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One of the young men answered, saying: “Our relations do not know where we are; but 
my companion may go with you. Besides, we have no arrows.”

So the young man went with them, and they fought the people, and many were killed 
on both sides. And then he heard shouting: “The Indian is wounded; let us return.” And 
he heard the people say: “They are the Ghosts.” He did not know he was wounded, and 
returned to Etishu (?). The people collected round him and bathed his wounds, and he said 
he had fought with the Ghosts. Then he became quiet. But in the night he was convulsed, 
and something black came out of his mouth.

And the people cried: “He is dead.”

Source: Bartlett, F. C. (1995). Remembering: A study in experimental and social psychology, 2nd edition. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,  
pp. 68–69. Reprinted with the permission of Cambridge University Press.

Bartlett used this evidence to argue for a constructive view of long-term memory. 
He believed that participants unintentionally introduced the distortions to make the 
material more rational and more coherent from their own point of view. Interestingly, 
the original story, a Native American folktale, was often “misrecalled” in ways more 
consistent with people’s cultural conventions for stories. Thus, the “foggy and calm” 
weather might be changed to a “dark and stormy night”—something more in keeping 
with a Western assumption of how weather portends bad events. Thus, Bartlett rejected 
the idea of long-term memory as a warehouse where material is stored unchanged 
until retrieval. Rather, he saw memory as an active and often inaccurate process that 
encodes and retrieves information so as to “make sense.”

Psychologist Ulric Neisser, a major figure in the study of memory, offered related argu-
ments regarding studying memory in natural settings. Neisser (1982a) was skeptical of 
the assumption that laboratory studies of memory are necessarily relevant to memory 
in natural settings; rather, he believed that laboratory studies are of limited value in 
understanding the use of memory in everyday life. Neisser called for the study of how 
people construct and use memories of their own past experiences, how they remember 
events of historical significance, how they use memory to plan and carry out everyday 
errands, and so on. In the sections to come, we will take up some of these questions.

AUTOBIOGRAPHICAL MEMORY...............................................................

Marigold Linton (1982) conducted a study that nicely demonstrates the kind of research 
Neisser was calling for. Like Ebbinghaus, Linton studied her own memory. Her meth-
ods of data collection, like those of Ebbinghaus, had a heroic quality: Every day for  
6 years (!), she wrote brief descriptions of two (or more) events that had happened that 
day. Each month, she conducted tests of her memory. Unlike Ebbinghaus, Linton was 
recording and testing memories of actual life events that had happened to her, not 
experimental materials. Linton described her methodology in the quote below:

Memory tests proceeded as follows: Once a month items were drawn semi- 
randomly from the accumulated event pool. After reading a pair of randomly paired 
event descriptions, I estimated their chronological order and attempted to recon-
struct each item’s date. Next, I briefly classified my memory search (for example, 
I might “count backwards” through a series of similar events, as school quarters, 
Psychonomic Society meetings, and the like) and reevaluated each item’s salience. 
After six years the experiment had reached imposing dimensions. I had written 


