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Abstract

In the present study, we used a new approach to establish the smallest effect size of

interest (SESOI) for false memory research by asking memory researchers what they

considered to be the SESOI in false memory research. They were presented with

three hypothetical and three influential paper scenarios. These scenarios depicted

studies examining the effects of certain manipulations (e.g., therapy) on false memory

formation using well-known false memory paradigms: Deese/Roediger-McDermott,

misinformation, and forced fabrication. Subsequently, they were asked for each sce-

nario what they would consider to be the SESOI for practical and theoretical pur-

poses and justify their decisions. We found that there was no clear consensus for the

SESOI. However, memory researchers tended to accept smaller SESOIs or “any dif-

ference that leads to a p < .05,” especially for theoretical ends. We argue that the

lack of a general consensus is acceptable as long as proper justification is used. We

discuss such rationales and provide recommendations for setting the SESOI.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Using an effect size (ES; magnitude of a phenomenon) has become

increasingly important in psychological science as an informative sta-

tistic to plan and interpret studies (e.g., power analysis), conduct

meta-analyses, corroborate theories, and gauge the real-world impli-

cations of an effect (Cohen, 1988; Lakens, 2013). The latter aspect is

especially important in areas where the stakes are high. For example,

and of importance, one such area concerns the field of false memory

(remembrance of a non-experienced event/detail) where false memo-

ries can lead to false accusations and even miscarriages of justice

(Howe & Knott, 2015).

Take for instance the case of Holly Ramona who sued her father

after she claimed to have clear and vivid memories of her father sexu-

ally abusing her during her childhood (Ramona v. Ramona, 1997).

Upon closer inspection, it became clear that Holly's memories were

most likely false because they were recollected during therapy

through the use of suggestive therapeutic techniques (i.e., sodium

amytal interview). Of importance is to examine which manipulations

(e.g., therapy, drugs, etc.) can lead to increased false memory rates.

However, when can the results of such studies make practical implica-

tions such as that it needs to be taken into account when assessing

the reliability of statements as in the case of Ramona? For example,

imagine a study wherein researchers examine the effects of sugges-

tive interviewing tactics on false memory formation. When can the

researchers conclude that suggestive interviewing tactics should not

be used during interrogations because they increase the susceptibility

to false memories? Is a statistically significant result sufficient to make

practical implications such as advocating against suggestive inter-

viewing tactics or is a certain minimum effect size of increased false

memories necessary? In addition, does this minimum effect size of

false memories differ when results are aimed at theoretical
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advancement, for example understanding the underlying mechanisms

of false memory formation, instead of practical implications? In the

present study, we examined what memory researchers consider the

smallest effect size of interest (SESOI; Lakens, 2014) for practical and

theoretical purposes in false memory research.

2 | SMALLEST EFFECT SIZE OF INTEREST

The SESOI can be established based on the smallest effect that

(i) researchers personally care about, (ii) is practically meaningful, or

(iii) theoretically relevant (Lakens, 2014). The SESOI differs from

effects that are simply statistically significant as results can be statisti-

cally significant while effects are trivial (Anvari & Lakens, 2021).

Determining the SESOI for a particular study can be achieved in sev-

eral ways such as using objective (e.g., anchors-based methods, mini-

mally clinically important differences), or subjective argumentations

(e.g., Cohen's benchmarks, related studies, resource based) depending

on what the researcher deems suitable (Anvari & Lakens, 2021;

Lakens et al., 2018). A frequently used approach in psychological sci-

ence and thus also in the field of false memory are Cohen's bench-

marks, namely small, medium, and large effects sizes (e.g., Cohen's

d of .2, .5, .8; Cohen, 1988; Schäfer & Schwarz, 2019). Although

oftentimes not specifically used to establish the SESOI, researchers

frequently use Cohen's benchmarks to perform a priori power ana-

lyses to calculate the required sample size that allows them to detect

a certain effect size given a certain statistical power (1–β) and alpha

level. However, as Cohen (1988, p. 25) argued “The terms ‘small’,
‘medium’, and ‘large’ are relative, not only to each other, but also to

the area of behavioral science or even more particularly to the specific

content and research method being employed in any given

investigation.”
Following Cohen's recommendation, Bosco et al. (2015) revised

Cohen's benchmarks for several areas of research in psychology by

examining the published literature, extracting the effect sizes, and

empirically establishing benchmarks for small, medium, and large

effects. The authors found that the benchmarks varied greatly across

research domains and tended to be smaller in comparison with

Cohen's benchmarks. Moreover, it is likely that the empirically

established effect sizes were larger than they really were because

they were affected by publication bias, leading to even lower esti-

mates of the small, medium, and large effect sizes (Bosco et al., 2015;

Carter et al., 2019). Although the results of Bosco et al. (2015) gave

insights about the variety of effect sizes observed in the literature,

they did not clarify whether such effects sizes bear any practical

meaning (Anvari & Lakens, 2021).

Another method to establish which effect sizes yield practical

meaningfulness is using anchor-based methods such as the minimal

clinically important difference (MCID; Anvari & Lakens, 2021;

McGlothlin & Lewis, 2014). Specifically, the MCID is based on the

smallest effect a patient personally experiences as an improvement

(or decline). However, in false memory research, it is difficult to use

such anchor-based methods because people might be unaware that

they have a false memory (Bernstein & Loftus, 2009). Thus, in the cur-

rent paper, we propose another way to establish the SESOI which is

by asking experts what they consider to be SESOI and examine

whether there is general agreement among them. Although anchor-

based methods are more frequently adopted to set the MCID in fields

where possible such as medical research, expert consensus has also

been used successfully to define the MCID (Mouelhi et al., 2020; van

der Heijde et al., 2001; Wells et al., 2001). Ideally, anchor-based and

expert consensus methods are implemented simultaneously to accu-

rately estimate the MCID (Bonini et al., 2020). However, as in the field

of false memory research where anchor-based methods are not feasi-

ble, expert consensus seems to be appropriate to set the SESOI. Esta-

blishing such expert consensus regarding the SESOI for false memory

research can help clarify practical and theoretical relevance of (future)

studies, but also guide future research in their sample size

justification.

3 | FALSE MEMORY AND THE SESOI

To examine the SESOI, and contextualize Cohen's benchmarks specifi-

cally for the field of false memory research, we looked at three fre-

quently used paradigms known to elicit false memories: Deese/

Roediger-McDermott (DRM; Deese, 1959; Roediger & McDermott,

1995), misinformation (Loftus et al., 1978), and the forced fabrication

paradigm (Ackil & Zaragoza, 1998). These paradigms differ in their

ecological validity and experimental control (Wade et al., 2007), but

also tap into different types of false memories with distinct underlying

mechanisms (Ost et al., 2013), resulting in possibly different SESOIs

for each paradigm. In the DRM paradigm, participants study words

(e.g., piano, jazz, and note) that are associatively related to a critical

lure that was not presented (i.e., music). On a subsequent memory

task, participants oftentimes erroneously report having studied the

critical lure (Gallo, 2006). We selected the DRM paradigm because it

is frequently used to examine false memories generated by spontane-

ous mental associations (without external pressure), better known as

spontaneous false memories (Otgaar et al., 2019). Although studies

using the DRM paradigm have made practical contributions

(e.g., Reyna et al., 2017), it is sometimes criticized for its lack of eco-

logical validity (DePrince et al., 2004; Wade et al., 2007). We were

interested what memory researchers considered to be the SESOI for

studies using paradigms that have been criticized for its lack of eco-

logical validity.

In the misinformation paradigm, participants witness an event

(e.g., an unarmed robbery) and are then presented with post-event

misleading information (e.g., the robber carried a gun; Loftus

et al., 1978). The standard finding is that people falsely report seeing

the misinformation (e.g., gun) during the witnessed event, a phenome-

non known as the misinformation effect (Loftus, 2005). Currently,

misinformation is omnipresent in everyday life as seen, for example,

with the exposure of fake news about elections, politicians, and dis-

eases (Lewandowsky et al., 2017). Hence, this paradigm closely

resembles experiences we daily encounter, suggesting that the SESOI
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for the DRM paradigm might not be appropriate when using the

misinformation paradigm. Moreover, research showed that false mem-

ories elicited in the DRM and misinformation paradigms are rarely sta-

tistically correlated (Ost et al., 2013; Patihis et al., 2018; Zhu

et al., 2013). In other words, a participant with false memories induced

by the misinformation paradigm will not necessarily produce false

memories in the DRM paradigm. Additionally, we selected the

misinformation paradigm because it examines a different type of false

memory namely: Suggestion-induced false memories which are false

memories evoked by external misinformation (e.g., suggestive therapy,

fake news, etc.; Loftus, 2005).

Finally, we examined the SESOI for the forced fabrication para-

digm (Ackil & Zaragoza, 1998). In this paradigm, participants are pres-

ented with a short video (i.e., boy on a summer camp) and are then

interviewed about it. During this interview, some participants are

forced to answer all questions and guess if they do not know the

answers (i.e., forced fabrication group), while other participants have to

answer honestly and avoid guessing (i.e., honest group). Interestingly,

participants are asked questions about details that actually occurred in

the video but, more importantly, also about details that were not pre-

sent. A recurrent finding is that participants who fabricate a response

about non-presented details, form false memories for these fabrications

(Zaragoza et al., 2007). The forced fabrication procedure illustrates real-

life situations that sometimes occur during investigative interviewing,

wherein investigators repeatedly ask the same question or force wit-

nesses, or suspects, to answer a question (Kassin, 2006). Hence, esta-

blishing a SESOI for such paradigm where results have clear practical

implications is vital. Moreover, in the forced fabrication paradigm a dif-

ferent kind of false memory is examined, which can be regarded as a

mixture of spontaneous and suggestion-induced false memories. More

specifically, participants produce false memories for self-generated

information (i.e., fabrications), also known as internal misinformation,

but this does not arise spontaneously because it is prompted by external

pressure (e.g., investigators pressuring for answers).

Besides the SESOI for practical relevance, we also examined what

memory researchers deemed a suitable SESOI for theoretical advance-

ment. Ideally, theories are formal meaning that they can be expressed in

mathematical terms and should be able to make specific predictions

(Muthukrishna & Henrich, 2019). For example, a formal theory should

be able to predict that on average an increase of x amount of false

memories in a situation where y amount of suggestive interviewing

techniques are used. However, as Gruijters and Peters (2020) argued,

theories in the social sciences and thus also false memory research

oftentimes are not able to make such predictions about the size of an

effect in specific situations but simply whether there is an effect (infor-

mal theory; Meehl, 1967). This further complicates the decision which

SESOI is interesting in support of a theory (Gruijters & Peters, 2020).

Hence, we were interested what memory researchers would consider to

be the SESOI for theoretical purposes.

Thus, in the current study, we investigated what memory

researchers considered to be the SESOI for practical and theoretical

purposes in false memory research. To examine this, we presented

memory researchers with three hypothetical research designs and

procedures as well as with the design, procedure, and results of three

influential false memory papers for each of the abovementioned para-

digms. Then, they were asked about their expert opinion about the

SESOI for practical and theoretical matters in terms of raw mean dif-

ferences for each of the hypothetical and influential paper studies.

Additionally, we asked experts what they considered small, medium,

and large effects. The study was exploratory and, thus, we did not

have any a priori hypotheses.

4 | METHOD

4.1 | Participants

We recruited a total of 75 memory researchers for our survey. Of

those, 34 did not complete any of the hypothetical or influential paper

scenarios and were thus excluded from any analyses. Of these 34 par-

ticipants, eight indicated that they had not published peer reviewed

articles in the field of false memory, while an additional one stopped

at the question on whether the participant had published in the field

of false memory, possibly because the participant had not. The

remaining 25 participants who decided not to continue might have

stopped for several reasons such as being not sure about several sta-

tistical issues or simply due to time constraints. As a result, we

included 41 memory researchers in our analyses of which 27 com-

pleted all scenarios. Participants' age ranged from 23 to 77 years old

(Mage = 44.5, SDage = 14.2), and 65.9% were females (see Table 1). An

a priori power analysis was not conducted as the study was explor-

atory. Moreover, because we aimed to target (false) memory

researchers, our pool of participants was limited. Hence, we decided

to recruit as many memory researchers as possible in the following

two ways. First, we sent emails (initial email and two reminders) to a

list of memory researchers that published peer-reviewed papers in the

field of false memory based on the authors' knowledge and network.

Moreover, we sent emails via the Society for Applied Research on

Memory and Cognition and the European Association of Psychology

and Law to recruit memory researchers that published peer-reviewed

articles about false memories. Three 25-dollar Amazon vouchers were

raffled among the participants who participated in the study.

The Social And Societal Ethics Committee and Privacy and Ethics

Unit of KU Leuven approved this study (G-2021-3516-R2[MIN]). The

data and supplemental materials are available on the Open Science

Framework (OSF; https://osf.io/8y5vt/).1

4.2 | Materials

4.2.1 | Hypothetical scenarios

We created three hypothetical experimental designs and procedures

for the DRM, misinformation, and forced fabrication paradigm (see

Supplemental Materials). In the hypothetical scenarios, participants

were presented with a between-subject design using the typical

RIESTHUIS ET AL. 205

https://osf.io/8y5vt/


procedure of each paradigm. The hypothetical scenarios depicted a

short explanation of each paradigm and the manipulation. Moreover,

for the hypothetical scenarios the maximum amount of critical lures

(DRM), misinformation details, and forced fabrication details were set

to 10. This allowed us to make clear comparisons for the SESOI across

the three paradigms. For example for the hypothetical scenario of the

DRM paradigm the participants received the following:

“Imagine the following experiment: A researcher wants

to examine whether a certain therapy can lead to

increases (or decreases) in spontaneous false memory

formation using the DRM paradigm. Hence, participants

are split up into two groups: “therapy” and “no-ther-
apy.” All participants are instructed to study 10 DRM

word lists consisting of 10 words each. This means that

there are in total 10 critical lures (i.e., spontaneous false

memories). Afterwards, participants in both groups will

complete a free recall task. However, participants in the

“therapy” group receive the therapy while recalling the

previously studied words while the “no-therapy” group

simply recalls what they remember.”

Following the description of the hypothetical scenario, partici-

pants were asked what they considered the SESOI should be in terms

of raw mean difference for practical and theoretical matters. We also

asked participants to give a rationale for the chosen SESOIs. Addition-

ally, participants were asked what they considered small, medium, and

large effects.

4.2.2 | Influential paper scenarios

Three published papers using each specific paradigm were chosen

(see Supplemental Materials; Ackil & Zaragoza, 1998; Assefi &

Garry, 2003; Payne et al., 2009). Articles were chosen because they

used a between subjects design, were highly cited (i.e., more than

100 citations), and made practical recommendations based on their

results. For instance, the influential paper scenario of the DRM para-

digm was as follows:

A study by Payne et al. (2009) examined the effects of

sleep on false memory formation using the DRM para-

digm. In one of their experiments, they divided the par-

ticipants into two groups: Wake and sleep group. All

participants listened to a recording of 8 DRM word

lists. This means that there were in total 8 critical lures

(i.e., spontaneous false memories). However, partici-

pants in the “wake” group studied the word-lists at

9 a.m. and recalled the words at 9 p.m. that same day

while participants in the “sleep” group studied the

word-lists at 9 PM and recalled the words the day after

at 9 AM. The authors found that participants in the

“sleep” group falsely recalled more critical lures than

participants in the “wake” group, t(138) = 2.8,

p = .005, raw mean difference of .7 critical lures.

Following the description of the influential paper scenario, partici-

pants were asked what they considered the SESOI should be in terms

of raw mean differences for practical and theoretical matters. For the

influential paper scenarios, the observed effect of the study was

included as an option for the SESOI. We also asked participants to

give a rationale for the chosen SESOIs. Moreover, they were asked

what they considered small, medium, and large effects.

TABLE 1 Demographical information of memory researchers

Characteristic n %

Gender

Male 14 34.1

Female 27 65.9

Ethnicity

Asian 4 9.7

Other (specify) 2 4.9

White 35 85.4

Nationality

Australia 1 2.4

Canada 4 9.7

China 2 4.9

Czech Republic 1 2.4

Germany 1 2.4

Indonesia 1 2.4

Ireland 2 4.9

Italy 1 2.4

Netherlands 5 12.2

New Zealand 1 2.4

Spain 1 2.4

United Kingdom 2 4.9

United States of America 19 46.3

Education

Bachelor's degree (e.g., BA, BS) 2 4.9

Master's degree (e.g., MA, MS, MEd) 3 7.3

Doctorate (e.g., PhD, MD, JD, EeD) 36 87.8

# of false memory peer reviewed

publications

1 article 9 22.0

2–5 articles 7 17.1

6–10 articles 8 19.5

More than 10 articles 17 41.5

Applied or theoretical research, or both

Applied 8 19.5

Theoretical 8 19.5

Both 25 61.0
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4.3 | Procedure

Participants were sent an email containing a Qualtrics link which

directed them to the questionnaire. Before the study, participants gave

their informed consent and subsequently answered some demographi-

cal questions. Then participants received information explaining what

the SESOI is and a reminder of what the Deese/Roediger-McDermott,

misinformation, and forced fabrication paradigms consist of (see Sup-

plemental Materials). Participants were able to consult this information

throughout the experiment. Then, participants were presented with the

hypothetical and influential paper scenarios one-by-one in complete

random order. Participants received the following instructions:

On the following slides you will be presented with 6 sce-

narios: 3 hypothetical and 3 from peer-reviewed publi-

shed articles. The hypothetical scenarios consist of the

design and procedure of false memory studies. It is pos-

sible that the hypothetical scenarios will deviate from

peer-reviewed studies in minor ways. The scenarios

from peer-reviewed articles will entail the design, proce-

dure, and results from the original study without any

deviations. For each scenario, we will ask you some

questions concerning your perspective on the smallest

effect size of interest. For both types of scenario you

can assume that the within group variance is small as we

are mainly interested in what you consider to be the

smallest effect size of interest between groups.

Upon completion participants were debriefed and thanked for their

participation.

4.4 | Coding scheme

To examine the SESOIs for the various paradigms, we examined the

responses of memory researchers in terms of the value they gave as

the SESOI for practical and theoretical matters. Upon inspection of

the data, we observed that only a few respondents opted for “2 raw

mean difference,” “3 raw mean difference,” or “4 or more raw mean

difference” across scenarios. To enhance the interpretation of our

results, we collapsed these scores and referred to them as larger

SESOIs meaning 2 or more raw mean differences. Additionally, we

examined the given rationales for the chosen SESOI. To do so, we cat-

egorized the rationales into nine different categories by inspecting the

participants' answers: (1) Any effect can be interesting/have major

consequences, (2) Subjective opinion (e.g., 10% misinformation effect

would be interesting to me), (3) Convention (e.g., Cohen's standards),

(4) Any effect if replicable/reliable, (5) Low ecological validity/

paradigm related, (6) Recommendations require large effects, (7) Need

more info (e.g., design, other variables), (8) No Rationale (9) Other (see

Supplemental Materials for all rationales and examples for each cate-

gory). Then, we assigned the rationales given by the memory

researchers to one of these nine categories. Finally, we calculated the

averages of what memory researchers considered a small, medium,

and large effect in raw mean differences for each hypothetical and

influential paper scenario.

5 | RESULTS

5.1 | SESOI for practical implications for
hypothetical scenarios

Our results showed that although there was no clear consensus, there

was a tendency for a smaller SESOI (e.g., “1 raw mean difference”) or
to indicate “any difference that leads to a p < .05” as the SESOI across

the three different paradigms for practical purposes (see Table 2).

5.1.1 | DRM paradigm

For the DRM paradigm, 20.6% of participants (7/34) indicated

“any difference that leads to a p < .05” as the SESOI and 17.6% of

participants (6/34) considered “1 critical lure difference” as the

SESOI, 23.6% of participants (8/34) requested a larger SESOI (“2
or more critical lures difference”), while 38.2% of participants

(13/34) indicated the option “other.” The “other” responses

showed that 8.8% of participants (3/34) used Cohen's benchmarks,

another 8.8% of participants chose smaller raw mean differences

(.01 or .5 raw mean difference) than the given options, one partici-

pant out of 34 (2.9%) chose a larger raw mean difference (6 raw

mean differences), one participant chose any effect as the SESOI

as long as it was reliable, and 14.7% of participants (5/34) did not

provide a SESOI because they either disagreed with the paradigm

or needed more information.

5.1.2 | Misinformation paradigm

For the misinformation paradigm, 21.9% of participants (7/32) consid-

ered “any difference that leads to a p < .05” to be the SESOI, 15.6%

of participants (5/32) believed it should be “1 misinformation detail

difference,” 28.1% of participants (9/32) wanted at least 2 or more

critical lures difference as the SESOI, and 34.4% of participants

(11/32) responded “other.” The “other” responses revealed that

12.5% of participants (4/32) used Cohen's benchmarks, two out of

32 participants (6.3%) chose .5 misinformation detail difference, one

participant out of 32 (3.1%) chose a larger raw mean difference (6 raw

mean differences), two participants (6.3%) considered any effect as

the SESOI as long as it was reliable, and two participants needed more

information or disagreed with the given scenario.

5.1.3 | Forced fabrication paradigm

For the forced fabrication paradigm, 20.6% of participants (7/32) indi-

cated that “any difference that leads to a p < .05” should be the

SESOI, 32.4% of participants (11/32) believed it should be at least “1
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fabrication detail difference, 14.7% of participants (5/32) believed the

SESOI should be at least 2 or more fabrication details difference, and

32.4% of participants (11/32) indicated “other.” The “other”
responses showed that 9.4% of participants (3/32) used Cohen's

benchmarks, one participant out of 32 (3.1%) chose .01 fabrication

detail difference as the SESOI, another participant chose 6 fabrication

detail difference as the SESOI, 6.3% of participants (2/32) considered

any effect as the SESOI as long as it was reliable, and 12.5% of partici-

pants (4/32) did not provide a SESOI because they needed more

information or disagreed with the given scenario.

5.2 | SESOI for theoretical implications for
hypothetical scenarios

We found that more memory researchers accepted a smaller SESOI or

“any difference that leads to a p < .05” as their SESOI when implica-

tions were made in regard to theory.

5.2.1 | DRM paradigm

Specifically, for the DRM paradigm, 30.3% of participants (10/33) consid-

ered “any difference that leads to a p < .05” as their SESOI, 21.2% of par-

ticipants (7/33) believed the SESOI should be “1 critical lure difference,”
15.2% of participants (5/33) indicated that the SESOI should be 2 or

more critical lures difference, and 33.3% of participants (11/33) indicated

“other.” The “other” responses revealed that 9.1% of participants (3/33)

used Cohen's benchmarks, 9.1% of participants used smaller raw mean

differences (.01 or .5 critical lure difference) than the given options, 6.1%

of participants (2/33) chose any effect as the SESOI as long as it is reli-

able, and 9.1% of participants did not give a SESOI because they either

disagreed with the scenario or needed more information.

5.2.2 | Misinformation paradigm

For the misinformation paradigm, 37.5% of participants (12/33)

believed the SESOI should be “any difference that leads to a p <

.05,” 15.6% of participants (5/33) asked for at least a “1
misinformation detail difference” for the SESOI, 12.6% of partici-

pants (4/33) wanted at least a SESOI of 2 or more misinformation

details difference, while 34.4% of participants (11/33) indicated

“other.” The “other” responses showed that 15.2% of participants

(5/33) used Cohen's benchmarks, 6.1% of participants (2/33) indi-

cated smaller raw mean differences (.01 or .5 misinformation detail

difference) than the given options, 9.1% of participants (3/33) con-

sidered any effect as the SESOI as long as it was reliable, and one

participant out of 33 participants (3.0%) did not agree with the given

scenario.

5.2.3 | Forced fabrication paradigm

For the forced fabrication paradigm, 33.3% of participants (11/33)

chose “any difference that leads to a p < .05” as their SESOI and

18.2% of participants (6/33) believed the SESOI should be “1 fabrica-

tion detail difference,” 12.2% of participants (4/33) indicated that

SESOI should be 2 or more fabrication details difference, while 36.4%

of participants (12/33) indicated “other.” The “other” responses rev-

ealed that 12.1% of participants (4/33) used Cohen's benchmarks,

6.1% of participants (2/33) chose smaller raw mean differences (.01 or

.5 fabrication detail difference), one participant out of 33 (3.0%) indi-

cated a larger raw mean difference (6 fabrication details difference),

6.1% of participants (2/33) considered any effect as the SESOI as long

as it is reliable, and 9.1% of participants (3/33) did not provide a

SESOI because they needed more information or disagreed with the

given scenario.

TABLE 2 Experts opinion on smallest effect size of interest (SESOI) for hypothetical scenarios

Any difference that

leads to a p < .05 1 critical lure

2 critical

lures

3 critical

lures

4 or more

critical lures Other

DRM n % n % n % n % n % n %

SESOI practical 7 20.6 6 17.6 4 11.8 2 5.9 2 5.9 13 38.2

SESOI theoretical 10 30.3 7 21.2 3 9.1 0 0.0 2 6.1 11 33.3

Any difference that
leads to a p < .05

1 misinformation
detail

2 misinformation
details

3 misinformation
details

4 misinformation
details Other

Misinformation n % n % n % n % n % n %

SESOI practical 7 21.9 5 15.6 7 21.9 1 3.1 1 3.1 11 34.4

SESOI theoretical 12 37.5 5 15.6 1 3.1 2 6.3 1 3.1 11 34.4

Any difference that
leads to a p < .05

1 fabrication
detail

2 fabrication
details

3 fabrication
details

4 or more
fabrication details Other

Forced fabrication n % n % n % n % n % n %

SESOI practical 7 20.6 11 32.4 4 11.8 0 0.0 1 2.9 11 32.4

SESOI theoretical 11 33.3 6 18.2 2 6.1 1 3.0 1 3.0 12 36.4

Note: n stands for number of participants and % stands for percentage of participants that indicated a specific agreement. The total participants might

differ between paradigms because not all participants completed the whole experiment.
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Lastly, we also examined the rationales the memory researchers

gave for their chosen SESOI. We found that their SESOI justification

varied from “no rationale” to taking into account the specific paradigm

at hand (see Table 3)

5.3 | SESOI for practical implications for influential
paper scenarios

In line with the hypothetical scenarios depicted above, our results

showed that there was no clear consensus among memory

researchers for the SESOI but they leaned towards smaller SESOIs

(e.g., “1 raw mean difference) or “any difference that leads to a p <

.05” as their SESOI for practical implications (see Table 4).

5.3.1 | DRM paradigm

Specifically, for the DRM paradigm, we found that 18.8% of partici-

pants (6/32) indicated “any difference that leads to a p < .05” as their
SESOI, two out of the 32 participants (6.3%) indicated the observed

effect (.70 critical lures difference) as the SESOI, 18.8% of participants

TABLE 3 Expert rationales for SESOI hypothetical scenarios

DRM paradigm Misinformation paradigm Forced fabrication paradigm

Rationale
SESOI
practical

SESOI
theoretical

SESOI
practical

SESOI
theoretical

SESOI
practical

SESOI
theoretical

n % n % n % n % n % n %

Any effect can be interesting/have major consequences 5 14.7 6 18.1 6 18.8 9 28.1 11 32.4 6 18.1

Subjective opinion 5 14.7 6 18.1 4 12.5 5 15.6 6 17.6 4 12.1

Convention (e.g., Cohen's standards) 3 8.8 3 9.1 5 15.6 4 12.5 4 11.8 4 12.1

Any effect if replicable/reliable 3 8.8 5 15.2 2 6.3 3 9.4 2 5.9 6 18.1

Low ecological validity/paradigm related 4 11.8 4 12.1 1 3.3 1 3.1 / / / /

Recommendations require large effects 2 5.9 1 3.0 3 9.4 1 3.1 1 2.9 4 12.1

Need more info (e.g., design) 3 8.8 3 9.1 2 6.3 1 3.1 1 2.9 3 9.1

No rationale 3 8.8 1 3.0 5 15.6 3 9.4 2 5.9 2 6.1

Other 6 17.6 4 12.1 4 12.5 5 15.6 7 20.6 4 12.1

Note: Based on the rationales given by the experts, nine different categories were identified. Then we allocated the rationales of the experts that coincided

most with one of the categories.

TABLE 4 Experts opinion on smallest effect size of interest (SESOI) for influential paper scenarios

Any difference that
leads to a p < .05 .70 critical lures 1 critical lure 2 critical lures 3 critical lures

4 or more
critical lures Other

DRM paradigm n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

SESOI practical 6 18.8 2 6.3 6 18.8 4 12.5 1 3.1 3 9.4 10 31.3

SESOI theoretical 11 33.3 1 3.0 3 9.1 1 3.0 2 6.1 1 3.0 14 42.4

Any
difference

that leads
to
a p < .05

.75
misinformation
details

1
misinformation
detail

2
misinformation
details

3
misinformation
details

4 or more
misinformation
details Other

Misinformation
paradigm n % n % n % n % n % n % n %

SESOI practical 7 24.1 4 13.8 6 20.7 1 3.4 1 3.4 0 0.0 10 34.5

SESOI theoretical 12 40.0 4 13.3 1 3.3 2 6.7 0 0.0 1 3.3 10 33.3

Any difference that
leads to a p < .05

0.54 fabrication
details

1 fabrication
detail

2 fabrication
details

3 or more
fabrication details Other

Forced fabrication paradigm n % n % n % n % n % n %

SESOI Practical 4 13.8 5 17.2 5 17.2 1 3.5 2 6.9 12 41.4

SESOI Theoretical 8 28.6 4 14.3 0 0.0 2 7.1 2 7.1 12 42.9

Note: n stands for number of participants and % stands for percentage of participants that indicated a specific agreement. The total participants might

differ between paradigms because not all participants completed the whole experiment.
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(6/32) believed the SESOI should be “1 critical lure difference,” 25%

of participants (8/32) demanded a SESOI of at least 2 or more critical

lures difference, while 31.3% of participants (10/32) indicated the

option “other.” The “other” responses showed that 6.3% of partici-

pants (2/32) used Cohen's benchmarks, one participant out of

32 (3.1%) indicated a .01 critical lure difference as the SESOI, one par-

ticipant indicated .8 critical lure difference, one participant indicated a

6 critical lure difference, another participant deemed any effect as the

SESOI as long as it is reliable, and 12.5% of participants (4/32) did not

provide a SESOI because they needed more information or disagreed

with the scenario.

5.3.2 | Misinformation paradigm

For the misinformation paradigm, 24.1% of participants (7/29)

accepted “any difference that leads to a p < .05” as their SESOI,

13.8% of participants (4/29) indicated the observed effect size (.75

misinformation details difference), 20.7% of participants (6/29)

believed the SESOI should be “1 misinformation detail difference,”
two out of 29 participants (6.8%) demanded a SESOI greater than 2 or

more misinformation details, while 34.5% of participants (10/29) indi-

cated “other.” The “other” responses revealed that 6.9% of partici-

pants (2/29) used Cohen's benchmarks, 13.8% of participants (4/29)

indicated smaller raw mean differences (.4, .5, or less than

1 misinformation detail difference) as the SESOI, 6.9% of participants

deemed any effect as the SESOI as long as it is reliable, and 6.9% of

participants did not provide a SESOI because they needed more infor-

mation or disagreed with the given scenario.

5.3.3 | Forced fabrication paradigm

For the forced fabrication paradigm, 13.8% of participants (4/29) con-

sidered “any difference that leads to a p < .05” as the SESOI, 17.2% of

participants (5/29) chose the observed effect (.54 fabrication details

difference) and another 17.2% indicated “1 fabrication detail differ-

ence” as their SESOI, 3 out of the 29 participants (10.3%) demanded

at least 2 or more fabrication details difference for the SESOI, while

41.4% of participants (12/29) indicated “other.” The “other”
responses showed that 10.3% of participants (3/29) used Cohen's

benchmarks, 13.8% of participants (4/29) indicated smaller raw mean

differences (between .01 and .5 fabrication detail difference), 6.9% of

participants (2/29) deemed any effect as the SESOI as long as it is reli-

able, and 10.3% of participants did not provide a SESOI because they

needed more information or disagreed with the given scenario.

5.4 | SESOI for theoretical implications for
influential paper scenarios

As seen with the hypothetical scenarios, in comparison with the

SESOI for practical implications, more memory researchers accepted

smaller SESOIs or “any difference that leads to a p < .05” as their

SESOI for theoretical purposes.

5.4.1 | DRM paradigm

For the DRM paradigm, 33.3% of participants (11/33) indicated that

“any difference that leads to a p < .05” should be the SESOI, one out

of the 33 participants (3.0%) indicated the observed effect (.70 criti-

cal lures difference) as the SESOI, 9.1% of participants (3/33)

believed the SESOI should be at least “1 critical lure difference,”
12.1% of participants (4/33) wanted at least two or more critical

lures difference for the SESOI, while 42.4% of participants (14/33)

indicated “other.” The “other” responses showed that 12.1% of par-

ticipants (4/33) used Cohen's benchmarks, 18.1% of participants

(6/33) indicated smaller raw mean differences (.01, .4, .5, or .8 critical

lure difference), 6.1% of participants (2/33) considered any effect as

the SESOI as long as it was reliable, and 6.1% of participants did not

provide a SESOI because they needed more information or disagreed

with the given scenario.

5.4.2 | Misinformation paradigm

For the misinformation paradigm, 40% of participants (12/30) deemed

“any difference that leads to a p < .05” sufficient as the SESOI, 13.3%

of participants (4/30) chose the observed effect (.75 misinformation

details difference), and 3.3% of participants (1/30) indicated “1
misinformation detail difference” as the SESOI, three out of the

30 participants (10.0%) demanded at least two or more

misinformation details difference for the SESOI, while 33.3% of par-

ticipants (10/30) indicated “other.” The “other” responses showed

that 6.7% of participants (2/30) used Cohen's benchmarks, 16.7% of

participants (5/30) indicated smaller raw mean differences (between

.01 and .5 misinformation detail difference), 6.7% of participants con-

sidered any effect as the SESOI as long as it was reliable, and one par-

ticipant out of 30 (3.3%) did not provide a SESOI because of

disagreement with the given scenario.

5.4.3 | Forced fabrication paradigm

For the forced fabrication paradigm, 28.6% of participants (8/28)

accepted “any difference that leads to a p < .05” as the SESOI, 14.3%

of participants (4/28) believed that the observed effect (.54 fabrica-

tion details) should be the SESOI, 14.2% of participants indicated that

the SESOI should be at least two or more fabrication details, while

42.9% of participants (12/29) indicated “other.” The “other”
responses revealed that 7.1% of participants (2/28) used Cohen's

benchmarks, 17.8% of participants (5/28) indicated smaller raw mean

differences (between .01 and .5 fabrication detail difference), one par-

ticipant out of 28 (3.6%) indicated the maximum amount of fabrica-

tion detail differences, 7.1% of participants considered any effect as
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the SESOI as long as it was reliable, and 7.1% of participants did not

provide a SESOI because they needed more information or disagreed

with the given scenario.

In line with the hypothetical scenarios we found that SESOI justi-

fication between memory researchers were mixed (see Table 5).

5.5 | Small, medium, and large effects

We also examined what memory researchers considered small,

medium, and large effects in raw mean differences for each of the

given scenarios. For the hypothetical scenarios we found that memory

researchers had a general consensus across paradigms for what is

deemed a small effect (MDRM = 1.15, SDDRM = .70;

Mmisinformation = 1.06, SDmisinformation = .68; Mforced fabrication = 1.20,

SDforced fabrication = .71) and medium effect (MDRM = 2.34,

SDDRM = 1.27; Mmisinformation = 2.43, SDmisinformation = 1.38; Mforced

fabrication = 2.66, SDforced fabrication = 1.29). However, memory

researchers demanded a larger effect in the forced fabrication para-

digm Mforced fabrication = 4.43, SDforced fabrication = 2.28) as compared

with the DRM (MDRM = 4.02, SDDRM = 2.24) and the misinformation

paradigms (Mmisinformation = 4.01, SDmisinformation = 2.55) (Table 6).

For the influential paper scenarios, we found that memory

researchers demanded a greater small effect size for the DRM sce-

nario (MDRM = .93, SDDRM = .58) as compared with the

misinformation (Mmisinformation = .70, SDmisinformation = .63) and forced

fabrication scenarios (Mforced fabrication = .74, SDforced fabrication = .63).

The memory researchers also demanded a greater medium effect size

for the DRM scenario (MDRM = 2.02, SDDRM = 1.06) than the

misinformation (Mmisinformation = 1.27, SDmisinformation = .76) and the

forced fabrication paradigms (Mforced fabrication = .1.21, SDforced fabrica-

tion = .91). The same was observed for large effect sizes wherein

memory researchers wanted a greater effect for the DRM scenario

(MDRM = 3.18, SDDRM = 1.54) as compared with the misinformation

TABLE 5 Expert rationales for SESOI influential paper scenarios

DRM paradigm Misinformation paradigm Forced fabrication paradigm

Rationale
SESOI
practical

SESOI
theoretical

SESOI
practical

SESOI
theoretical

SESOI
practical

SESOI
theoretical

n % n % n % n % n % n %

Any effect can be interesting/have major consequences 5 15.6 4 12.1 6 20.7 5 16.7 4 13.8 3 10.7

Subjective opinion 2 6.3 4 12.1 2 6.9 2 6.7 4 13.8 4 14.3

Convention (e.g., Cohen's standards) 5 15.6 8 24.2 4 13.8 6 20 3 10.3 6 21.4

Any effect if replicable/reliable 2 6.3 5 15.2 3 10.3 7 23,3 2 6.9 5 17.9

Low ecological validity/paradigm related 6 18.8 2 6.1 / / / / 2 6.9 / /

Recommendations require large effects 2 6.3 1 3.0 / / 1 3.3 / / 2 7.1

Need more info (e.g., design) 3 9.4 2 6.1 2 6.9 2 6.7 5 17.2 3 10.7

No rationale 4 12.5 3 9.1 6 20.7 5 16.7 4 13.8 1 3.6

Other 3 9.4 4 12.1 6 20.7 2 6.7 5 17.2 4 14.3

Note: Based on the rationales given by the experts, nine different categories were identified. Then we allocated the rationales of the experts that coincided

most with one of the categories.

TABLE 6 Averages for expert
opinions for a small, medium, and large
effect size for hypothetical scenarios

Small effect in
critical lures

Medium effect in
critical lures

Large effect in
critical lures

DRM paradigm M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

1.15 (.70) 2.34 (1.27) 4.02 (2.24)

Small effect in

misinformation
details

Medium effect in

misinformation
details

Large effect in
misinformation details

Misinformation
paradigm M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

1.06 (.68) 2.43 (1.38) 4.01 (2.55)

Small effect in
fabricated details

Medium effect in
fabricated details

Large effect in
fabricated details

Forced fabrication paradigm M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

1.20 (.71) 2.66 (1.29) 4.43 (2.28)

Note: M is mean and SD is standard deviation. Effect sizes are given as averages of the raw mean

differences given by the experts.
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(Mmisinformation = 1.67, SDmisinformation = .88) and forced fabrication

scenarios (Mforced fabrication = .1.60, SDforced fabrication = .90) (Table 7).

6 | DISCUSSION

Establishing a credible SESOI in psychological studies is an important

step to increase the practical and theoretical significance of psycho-

logical research. Across and within various false memory paradigms,

and for practical and theoretical purposes, we found no clear consen-

sus for such SESOI among memory experts. However, across all sce-

narios, memory experts leaned towards smaller effects as the SESOI

(1 raw mean difference) or “any difference that leads to a p < .05” as

the SESOI, especially for theoretical purposes. Moreover, our results

showed that the rationales for the chosen SESOIs varied substantially

across and within scenarios and ranged from relying on conventions

such as Cohen's benchmarks to concerns about ecological validity.

One of the main findings of the present study is that no clear con-

sensus emerged for the SESOI across and within scenarios. However,

we argue that this should not be a reason for concern. That is, the

SESOI can differ based on the context (e.g., area of research) but also

factors such as the used stimuli, whether research is practically or the-

oretically focused, and the philosophy of science (Cohen, 1988).

Indeed, we found that part of the observed differences in the given

SESOI within and across scenarios stem from that type of reasoning.

That is, some experts argued that recommendations for either practi-

cal or theoretical implications need large effect sizes, some referred to

the used paradigm, while others asserted that small effects can have

major consequences. However, other discrepancies were caused by a

substantial amount of experts relying on conventions (e.g., Cohen's

benchmarks), subjective reasoning (e.g., “I believe that a 1 raw mean

difference is interesting”), or not providing any rationale. We argue

that it can be problematic when disagreements about fundamental

issues such as the SESOI arise when experts provide no rationale, rely

only on subjective reasoning, or use conventions (e.g., Cohen's bench-

marks) because such rationales have been argued to be weak justifica-

tions (Hill et al., 2008; Lakens et al., 2018). Our study thus suggests

that there is no clear consensus for the SESOI in false memory

research among experts. However, it is possible that experts come to

a general agreement on such matters when different consensus devel-

opment methods such as the Delphi or nominal group technique

(NGT) are used (Black et al., 1999). In short, in the Delphi and NGT

methods, experts are provided with a summary of the groups'

responses after they shared their perspective on, for example, the

SESOI. Then, they can adjust their answers, and in the NGT they even

interact and discuss face-to-face with other experts before giving

their final views on the SESOI. Even though the Delphi and NGT

methods have been criticized for its inconsistent use and poor stan-

dardization (Humphrey-Murto et al., 2017), future research could

investigate whether using such methods can lead to a general consen-

sus among researchers for the SESOI in false memory research.

Another interesting result is that a considerable amount of

experts considered any effect that leads to a p < .05 as the SESOI to

make practical recommendations such as advocating against the use

of suggestive interviewing tactics. That is, based on our findings,

memory researchers seemed to conflate statistical significance

(i.e., p < .05) with a practically meaningful effect size. This is con-

cerning because statistical significance is not the same as a practically

meaningful effect. More specifically, on the one hand, as sample sizes

increase, smaller and possibly trivial effects can become statistically

significant (Anvari & Lakens, 2021). On the other hand, previous

research has shown that results obtained from small sample sizes can

be unreliable, difficult to replicate, and inflate the effect sizes (Button

et al., 2013). Hence, basing the SESOI for practical implications on an

arbitrary p < .05 cutoff is inappropriate and, in combination with the

observed weak justifications given for the chosen SESOIs, might

TABLE 7 Averages for expert
opinions for a small, medium, and large
effect size for influential paper scenarios

Small effect in
critical lures

Medium effect in
critical lures

Large effect in
critical lures

DRM paradigm M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

.93 (.58) 2.02 (1.06) 3.18 (1.54)

Small effect in
misinformation
details

Medium effect in
misinformation
details

Large effect in
misinformation details

Misinformation

paradigm M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

.70 (.63) 1.27 (.76) 1.67 (.88)

Small effect in
fabricated details

Medium effect in
fabricated details

Large effect in
fabricated details

Forced fabrication paradigm M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

.74 (.63) 1.21 (.91) 1.60 (.90)

Note: M is mean and SD is standard deviation. Effect sizes are given as averages of the raw mean

differences given by the experts. Some participants were excluded because they indicated a raw mean

difference that exceeded the maximum amount. For example, in the influential paper scenario of the

DRM paradigm the maximum was 8 critical lures and some participants indicated that a large effect had

to be 10 critical lures.
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indicate a lack of statistical knowledge about these topics among

memory researchers. An interesting follow-up study could examine

whether providing memory researchers with relevant statistical train-

ing about the SESOI beforehand allows them to give more educated

answers to the given scenarios used in the current study.

Noteworthy is that some of the experts pointed out that it was

more important whether the effect is reliable (e.g., replicated) rather

than it being “large” (see Tables 3 & 5). It is true that small effects can

have real-life implications (Funder & Ozer, 2019), such as the effect of

aspirin consumption on heart attack occurrences as one of the experts

referred. However, this does not automatically imply that such implica-

tions of small effects of aspirin consumption on heart attack occur-

rences bears similar meaning in false memory research. Hence, we

argue that such effects should be regarded in the context of the area of

research (Cohen, 1988; Cortina & Landis, 2009). One expert argued

that .01 raw mean differences in critical lures, misinformation, or forced

fabrication details, caused by for example therapy, should be the SESOI

because 1 detail in 100 therapy sessions could have severe conse-

quences (e.g., miscarriages of justice). However, it is difficult to under-

stand what a .01 raw mean difference truly means and how to interpret

this when explaining it in terms of practical implications. Moreover, this

is quite different from the aspirin example as therapy is a high-cost

intervention (e.g., time, effort) and also brings benefits (e.g., mental

health). Hence, in this case, it might be harmful disregarding a certain

therapy based such a small increased susceptibility of false memories.

However, an important difference concerns whether or not cer-

tain effects bear practical implications, or whether they advance our

theoretical understanding. For that reason, we examined whether

experts hold different standards for the SESOI for practical versus

theoretical matters. Indeed, our results showed that across and within

scenarios, the experts tended to be more accepting of smaller effects

when it is considered for theoretical purposes. A possible explanation

for a lower SESOI for theoretical ends (vs. practical) is that it is more

based around the accumulation of knowledge. This was endorsed by

some experts who argued that the stakes, especially for false memory

research, are lower for theoretical compared with practical implica-

tions. Also, theories in social science are typically verbal (as opposed

to formal) meaning that it cannot make quantitative predictions but

rather whether there is a certain effect, possibly leading memory

researchers to accept any difference that leads to a p < .05 as the

SESOI for theoretical matters (Gruijters & Peters, 2020).

Interestingly, it seemed that memory researchers demanded a greater

SESOI and small, medium, and large effects for the scenarios concerning

the DRM paradigm as compared with the misinformation and forced fabri-

cation paradigms. Moreover, in line with previous research (Wade

et al., 2007), a returning argument of the experts was that studies using

the DRM paradigm lack ecological validity and were hesitant to make

causal inferences based on such research. Hence, especially for the DRM

paradigm, the memory researchers considered the context of what truly

constitutes a false memory and justified their SESOI accordingly.

One of the difficulties some memory researchers had with the current

study was that they needed additional information (e.g., information on

correct details, specifics of the manipulation) to decide what they

considered the SESOI to be. In the current study, we intentionally pres-

ented several scenarios using different paradigms with basic information

to examine what experts' choice of the SESOI is in various contexts within

the area of false memory research. However, a caveat of the current study

is that we did not provide exhaustive details (e.g., costs and benefits of

manipulation, exact methodology) for one specific study. Additionally, we

gave memory researchers the specific options “any difference that leads

to a p < .05,” “1, 2, 3, or 4 or more raw mean differences” or a deviating

answer from the given options by choosing “other” to indicate what they

considered the SESOI to be. Even though many experts used the “other”
option to give a different or a more continuous response, it is possible that

framing the answers in whole numbers affected the responses of some

experts. Hence, future research could assess whether providing memory

researchers with a more detailed study, for example using a study they

performed in the past, and a continuous scale (e.g., “On a scale from 0 to

4 raw mean differences, what would you consider to be the SESOI?”)
allows them to more accurately establish the SESOI.

Interestingly, one memory researcher was concerned that the

SESOI will become another publication gatekeeping device which

does not add anything to our understanding of psychological science.

The expert further argued that when using appropriate conclusions

(e.g., “therapy leads to, on average, [point estimate] more/fewer spon-

taneous false memories.”) the SESOI becomes meaningless or purely

subjective and that “it is just as interesting/important to show that a

manipulation leads to no appreciable difference.” However, we argue

that it is precisely the SESOI that is crucial to establish whether a manip-

ulation leads to a meaningful difference or not, especially for practical

implications. In the example of the memory researcher reported before,

it might be that a certain therapy leads to, on average, .0001 more/

fewer spontaneous false memories and that this is a statistically signifi-

cant effect (p < .05) given a large sample size. Even though this effect

might be statistically significant it is difficult to suggest it bears practical

significance (Anvari & Lakens, 2021). The SESOI is a fundamental statis-

tical tool which can be used in, for example, equivalence tests

(Lakens, 2017) to help assess whether certain manipulations have practi-

cal and/or theoretical relevance or, just as interesting and as the expert

alluded to, which manipulations do not.

Taken together, our study showed that memory researchers do

not have a clear consensus about what the SESOI should be for false

memory research. We suggest that such a lack of general consensus is

acceptable as long as a proper justification is given for the chosen

SESOI. However, our findings showed that a substantial amount of

researchers relied on weaker justifications (i.e., conventions, subjec-

tive reasoning, no rationale) for the SESOI (Lakens et al., 2018). More-

over, several experts alluded to the idea that small effects can be

practically meaningful, but failed to explain or contextualize how this

works in the field of false memory research. Additionally, we found

that experts tended to endorse any effect that leads to a p < .05 as

the SESOI, especially for theoretical purposes which is justifiable

given that theories are generally verbal in social sciences (Gruijters &

Peters, 2020). However, we believe that following such norms can

lead to making practical implications based on trivial differences and

that in the process of justifying the SESOI the costs and benefits
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and/or harms of a manipulation/intervention should be considered

(e.g., benefits/harms of a therapy). To counter such issues, we recom-

mend researchers to contextualize their SESOI in regard to the stud-

ied phenomenon at hand, especially in fields such as false memory

research where its results can yield far-reaching consequences

(e.g., miscarriages of justice; Howe & Knott, 2015). One way to do so is to

refer to unstandardized effect sizes whenever possible (Funder &

Ozer, 2019) or explain the observed effects more intuitively (e.g., common

language explanation; Magnusson, 2021). By doing so, the magnitude of

an observed or to be studied effect can be understood in terms of the

study at hand instead of the decontextualized Cohen's benchmarks.

Imagine for instance a team of researchers that decides to exam-

ine the effects of imagination on false memory formation to under-

stand whether it should be used during therapy. To do so, the

researchers decide to use the DRM paradigm. They present the partic-

ipants with 10 DRM lists consisting of 10 words each. The words are

studied one-by-one but some participants are instructed to generate a

vivid image of each word (imagination) to help memorize the words

while others simply study the words one-by-one. Afterwards, they

have to recollect which words they studied before. Because the DRM

paradigm has been criticized by some for its lack of ecological validity

(DePrince et al., 2004; Wade et al., 2007; but see Brainerd

et al., 2008), the researchers can decide that any effect leading to a

p < .05 is not sufficient as it might lead to effects that have no practi-

cal implications. Moreover, with the knowledge that such a study can

have severe consequences, the researchers might argue that the

effect of imagination on false memory formation should at least be,

on average, a difference of one more detail falsely recollected. They

can argue that such an unstandardized effect clearly conveys the

adverse effects of imagination on memory by increasing the amount

of falsely recollected details, on average, by one. The researchers can

then use this unstandardized SESOI to evaluate observed effect sizes

in the literature or use it to calculate a standardized effect size and

subsequently perform a power analysis. The SESOI and the given jus-

tifications may differ based on the used paradigm, the specific condi-

tions of the paradigm (e.g., amount of DRM lists), whether the results

are meant for practical or theoretical purposes, or personal philosophy

science. However, we argue that using such unstandardized or mean-

ingful effect sizes allows the researcher to contextualize the SESOI

and accurately communicate the possible practical or theoretical

implications for the studied phenomenon at hand.
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