall (%) −8.33 (15.10) −7.92 (15.10) −7.08 (15.10) 0.04 0.10
Accurate free recall (%) 10.64 (10.63)a 11.70 (10.63)a 2.93 (10.63)b 4.68* 0.24
Inaccurate free recall (%) 3.59 (5.11) 0.80 (5.11) 0.53 (5.11) 2.53 0.51
Unanswered free recall (%) −14.23 (10.12)a −12.50 (10.12)a −3.46 (10.12)b 7.52** 0.23
Extra items in free recall (M) 0.75 (2.87) 0.50 (2.87) 0.50 (2.87) 0.06 0.52
Self-confidence (M) 21.13 (19.31) 11.81 (20.00) 13.81 (20.00) 1.39 0.15

Decreases with time
Accurate cued recall (%) −2.92 (9.60) −1.67 (9.60) −2.08 (9.60) 0.10 0.13
Inaccurate cued recall (%) −1.25 (8.44) 0.00 (8.44) −1.25 (8.44) 0.17 0.08
Unanswered cued recall (%) 4.17 (10.26) 1.67 (10.26) 3.33 (10.26) 0.35 0.07
Accurate free recall (%) −5.59 (7.90) −3.59 (7.90) −1.46 (7.90) 1.57 0.12
Inaccurate free recall (%) 0.93 (3.37)b −1.20 (3.37)a 1.06 (3.37)b 3.26* 0.12
Unanswered free recall (%) 4.65 (7.73) 4.79 (7.73) 0.40 (7.73) 2.40 0.21
Extra items in free recall (M) −0.44 (1.96) −0.81 (1.96) −0.38 (1.96) 0.34 0.25
Self-confidence (M) −10.81 (10.56) −7.38 (10.56) −4.31 (10.56) 2.18 0.23

a,  b,  c indicate a significant difference between different letters (p < 0.05).
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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SD = 19.4 and M = 30.8%, SD = 18.9, for females and
males, respectively) (t23 = 1.05, ns). When an analysis of
covariance was conducted to examine the effect of sex on
concession rate at post-discussion, controlling for mascu-
linity and femininity, no sex difference was observed
(F1,44 = 0.04, ns), while masculinity was significantly
associated (F1,44 = 6.33, p < 0.05). For the three point dif-
ferences, 43.8% of participants did not concede at post-
discussion and 72.9% did not concede after one-week.
Therefore, participants were categorized into two groups,
those who conceded more than 1 and those who did not
concede. According to chi-squared analyses, 17 females
(70.8%) conceded at post-discussion, while 10 males
(41.7%) conceded (χ2 (1) = 4.15, p < 0.05). When a logistic
analysis was conducted on concession rate at post-
discussion, controlling for masculinity and femininity,
results  were  almost  the  same  (χ2  (1) = 4.04,  p < 0.05),
and masculinity and femininity were not associated. After
one-week, six females (25.0%) and seven males (29.2%)
conceded (χ2 (1) = 0.11, ns).

Table 3 shows correlation coefficients of masculinity
and femininity scores with self-confidence, accurate and

inaccurate memory at pre-discussion, as well as conces-
sion rates at post-discussion and one-week later. Masculin-
ity negatively correlated with unanswered cued and free
recall rates in the pre-discussion individual report, and
concession rate in the post-discussion report. Masculinity
also positively correlated with self-confidence ratings,
inaccurate cued recall and accurate free recall rates in the
pre-discussion individual report. On the other hand, femi-
ninity positively correlated with an inaccurate free recall
rate and extra items in free recall at the pre-discussion
individual report. Table 3 also shows correlation coeffi-
cients (r) and partial correlation coefficients of masculinity
and femininity with increases by discussion. Increases by
discussion for accurate free recall and inaccurate cued
recall rates were negatively correlated with masculinity.
Increases by discussion for unanswered cued recall and
unanswered free recall rates were positively correlated
with masculinity. Increases by discussion for self-
confidence were correlated negatively with both mas-
culinity and femininity.

Self-confidence and recalls showed some correlations.
Increased self-confidence by discussion positively

Table 3 Parietal correlation coefficients between change in dependent variable and masculinity or femininity

Masculinity Femininity 

r r† r‡ r r§ r¶

Pre-discussion
Accurate cued recall 0.10 0.18
Inaccurate cued recall 0.46** 0.07
Unanswered cued recall −0.44** −0.19
Accurate free recall 0.32* 0.05
Inaccurate free recall 0.07 0.30*
Unanswered free recall −0.34* −0.18
Extra items in free recall 0.13 0.31*
Self-confidence 0.37** 0.28

Concession rate
Post-discussion −0.31* 0.14
Week-after −0.23 0.15

Increases by discussion
Accurate cued recall −0.09 −0.09 0.04 −0.17 −0.18 −0.25
Inaccurate cued recall −0.37* −0.37* −0.33* −0.00 0.02 −0.01
Unanswered cued recall 0.40** 0.40** 0.28 0.16 0.15 0.28
Accurate free recall −0.32* −0.34* −0.28 −0.13 −0.17 −0.20
Inaccurate free recall 0.05 0.06 0.06 −0.02 0.03 0.02
Unanswered free recall 0.30* 0.30* 0.26 0.15 0.15 0.19
Extra items in free recall 0.06 0.11 0.15 0.03 0.04 0.01
Self-confidence −0.33* −0.34* −0.24 −0.30* −0.28 −0.39**

†controlling for self-gender, and partner’s gender and masculinity.
‡controlling for self-gender, partner’s gender and masculinity, and concession rate.
§controlling for self-gender, and partner’s gender and femininity.
¶controlling for self-gender, partner’s gender and femininity, and concession rate.
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
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correlated with increased accurate cued recalls (r = 0.45,
p < 0.05) and free recalls (r = 0.32, p < 0.05), and
negatively correlated with increased unanswered recalls
(r = −0.64, p < 0.001). Decrease in self-confidence over
time positively correlated with decreased unanswered
recalls (r = 0.32, p < 0.05).

Discussion

The results showed that discussion increased accurate
recalls and decreased inaccurate and unanswered recalls.
Forgetting with time was also observed. The collaboration
between a pair in a recall task may help individuals to learn
from each other (Takatori, 1980; Stephenson et al., 1991;
Yarmey, 1992). Furthermore, the sex composition of a
group may differentiate group interaction. In this study, the
results showed that the same-sex groups increased accurate
free recalls and decreased unanswered free recalls after
discussion. In mixed-sex groups, men and women may
perform differently from those in same-sex groups. There
was no difference between the groups, however, females
conceded more than males.

As one of the hypothesized factors which may explain
why men and women perform differently, individuals’
masculinity and femininity were examined. The results
from the present study showed that no biological sex dif-
ference was found in concession rate at post-discussion
after controlling for masculinity, which was correlated neg-
atively to concession rate at post-discussion and positively
to self-confidence at pre-discussion. Masculine traits
related to high self-confidence may result in less conceding
behaviour towards others. High masculinity may have pre-
vented them from accepting the opinions of their partners.
Individual differences in collaborative behaviour exist and
can be predicted by personality traits (Liebman et al.,
2002).

There were several correlations between masculinity,
femininity, and accuracy in a recall task. For instance,
unanswered recall rates at pre-discussion were negatively
correlated with masculinity, and those increases by discus-
sion were positively correlated with it. However, after con-
trolling for concession, associations between masculinity
and those variables were statistically insignificant. It may
be suggested that the interactions between masculinity and
concession have an effect on accuracy in a recall task.
Interestingly, femininity was positively associated with
extra items in free recall. This implies that feminine indi-
viduals observed the videotaped event in more detail than
the others. Femininity may be related to recalling details
and, at the same time, may be related to recalling inaccurate
information. However, the correlations between masculin-
ity, femininity, and accuracy in recalls at pre-discussion
were uncertain, because those results were given with a

small sample size of 48. The variables of increases by
discussion related to masculinity and femininity were inev-
itably affected by the pattern of pre-discussion accuracy.
Therefore, the relationships between masculinity, feminin-
ity and accuracy in a recall task should wait for further
justification.

Participants observed different versions of the same
event. Therefore, in order to come to a consensus, one
member of a pair would be forced to change his or her
opinion. In a collaborative memory recall setting, conced-
ing may increase individuals’ self-confidence, and at the
same time decrease inaccuracy in recall. If individuals
increased self-confidence on accuracy of their recalls due
to discussion, they also increased accurate recalls. These
results addressed a part of the discussions by Gruneberg
and Sykes (1993) as to whether more confident responses
were associated with greater accuracy than were less con-
fident responses within an individual. In many prior studies,
however, there were few or no relationships found between
confidence and accuracy (Fruzzetti et al., 1992) or there are
inconsistent, small correlations between these two variables
(Wells & Lindsay, 1985; Bothwell et al., 1987). The rela-
tionship between confidence and accuracy needs to be
examined in future studies.

There are several limitations in this study. There were
only eight pairs of each type of sex composition. It is
therefore advisable that future studies consider the interac-
tion of masculinity and femininity with a much larger sam-
ple. Furthermore, whether a pair consisted of friends or not
should be taken into account. Andersson and Rönnberg
(1995) demonstrated that non-friends’ performance did not
benefit from collaboration, although friends’ performance
did. Whether participants were paired with members of the
same sex or the opposite sex may have affected intimacy,
along with friendship between pair members. In this study,
intimacy in a pair was not assessed. Future studies should
ask participants whether they are friends, acquaintances, or
are meeting for the first time, and control for this factor
before the experiment.

However, the present study also has several merits. The
MORI technique was suitable for research requiring the
creation of conflict among viewers (Mori, 2003) and an
eyewitness situation related to reality. In the preceding
study using the MORI technique, discussion had a positive
effect on improvement of memory performance (Kane-
matsu et al., 1996/2003), and discussion allowed those who
had not observed certain details to create a pseudo-memory.
It may be meaningful that not only sex difference but also
personality factors, which are closely related to biological
sex, were related to collaborative memory recalls. By con-
trolling for friendships within pairs and other potential con-
founds in future research, we may be able to clarify the
relationship of personality factors, including masculinity
and femininity, with memory accuracy.
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