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In two experiments the dynamic nature of strategic search from long-term memory was
examined. Participants retrieved exemplars from various categories over several minutes.
Periodically during retrieval participants were presented with a probe asking what strate-
gies, if any, they were currently using to retrieve the desired information. This novel
thought probe technique allowed for insights into the nature of in-the-moment retrieval
strategies. Across both experiments it was found that participants reported using a variety
of strategies, but depending on the task certain strategies were used more often than
others. In particular, some strategies were used more frequently in one task than another,
whereas other strategies seemed to cut across tasks. Furthermore, examining the time
course of strategies suggested that participants often started off using one strategy, but
then switched to using other strategies during the retrieval period. Finally, individual dif-
ferences in general retrieval abilities were shown to be due to unique and joint contribu-
tions of search strategies and working memory capacity. These results provide evidence for
the notion that when retrieving information from long-term memory, participants use var-
ious search strategies that are tailored to the task at hand and these strategies dynamically
change throughout the retrieval period.

� 2016 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
Introduction

Throughout the day we are constantly being asked to
retrieve facts, events from our life, names of acquaintances,
and other important information. The ability to retrieve
this information, generally in the absence of potent exter-
nal cues, is vital for the success of many everyday tasks. As
such, strategic retrieval processes are critical aspects of the
overall cognitive system. In the current study we examined
retrieval processes in a variety of tasks to better examine
the dynamics of strategic search from long-term memory
(LTM).
Strategic search processes

A number of models of LTM retrieval assume that a
search process is used to find and select information from
LTM (e.g., Howard & Kahana, 2002; Polyn, Norman, &
Kahana, 2009; Raaijmakers & Shiffrin, 1980; Shiffrin,
1970; Williams & Hollan, 1981; Wixted & Rohrer, 1994).
In these models, retrieval relies on a cyclical search process
in which the generated information is used as an addi-
tional cue to refine the search (e.g., Davelaar &
Raaijmakers, 2012; Raaijmakers & Shiffrin, 1980;
Williams & Hollan, 1981). In particular, the search process
begins with an overarching general cue and then proceeds
by utilizing information generated by this cue to further
cue the memory system (Graesser & Mandler, 1978;
Gruenewald & Lockhead, 1980; Herrmann & Pearle, 1981;
Hills, Jones, & Todd, 2012; Hills, Todd, & Jones, 2015;

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1016/j.jml.2016.09.005&domain=pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2016.09.005
mailto:nashu@uoregon.edu
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2016.09.005
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/0749596X
http://www.elsevier.com/locate/jml


136 N. Unsworth / Journal of Memory and Language 93 (2017) 135–153
Reiser, Black, & Abelson, 1985; Whitten & Leonard, 1981;
Williams & Hollan, 1981; Wixted & Rohrer, 1994). An
important aspect of search frameworks is the notion that
there are both directed and random components to the
overall search process (Shiffrin, 1970; Shiffrin & Atkinson,
1969). The directed component refers to strategic pro-
cesses that are under direct control of the individual. These
directed control processes include setting up a retrieval
plan, selecting and generating appropriate cues to search
memory with, as well as various monitoring strategies
and decisions to continue searching or not. The random
component refers to the probabilistic nature of the search
process in which a subset of information is activated by
the cues and representations are subsequently sampled
and recovered from this subset (Raaijmakers & Shiffrin,
1980; Shiffrin, 1970). Thus, directed control processes are
critically important for successful retrieval from LTM
(Atkinson & Shiffrin, 1968; Benjamin, 2008; Hintzman,
2011; Nelson & Narens, 1990).

To examine strategic search processes, researchers have
relied on a number of different techniques including using
think-aloud protocols, manipulating strategy use by
instructing participants to use specific retrieval strategies,
or directly asking what strategies participants used after
the retrieval task. Each of these methods has provided
important information on which strategies are likely to
be used and the overall effectiveness of particular strate-
gies. For example, Williams and Hollan (1981) had partic-
ipants name individuals they went to high school with
while utilizing a think aloud procedure in which partici-
pants were instructed to say everything that came to mind
during recall. Williams and Hollan (1981) found that par-
ticipant’s utilized a number of different strategies to gener-
ate names including thinking of different activities
individuals participated in, thinking of different locations
individuals were associated with, thinking of names that
began with each letter of the alphabet, generating and
mentally scanning pictures from yearbooks, as well as
starting with a given individual and thinking of people
associated with that individual. Thus, rather than merely
automatically retrieving information from LTM, search
strategies allowed individuals to dynamically search LTM
via multiple different routes. Importantly, Williams and
Hollan also noted that participants typically adopted
strategies for some time and then shifted to other strate-
gies when the current strategy was no longer generating
usable information. In a similar vein, Whitten and
Leonard (1981) had participants name their teachers while
thinking aloud and found that participants used a variety
of different strategies (including a visual location strategy).
Similarly, Walker and Kintsch (1985) found that partici-
pants used a number of different strategies (again includ-
ing a visual location strategy) when retrieving a variety
of different items from LTM (including retrieving types of
automobiles, types of soups, and types of detergent).
Importantly, these studies demonstrate that when asked
to retrieve information from LTM in a prolonged retrieval
task, participants spontaneously use a variety of different
strategies, many of which are tailored to the specific task,
and some that seem to cut across tasks (such as a visual
location strategy).
In addition to using think-aloud procedures to deter-
mine in-the-moment strategies, a number of studies have
instructed participants to use various retrieval strategies
as a means of determining the effectiveness of different
strategies. For example, Whitten and Leonard (1981) had
participants name their teachers either in a backward
order, a forward order, or in a random order. Whitten
and Leonard found that a backward search resulted in bet-
ter retrieval than the other orders. Similarly, Gronlund and
Shiffrin (1986) had participants retrieve information from
LTM via different instructed strategies. For example, par-
ticipants had to retrieve animal names using no strategy
(free recall), in alphabetic order, or in order based on size.
Gronlund and Shiffrin found that that the free recall condi-
tion resulted in much better performance than the alpha-
betic or size strategy conditions suggesting that some
retrieval strategies can lead to poor retrieval. Following
up on this research we (Unsworth, Brewer, & Spillers,
2014) had participants retrieve animal names using an
alphabetic strategy, a semantic strategy (retrieve animals
based on shared semantic characteristics), a size strategy,
a visual location strategy (retrieve animals by visualizing
different locations where you may find animals), or no
strategy. Similar to Gronlund and Shiffrin (1986) we found
that the free retrieval condition was better than the alpha-
betic or size conditions. Interestingly we found that the
free and visualization conditions resulted in identical per-
formance and the semantic condition was not quite as
good (perhaps due to the ambiguous nature of this condi-
tion whereby participants could have interpreted it differ-
ently). In an additional experiment we had participants
name their friends with a variety of different strategy
instructions and found that free retrieval and various visu-
alization conditions resulted in the same levels of perfor-
mance, which was much better than various ordered
strategies (e.g., alphabetic, forward chronological, back-
ward chronological). Thus, across various retrieval tasks
some strategies (visualization) seem to produce better per-
formance than other strategies (ordered search).

Finally, examining retrospective strategy reports sug-
gests that participants use a variety of different strategies
and some strategies correlate with overall retrieval levels
better than others. For example, Schelble, Therriault, and
Miller (2012) had participants name animals and then fill
out a questionnaire regarding the various search strategies
they used to perform the retrieval task. Schelble et al.
found that participants reported a number of different
strategies with the most common being environments,
locations, classification, animals that live with humans,
and personally relevant animals. Similarly, Unsworth
et al. (2014) had participants name animals and fill out a
retrospective questionnaire on various strategies. We
found that the most common strategies were visualization
of various locations, semantic strategies (similar to Schel-
ble et al.’s classification), and no strategy (i.e., items pas-
sively came to mind). In a subsequent experiment
naming friends, we similarly found that participant
reported using visualization strategies, personal relevance,
and again a high proportion indicated using no strategy
during some aspects of the retrieval. Similar to the results
from think-aloud procedures and from strategy instruc-
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tions, the results from retrospective strategy reports sug-
gest that participants rely on a number of different strate-
gies during retrieval, with some strategies being specific to
the particular retrieval task and other strategies cutting
across various tasks.

Individual differences in strategic search

Clearly, strategic search processes are an important
component of overall retrieval. Not only has prior research
suggested that various strategies are important for retrie-
val, but prior research has also suggested that individual
differences in strategic search processes are a major reason
for individual differences in retrieval (e.g., Schelble et al.,
2012; Unsworth, Brewer, & Spillers, 2013; Unsworth &
Engle, 2007). In particular, a number of studies have found
that retrieval from various fluency tasks correlate and load
on the same factor (Barnett, Newman, Richardson,
Thompson, & Upton, 2000; Silvia, Beaty, & Nusbaum,
2013; Unsworth, Spillers, & Brewer, 2011) in line with
Carroll’s (1993) notion of a broad retrieval factor. Examin-
ing individual differences in retrospective strategy reports
has suggested that some of the individual differences vari-
ation in retrieval is due to strategic factors.

For example, Schelble et al. (2012) found that the clas-
sification and environment strategies tended to correlate
with overall retrieval levels as did a measure of working
memory capacity (WMC). Recent work in our laboratory
has provided consistent evidence (Unsworth et al., 2013).
Specifically, we found that high WMC individuals retrieved
more animal names than low WMC individuals. Both high
and low WMC groups reported using a number of different
strategies (visual and semantic based strategies), but high
WMC individuals reported using a knowledge based strat-
egy more often than low WMC individuals and low WMC
individuals more often reported using no strategy where
participants specifically noted that the words just ran-
domly popped into their heads compared to high WMC
individuals. Thus, these results suggest that working mem-
ory control processes, and individual differences in work-
ing memory control processes, are of vital importance
when one is attempting to strategically search LTM. In par-
ticular, WMC is needed to self-generate retrieval cues and
to use those cues to guide the overall search process.

These findings are consistent with recent work by Hills
and colleagues (Hills, Mata, Wilke, & Samanez-Larkin,
2013; Hills & Pachur, 2012) suggesting that WMC is
needed to maintain cues in an active state to further dic-
tate the search of LTM. In particular, it is assumed that
the prior cue is actively maintained in working memory
and used to guide subsequent retrievals from LTM. High
WMC individuals are better able to maintain these cues
than low WMC individuals resulting in more efficient
searches and better overall memory performance (see also
Unsworth & Engle, 2007). In support of these ideas Hills
and Pachur (2012) and Hills et al. (2013) found that
WMC was related to better overall recall and this was par-
tially due to individual differences in the ability to transi-
tion between global and local cues (see also Unsworth,
Spillers, & Brewer, 2012). Based on these results Hills
et al. (2013) suggested that search through LTM is based
on a dynamic process whereby individuals switch between
global and local retrieval cues andWMC is needed to main-
tain retrieval cues in an active state to ensure an efficient
search of LTM.

The present study

Utilizing a variety of techniques, prior research has
demonstrated the importance of various retrieval strate-
gies when one is strategically searching LTM. Despite prior
work suggesting these basic notions, additional work is
needed to better examine the dynamic nature of strategic
search from LTM. In particular, there are a number of
important questions that still need to be addressed. For
example, do people dynamically shift strategies during
recall as suggested by Williams and Hollan (1981)? While
it seems intuitively obvious that participants will dynami-
cally shift strategies during an extended recall period,
there are remarkably little data on this. Thus, examining
how and when participants shift their strategies will be
an important component to understanding how individu-
als search their LTM. Furthermore, as suggested by
Nickerson (1981), do participants start off with a passive
search and then switch to a more directed search? Again,
while this seems plausible, there is little evidence for this
dual-mode retrieval idea. Likewise, it was previously sug-
gested that individuals will tailor their search strategies
to particular tasks. For example, while recalling animals
one might rely on their knowledge of biological phyla,
whereas while recalling the names of one’s friends one
might rely on their knowledge of their friends personality
characteristics. Clearly, these strategies are fairly task spe-
cific. How is it that participants dynamically change strate-
gies not only within a given task, but also across tasks to
increase their performance and better access information
from LTM? Furthermore, do various strategies cut across
the different tasks? Previously it was noted that a location
strategy seems to be used when recalling from semantic
and autobiographical memory. Is a location strategy
(where one visualizing different contexts) actually used
in these different tasks and does it actually benefit recall?
Are there other search strategies that are similarity utilized
in various tasks? While most of the prior work has specif-
ically focused on aspects of recall such as clustering and
temporal dynamics, far less work has directly examined
search strategies. An important endeavor, then, is to better
examine how individuals utilize search strategies to access
information from their LTM.

To test these ideas we developed a new probe technique
to better get at the different strategies participants use
when retrieving information from LTM. In this technique
participants are instructed to retrieve specific information
from LTM (e.g., animal names) for an extended period of
time. Periodically throughout the task participants were
probed to determine what strategies, if any, they were just
using. This technique is borrowed from the mind wander-
ing literature where participants are required to perform a
task and periodically throughout the task participants are
probed to see if they were just mind wandering or not
(e.g., McVay & Kane, 2012; Smallwood & Schooler, 2006).
With the current thought probe technique we should be
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better able to examine the different types of strategies par-
ticipants use, when they are most likely to use different
strategies, and to examine how participants dynamically
switch to different strategies to determine if certain strat-
egy transitions are more likely than others. Likewise, by
examining various retrieval tasks we should be able to
examine similarities and differences in retrieval strategies
across various tasks. Like task appropriate encoding strate-
gies (McDaniel & Kearney, 1984) we should see that partic-
ipants dynamically switch strategies not only within a
given task, but also across tasks. A final goal of the present
study was to examine possible individual differences in
strategies and WMC as reasons for variability in retrieval.
To examine these issues we conducted two experiments
in which participants retrieved information from various
categories and thought probes were presented.
Experiment 1

To examine strategic search processes and to test the
thought probe method, participants performed an animal
fluency task in which they were instructed to retrieve as
many exemplars from the category of animals as possible
in 5 min. In one condition participants performed the ani-
mal fluency task under normal conditions. In the other
condition, participants performed the same animal fluency
task, with the exception that periodically they were pre-
sented with a thought-probe asking what strategy they
were currently using to retrieve items from LTM. The rea-
son for including a condition where participants were not
presented with thought probes was to examine possible
reactivity effects whereby answering the probes could lead
to changes in performance to more standard versions of
the animal fluency task. If there are little to no differences
between the two conditions, we can assume that the
thought probes provide a window into normally ongoing
processes.

Method

Participants were 285 undergraduate students
recruited from the subject pool at the University of Oregon.
All participants were native English speakers. Participants
were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions.
Three participants in the control condition and six partici-
pants in the probe condition were excluded due to failing
to complete the fluency task leaving 143 participants in
the control condition and 133 in the probe condition. Par-
ticipants were between the ages of 18 and 35 and received
course credit for their participation. Participants first per-
formed the three working memory capacity tasks followed
by the animal fluency task. All participants performed the
same computerized version of the animal fluency task with
the exception that participants in the thought-probe con-
dition were periodically presented with thought probes.

Working memory capacity measures
Operation span. Participants solved a series of math opera-
tions while trying to remember a set of unrelated letters
that were presented for 1 s each. Immediately after the let-
ter was presented the next operation was presented. Three
trials of each list-length (3–7) were presented, with the
order of list-length varying randomly. At recall, letters
from the current set were recalled in the correct order by
clicking on the appropriate letters. For all of the span mea-
sures, the score was the proportion of correct items in the
correct position (see Unsworth, Heitz, Schrock, & Engle,
2005 for more task details).

Symmetry span. Participants were required to recall
sequences of red squares within a matrix while performing
a symmetry-judgment task. In the symmetry-judgment
task participants were shown an 8 � 8 matrix with some
squares filled in black. Participants decided whether the
design was symmetrical about its vertical axis. The pattern
was symmetrical half of the time. Immediately after deter-
mining whether the pattern was symmetrical, participants
were presented with a 4 � 4 matrix with one of the cells
filled in red for 650 ms. At recall, participants recalled the
sequence of red-square locations in the preceding displays,
in the order they appeared by clicking on the cells of an
empty matrix. There were three trials of each list-length
with list-length ranging from 2 to 5.

Reading span. Participants were required to read sentences
while trying to remember the same set of unrelated letters
as Ospan. For this task, participants read a sentence and
determined whether the sentence made sense or not. Half
of the sentences made sense while the other half did not.
Nonsense sentences were made by simply changing one
word from an otherwise normal sentence. After partici-
pants indicated whether the sentence made sense or not,
they were presented with a letter for 1 s. At recall, letters
from the current set were recalled in the correct order by
clicking on the appropriate letters. There were three trials
of each list-length with list-length ranging from 3 to 7.

Composite score
To ensure that any relations with WMC were not due to

idiosyncratic task effects and to ensure we were measuring
the broad domain-general WMC construct we computed a
composite score from the three complex span tasks. That
is, single tasks represent a combination of construct vari-
ance along with task-specific method variance
(Wittmann, 1988). Thus, in order to ensure true abilities
are being measured, one should use several tasks designed
to tap the ability of interest. For the composite score,
scores for the three complex span tasks were z-
transformed for each participant. These z-scores were then
averaged together.

Animal fluency
Participants were instructed that they would be retriev-

ing as many exemplars from the category of animals as
possible in 5 min. Participants were informed that they
could retrieve the names of animals in any order they
wished. Participants were required to type in each animal
name and then press ENTER to record the response. Note,
only responses that included an actual animal name were
counted. If a participant pressed ENTER without typing
an animal name it was not counted. Repetitions of the
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exact same response were not counted (i.e., typing dog
twice, but if a participant typed dog and then typed husky,
both were counted). Participants were instructed that they
needed to keep trying to retrieve animal names throughout
the entire 5 min retrieval period.

Thought probes
During the fluency task in the thought probe condition,

participants were periodically presented with thought
probes asking them to indicate which strategy, if any, they
had just been using. The thought probes asked participants
to press one of eight keys to indicate what strategy they
were using just prior to the appearance of the probe.
Specifically, participants saw:

What type of strategy were you just using to come up
with animal names?

1. VISUALIZATION strategy (i.e., you imagined yourself
walking around looking at animals)

2. SEMANTIC strategy (i.e., you listed animals based on
common characteristics)

3. RHYME strategy (i.e., you listed animals based on
whether they rhymed)

4. LITERATURE strategy (i.e., you listed animals based on
whether appeared together in books.)

5. ALPHABET strategy (i.e., you listed animals in alpha-
betic order)?

6. SIZE strategy (i.e., you listed animals based on their
size)?

7. NO strategy, results were based on random responding
(i.e., words just popped into your head)?

8. OTHER

Type in the number that best corresponds to what strat-
egy you were just using and then press ENTER.

These thought probes were based on prior retrospective
strategy reports and strategy instruction studies (e.g.,
Gronlund & Shiffrin, 1986; Schelble et al., 2012;
Unsworth et al., 2013, 2014). During the instructions par-
ticipants were given instructions regarding the different
categories. Probes appeared after 5, 14, 20, 29, 38, 49, 61,
74, 82, 93, and 102 responses. Probes appeared after a
number of responses rather than after a certain amount
of time because we wanted to make sure that participants
had actually just retrieved an item rather than probing
during a time interval when it was possible that nothing
was being retrieved.

Search strategy questionnaire
Following the fluency task participants also completed

a brief questionnaire regarding any search strategies that
they used during the animal fluency task (e.g., Schelble
et al., 2012; Unsworth et al., 2013). Participants answered
closed-ended questions regarding their strategies. Partici-
pants indicated (in order) whether they had used a visual-
ization strategy, a semantic strategy, a rhyme strategy, a
literature strategy, a strategy based on overall knowledge
of animals, or no strategy was used and the results were
based on random responding. The participants could indi-
cate that they used more than one strategy during the
course of retrieval.
Results

Overall levels of performance were similar for the con-
trol (M = 51.75, SD = 11.29) and thought probe (M = 48.55,
SD = 11.49) conditions, although the control condition
retrieved slightly more animals than the thought probe
condition, t(274) = 2.33, p = .02, d = .28. This makes sense
given that answering the thought probes takes time, and
thus in a timed task there is less time for retrieval. Impor-
tantly, being exposed to the different strategies in the
probes did not seem to increase performance in the probe
condition.

Thought probe responses
Given that there were minimal reactivity effects the

thought probe responses were examined in more detail.
Overall, participants reported using 2.68 (SD = .96) strate-
gies. Of these, 10.5% of participants reported using only
one strategy, 33.1% reported using two strategies, and
56.4% reported using more than two strategies.

Examining overall strategy reports across the entire
duration of the retrieval period suggested differences
among the different types of strategies used, F(7,924) =
57.46, MSE = .04, p < .001, partial g2 = .30. Specifically, as
shown in Fig. 1a, participants tended to use visualization,
semantic, and no strategies most frequently and rarely
relied on several of the other strategies. Follow-up t-tests
suggested that the semantic strategy was used slightly
more frequently than the visualization strategy,
t(132) = 2.03, p = .045, d = .18, but there were no differ-
ences between semantic and no strategies, t(132) = 1.02,
p = .31, d = .09, or between visualization and no strategies,
t(132) = 1.10, p = .28, d = .09. Additionally, all three of these
strategies were used significantly more often than the
other strategies, all t’s > 5.89, all p’s < .001, all d’s > .54.

Next, the time course of the usage of different strategies
was examined by examining the proportion of strategies
reported for each of the first five thought probes. Note,
the first five thought probes were examined because nearly
all participants responded to at least five thought probes.
Similar results were obtained when examining the first
ten thought probes. Additionally, note that for these anal-
yses rhyme responses were not examined given that they
constituted less than 1% of all responses. Similar to the
analysis of all thought probe responses, there was a main
effect of strategy type, F(6,792) = 48.79, MSE = .21,
p < .001, partial g2 = .27. Importantly, there was also a
strategy type by probe response interaction, F(24,3168) =
5.31, MSE = .09, p < .001, partial g2 = .04, suggesting that
the use of different strategies changed during the course
of the retrieval period (see Fig. 1b). Because the visualiza-
tion, semantic, and no strategy options were used most fre-
quently these were examined in more detail. Participants
reported using no strategy more frequently than semantic
or visualization strategies at the first probe both t’s > 2.08,
both p’s < .04, both d’s > .17, but by the second probe
participants reported using a semantic strategy more fre-
quently, both t’s > 2.88, both p’s < .01, both d’s > .25. Over
the course of the retrieval period, no strategy reports
decreased, F(4,528) = 10.18, MSE = .15, p < .001, partial
g2 = .07, whereas semantic strategy reports initially
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Fig. 1. (a) Proportions of reported strategy by strategy. (b) Time course of reported strategy use for the first five thought probes. Error bars reflect one
standard error of the mean.
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increased and subsequently decreased, F(4,528) = 7.61,
MSE = .16, p < .001, partial g2 = .05. Use of a visualization
strategy tended to remain fairly constant during the retrie-
val period, F(4,528) = .76,MSE = .13, p = .55, partial g2 = .01.
These results suggest that not only do participants rely on
various strategies to retrieve information from LTM, but
participants also dynamically change their strategy use
during the course of retrieval.

To examine whether and how participants switch
between strategies, transition probabilities between the
different strategies were examined. Specifically, transition
probabilities were computed for each possible transition
for visualization, semantic, rhyme, literature, alphabetic,
size, no, and other strategy reports individually. These
transition probabilities were calculated separately for each
strategy type. Shown in Table 1 are the transition probabil-
ities. Note probabilities in a row sum to 1.0. As can be seen,
when participants were using one type of strategy they
tended to report using that same strategy on the next
probe much of the time. For example, when reporting
using a visualization strategy, participants reported contin-
uing to use that same strategy on the next probe 50% of the
time. However, in some cases transitions to another strat-
egy were equally likely as continuing to use the same strat-
egy. For example, when using no strategy participants
were equally likely to report continuing to use that same
strategy or to switch to a semantic strategy, t(132) = 1.45,
p > .15. This is consistent with the time course analysis
suggesting that early on participants relied on no strategy,
but then switched to a semantic strategy at the second
probe.

Individual differences
Correlations between each type of strategy reported in

the probe condition with overall fluency scores and WMC
were examined. Consistent with prior research, overall flu-
ency scores and WMC were correlated, r = .30, p < .001.
Shown in Table 2 are the correlations with the strategies.
As can be seen, frequency of using a semantic strategy
was positively correlated with the total number of items



Table 1
Transition probabilities between different types of strategies.

Strategy Visual Semantic Rhyme Lit Alpha Size No Other

Visual .50 .23 .01 .03 .01 .01 .15 .06
Semantic .17 .55 .00 .03 .03 .01 .15 .05
Rhyme .25 .25 .00 .25 .00 .25 .00 .00
Lit .09 .43 .04 .26 .04 .04 .09 .00
Alpha .19 .25 .00 .00 .38 .00 .19 .00
Size .00 .33 .00 .00 .00 .17 .50 .00
No .13 .31 .01 .03 .03 .01 .44 .04
Other .23 .26 .00 .00 .00 .03 .13 .36

Note. Visual = visualization; lit = literature; alpha = alphabetic.

Table 2
Correlations between different types of strategies from the probes and overall fluency scores and working memory capacity in Experiment 1.

Visual Semantic Rhyme Lit Alpha Size No Other

Fluency �.06 .37* �.01 �.13 �.11 �.04 �.18* �.06
WMC �.10 .16 �.03 .05 .05 �.02 �.13 .05

Note. Visual = visualization; lit = literature; alpha = alphabetic; WMC = working memory capacity.
* p < .05.
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retrieved, while frequency of using no strategy was nega-
tively correlated with the total number of items retrieved.
None of the correlations with WMC reached conventional
levels of significance. Additionally, the total number of
strategies used did not correlate with either the number
of items retrieved, r = .09, p > .32, or with WMC, r = .03,
p > .74. Given that WMC, frequency of using a semantic
strategy, and frequency of using no strategy all correlated
with the total number of items retrieved, all three of these
variables were entered into a regression predicting the
total number of items retrieved. Shown in Table 3 is the
resulting regression analysis suggesting that both WMC
and frequency of using a semantic strategy accounted for
unique variance in the total number of items retrieved.
Frequency of using no strategy no longer accounted for sig-
nificant variance in the total number of items retrieved
once WMC and semantic strategy use were taken into
account.

The final set of analyses examined correlations among
the different strategies reported in the self-report ques-
tionnaire with the total number of items retrieved and
WMC in the full sample. Note, in the full sample the total
number of items retrieved and WMC were correlated,
r = .37, p < .001. Shown in Table 4 are the correlations. Con-
sistent with prior research, reported strategy use corre-
lated with the total number of items recalled with
semantic and knowledge-based strategies correlating pos-
itivity and rhyme, size, and no strategies correlating nega-
tively with the total number of items recalled (Schelble
et al., 2012; Unsworth et al., 2013). Additionally, replicat-
ing prior work, WMC was positively correlated with
semantic and knowledge-based strategies, but negatively
correlated with no strategy usage (Schelble et al., 2012;
Unsworth et al., 2013). Overall, these results are consistent
with the probe results suggesting that the use of some
strategies is associated with better performance, whereas
the use of other strategies is associated with poorer
performance.
Discussion

The results from Experiment 1 demonstrated a number
of findings. Examining the thought probe responses sug-
gested that participants tended to rely on visualization,
semantic, and random strategies the most. Furthermore,
the use of these strategies changed during the course of
retrieval such that participants tended to start out relying
on no strategy in which items simply popped into their
heads consistent with prior speculation by Nickerson
(1981). However, participants then switched to relying
more on a semantic strategy or a visualization strategy
for the rest of the retrieval period. Furthermore, following
this first switch in strategy use, participants seemed to rely
on generally the same strategy. That is, if a participant
reported using a semantic strategy on one probe, they were
likely to report using the same strategy on the next probe.
These results provide important information on the nature
of strategic search from LTM, by suggesting that partici-
pants use a variety of different strategies during retrieval,
but that some strategies and some transitions between
strategies are more likely than others. Additionally, exam-
ining individual differences suggested that individuals who
retrieve the most items tend to have higher WMC and to
rely more on semantic strategies than individual who
retrieve fewer items who tend to have lowerWMC and rely
more on no particular strategy.
Experiment 2

Experiment 2 was conducted to better examine the nat-
ure of dynamic search processes. In Experiment 1 only one
fluency task was used requiring participants to retrieve
exemplars of animals. Although these initial results are
informative, it is not known whether different strategies
will cut across different retrieval tasks or whether there
will be strategies that are more specific to each retrieval
task. Thus, in Experiment 2 participants were asked to



Table 3
Simultaneous regression predicting total number of items retrieved in Experiment 1.

Variable B t sr2 R2 F

WMC .25 3.07** .07
Semantic .32 3.75** .10
No �.04 �.45 .00 .20 10.62**

** p < .01.

Table 4
Correlations between different types of strategies from the questionnaire and overall fluency scores and working memory capacity.

Visual Semantic Rhyme Lit Alpha Size Know No

Fluency �.05 .23* �.13* �.06 �.07 �.12* .22* �.26*

WMC �.07 .12* �.15* �.01 �.05 �.05 .18* �.23*

Note. Visual = visualization; lit = literature; alpha = alphabetic; know = knowledge; WMC = working memory capacity.
* p < .05.
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retrieve animals, super market items, friends, and teachers.
Each of these tasks has been used previously to examine
how participants retrieve both semantic and autobio-
graphical information from LTM (e.g., Bahrick, Bahrick, &
Wittlinger, 1975; Bond & Brockett, 1987; Hills & Pachur,
2012; Troyer & Moscovitch, 2006; Unsworth et al., 2012,
2014; Whitten & Leonard, 1981; Williams & Hollan,
1981). This should allow for an examination of tasks that
are more semantic in nature (animals and super market
items) and tasks that are more autobiographical in nature
(friends and teachers), and examine similarities and differ-
ences across these two types of retrieval tasks. Addition-
ally, in Experiment 1 participants reported using the
semantic strategy most often and much of the individual
differences variability was related to semantic strategy
use. However, the semantic category is quite ambiguous
including a number of potential strategies that could be
associated with it. For example, sometimes when reporting
using a semantic strategy it is possible that participants are
in fact relying on categorical retrieval whereby participants
are first generating a subcategory of animals (e.g., Pets) and
then generating exemplars from this sub-category. Con-
versely it is possible that when sometimes when reporting
using a semantic strategy participants are relying on asso-
ciative retrieval whereby participants are using the last
retrieved item to cue the next item based on associative
strength. Hills et al. (2015) recently suggested that when
retrieving animals participants primarily rely on associa-
tive retrieval, but there was some evidence for categorical
retrieval as well. Thus, when reporting use of a semantic
strategy it is not clear what participants are always doing.
Furthermore, Unsworth et al. (2013) found that in an ani-
mal fluency task participants reported using both a
general-to-specific strategy (similar to Hills et al., 2015
categorical retrieval) and a link-to-previous strategy (sim-
ilar to Hills et al., 2015 associative retrieval). Therefore, in
Experiment 2 we included a broader array of potential
strategies some of which were included for both semantic
and autobiographical tasks and some that were specific to
only one type of task. By examining a more diverse set of
retrieval tasks and additional strategies, the current exper-
iment should provide important information on the
dynamic nature of strategic search processes.
Method

Participants were 172 undergraduate students
recruited from the subject pool at the University of Oregon.
All participants were native English speakers. Fifteen par-
ticipants were excluded due to failing to complete one or
more of the fluency tasks leaving 157 participants. Partici-
pants were between the ages of 18 and 35 and received
course credit for their participation. Participants first per-
formed the three working memory capacity tasks followed
by animal fluency, friend fluency, super market fluency,
and teacher fluency.

Working memory capacity measures
Same as Experiment 1.

Fluency measures
Participants were instructed that they would be retriev-

ing as many exemplars from a given category (animals,
super market items, friends, or teachers) as possible in
5 min. Supermarket items were counted as correct based
on prior work (e.g., Troyer, 2000; Troyer & Moscovitch,
2006; Unsworth et al., 2011) in which items are counted
if they can be found in supermarkets (such as apples,
deodorant, charcoal, etc.). Prior work with this task sug-
gests that nearly all items generated are common items
found in supermarkets. Participants were informed that
they could retrieve exemplars from the category in any
order they wished. Participants were required to type in
each exemplar and then press ENTER to record the
response. Participants were instructed that they needed
to keep trying to retrieve exemplars throughout the entire
5 min retrieval period.

Thought probes
Similar to Experiment 1, during the fluency tasks partic-

ipants were periodically presented with thought probes.
One set probes was used for the semantic fluency tasks
and another set was used for the autobiographical fluency
tasks. Additionally, it should be noted the number of
thought probes was not adjusted in Experiment 2 because
it was not clear howmany items would be generated in the
other fluency tasks used. That is, Experiment 1 only pro-
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Fig. 2. (a) Proportions of reported strategy by strategy in the animal fluency task in Experiment 2. (b) Time course of reported strategy use for the first five
thought probes in the animal fluency task in Experiment 2. Error bars reflect one standard error of the mean.
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vided information on potentially adjusting the number of
thought probes in the animal fluency task. Therefore, in
order to ensure consistency across tasks (which is impor-
tant for individual differences studies), the same number
and ordering of probes was used for all tasks in Experiment
2.

For the semantic fluency tasks participants saw:
What type of strategy were you just using?

1. VISUALIZATION strategy (i.e., you imagined yourself
walking around looking at animals)

2. LINK TO PREVIOUS (i.e., you specifically used the last
item generated to think of new items)

3. PERSONAL IMPORTANCE (i.e., you generated items
based on how important they are to you)

4. GENERAL TO SPECIFIC (i.e., you generated general cate-
gories and then specific items from those categories)

5. SEMANTIC strategy (i.e., you listed items based on
common characteristics)
6. RHYME strategy (i.e., you listed items based on whether
they rhymed)

7. ALPHABET strategy (i.e., you listed items in alphabetic
order)

8. NO strategy, results were based on random responding
(i.e., words just popped into your head)?

9. OTHER

Type in the number that best corresponds to what strat-
egy you were just using and then press ENTER.

For the autobiographical fluency tasks participants saw:
What type of strategy were you just using?

1. VISUALIZATION LOCATION strategy (i.e., you imag-
ined various LOCATIONS that you see your friends
at)

2. VISUALIZATION ACTIVITY strategy (i.e., you
imagined various ACTIVITIES that you see your
friends at)



1 Although many of the overall interactions are weak (small partial eta
squares), it should be noted that when only examining the most frequently
reported strategies during switches in strategies (differences between
probe 1 and 2 for example) the overall effect sizes are larger. Thus, the
small effect sizes associated with the overall interactions are partially due
to the fact that many of the rarely used strategies (such as rhyme and
alphabetic strategies) are not used much at all during the entire course of
retrieval. The more frequently used strategies, however, do show changes
during the course of retrieval.
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3. FORWARD CHRONOLOGICAL (i.e., you named
friends based on chronological order starting with
your oldest friends)

4. BACKWARD CHRONOLOGICAL (i.e., you named
friends based on chronological order starting with
your newest friends)

5. LINK TO PREVIOUS (i.e., you specifically used the last
item generated to think of new items)

6. PERSONAL IMPORTANCE (i.e., you generated items
based on how important they are to you)

7. GENERAL TO SPECIFIC (i.e., you generated general
categories and then specific items from those
categories)

8. RHYME strategy (i.e., you listed items based on
whether they rhymed)

9. ALPHABET strategy (i.e., you listed items in alpha-
betic order)

10. NO strategy, results were based on random respond-
ing (i.e., words just popped into your head)?

11. OTHER

Type in the number that best corresponds to what strat-
egy you were just using and then press ENTER.

Similar to Experiment 1, the thought probes were based
on prior retrospective strategy reports and strategy
instruction studies (e.g., Gronlund & Shiffrin, 1986;
Schelble et al., 2012; Unsworth et al., 2013, 2014;
Whitten & Leonard, 1981). As noted previously, the
general-to-specific and link-to-previous strategies were
based on prior retrospective strategy reports from
Unsworth et al. (2013) and conceptually similar strategies
from Hills et al. (2015). For the autobiographical fluency
tasks the visualization, chronological, and personal impor-
tance strategy responses were based on prior retrospective
strategy reports and strategy instruction studies (e.g.,
Unsworth et al., 2013, 2014; Whitten & Leonard, 1981).
Probes appeared after 5, 14, 20, 29, 38, 49, 61, 74, 82, 93,
and 102 responses.

Results

Overall participants retrieved 45.59 (SD = 11.82)
animals, 61.90 (SD = 12.78) super market items, 43.10
(SD = 12.88) friends, and 24.67 (SD = 8.88) teachers.

Thought probe responses
Examining animal fluency first suggested that partici-

pants reported using 2.85 (SD = .96) strategies. Of these,
8.3% of participants reported using only one strategy,
26.3% reported using two strategies, and 65.4% reported
using more than two strategies. There were also differ-
ences among the different types of strategies used,
F(8,1248) = 45.17, MSE = .04, p < .001, partial g2 = .23. As
shown in Fig. 2a, participants tended to use visualization,
link-to-previous, and no strategies most frequently and
to a lesser extent relied on semantic and general-
to-specific strategies. Follow-up t-tests suggested that the
link-to-previous strategy was used more frequently than
the visualization, t(156) = 4.38, p < .01, d = .37, and there
was a trend toward a difference between link-to-previous
and no strategies, t(156) = 1.75, p = .083, d = .14. No strat-
egy was reported more frequently than visualization,
t(156) = 2.66, p < .01, d = .21. Additionally, all three of these
strategies were used significantly more often than the
other strategies, all t’s > 2.07, all p’s < .05, all d’s > .19.
These results are broadly consistent with Experiment 1
with the current results suggesting that prior responses
to the semantic strategy in Experiment 1 may have been
using a link-to-previous strategy.

Similar to Experiment 1, the time course of the usage of
different strategies was examined for the animal fluency
task for the first five thought probes. There was a main
effect of strategy type, F(8,1248) = 46.08, MSE = .16,
p < .001, partial g2 = .23. There was also a strategy type
by probe response interaction, F(32,4992) = 3.07,
MSE = .23, p < .001, partial g2 = .02, suggesting that the
use of different strategies changed during the course of
the retrieval period (Fig. 2b).1 Specifically, participants
reported using no strategy more frequently than a link-
to-previous strategy at the first probe, t(156) = 2.16,
p = .033, d = .16, but by the third probe participants reported
using a link-to-previous strategy more so than no strategy, t
(156) = 2.84, p = .005, d = .23. Both reports of no strategy, F
(4,624) = 5.86, MSE = .14, p < .001, partial g2 = .04, and of a
visualization strategy decreased during the retrieval period,
F(4,624) = 3.98, MSE = .10, p = .003, partial g2 = .03. Reports
of link-to-previous, F(4,624) = 1.97, MSE = .16, p = .098, par-
tial g2 = .01, and semantic strategies tended to increase ini-
tially, F(4,624) = 2.56, MSE = .06, p = .036, partial g2 = .02.
Use of the general-to-specific strategy remained fairly con-
stant during the retrieval period, F(4,624) = .39, MSE = .07,
p = .82, partial g2 = .00. The other strategies were not used
very frequently and stayed at a low rate during the retrieval
period. Similar to Experiment 1, when examining transition
probabilities (Table 5) for the strategies suggested that par-
ticipants tended to report using the same strategy on subse-
quent probes for the most part. At the same time, when
transitions to different strategies occurred, participants
tended to frequently report using the link-to-previous
strategy.

Examining super market fluency suggested participants
reported using 2.44 (SD = 1.13) strategies. Of these, 24.8%
of participants reported using only one strategy, 28.7%
reported using two strategies, and 46.5% reported using
more than two strategies. There were differences among
the different types of strategies used, F(8,1248) = 33.05,
MSE = .05, p < .001, partial g2 = .18. As shown in Fig. 3a,
participants tended to use visualization, link-to-previous,
and general-to-specific strategies most frequently and to
a lesser extent relied on semantic and no strategies.
Follow-up t-tests suggested that visualization, link-
to-previous, and general-to-specific strategies were
reported more frequently than semantic or no strategies



Table 5
Transition probabilities between different types of strategies for the semantic fluency tasks.

Strategy Visual Link Personal Gen-Spec Semantic Rhyme Alpha No Other

Animal
Visual .37 .29 .03 .08 .09 .00 .03 .09 .02
Link .10 .52 .04 .06 .07 .00 .02 .16 .03
Personal .23 .37 .04 .13 .13 .00 .00 .10 .00
Gen-Spec .10 .17 .02 .36 .12 .00 .04 .13 .06
Semantic .15 .15 .04 .10 .29 .00 .04 .19 .04
Rhyme .00 .50 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .50 .03
Alpha .12 .05 .00 .12 .18 .00 .02 .16 .03
No .09 .24 .02 .10 .05 .00 .06 .42 .02
Other .05 .35 .10 .00 .05 .00 .05 .20 .20

Super market
Visual .68 .19 .01 .05 .04 .00 .01 .02 .01
Link .11 .61 .01 .12 .06 .01 .00 .06 .02
Personal .08 .20 .40 .20 .08 .00 .00 .04 .00
Gen-Spec .08 .16 .02 .56 .11 .00 .00 .06 .01
Semantic .09 .15 .02 .13 .51 .01 .00 .07 .02
Rhyme .00 .00 .00 .33 .67 .00 .00 .00 .00
Alpha .57 .14 .00 .00 .00 .00 .14 .14 .00
No .04 .13 .00 .07 .08 .00 .00 .68 .00
Other .08 .46 .00 .00 .15 .00 .08 .00 .23

Note. Visual = visualization; Link = link-to-previous item; Gen-Spec = general-to-specific; alpha = alphabetic.
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(all t’s > 2.63, all p’s < .01, all d’s > .22), and there were no
differences among visualization, link-to-previous, and
general-to-specific strategies (all t’s < 1.34, all p’s > .18, all
d’s < .10). Additionally, there was no difference between
semantic and no strategies, t(156) = .41, p = .68, d = .03,
and both of these strategies were used more often than
any of the lesser used strategies (all t’s > 3.88, all p’s < .01,
all d’s > .30).

Examining time course suggested there was a main
effect of strategy type, F(10,1560) = 20.07, MSE = .15,
p < .001, partial g2 = .11, and a strategy type by probe
response interaction, F(40,6240) = 4.95, MSE = .05,
p < .001, partial g2 = .03. Specifically, as shown in Fig. 4b,
the main result seemed to be that participants started
out using visualization and general-to-specific strategies
slightly more than the link-to-previous strategy on the first
probe, F(2,312) = 3.49, MSE = .24, p = .032, partial g2 = .02,
but there was no difference for the second probe, F
(2,312) = .43, MSE = .24, p = .65, partial g2 = .00. Examining
transition probabilities (Table 5) for the strategies sug-
gested that, similar to animal fluency, participants tended
to use the same strategy, but when transitions to different
strategies occurred, participants tended to frequently
report using the link-to-previous strategy.

Examining friend fluency suggested participants
reported using 2.37 (SD = .96) strategies. Of these, 19.1%
of participants reported using only one strategy, 38.9%
reported using two strategies, and 42% reported using
more than two strategies. There were differences among
the different types of strategies used, F(10,1560) = 19.99,
MSE = .04, p < .001, partial g2 = .11. As shown in Fig. 4a,
participants tended to use visualization (specifically visu-
alization location), link-to-previous, personal, and no
strategies most frequently. Follow-up t-tests suggested
that link-to-previous was reported more frequently than
all strategies (all t’s > 2.78, all p’s < .01, all d’s > .21), except
for visualization location, t(156) = 1.89, p = .06, d = .15.
There were no differences among visualization location,
personal, and no strategies (all t’s < 1.14, all p’s > .25, all
d’s < .08). Additionally, these three strategies were
reported more frequently than any of the remaining strate-
gies (all t’s > 2.00, all p’s < .05, all d’s > .19).

Examining time course suggested a main effect of strat-
egy type, F(10,1560) = 20.07, MSE = .15, p < .001, partial
g2 = .11, and a strategy type by probe response interaction,
F(40,6240) = 4.95, MSE = .05, p < .001, partial g2 = .03. As
shown in Fig. 4b, participants started out reporting that
they relied on a personal strategy more frequently than
the other main strategies, F(3,468) = 7.69, MSE = .17,
p < .001, partial g2 = .05, but by the second probe there
were no differences between the other main strategies,
F(3,468) = 2.03, MSE = .15, p = .11, partial g2 = .01. Examin-
ing transition probabilities (Table 6) suggested that similar
to the semantic fluency tasks, participants tended to use
the same strategy, but when transitions to different strate-
gies occurred, participants tended to frequently report
using the link-to-previous strategy.

Examining teacher fluency suggested participants
reported using 1.81 (SD = .77) strategies. Of these, 38.9%
of participants reported using only one strategy, 43.3%
reported using two strategies, and 17.8% reported using
more than two strategies. There were differences among
the different types of strategies used, F(10,1560) = 18.08,
MSE = .05, p < .001, partial g2 = .10. As shown in Fig. 5a,
participants tended to use forward chronological, visual
location, and no strategies most frequently. Follow-up
t-tests suggested that forward chronological was reported
the most frequently (all t’s > 1.99, all p’s < .05, all
d’s > .15), and that visual location and no strategies were
reported more frequently than the other strategies (all
t’s > 2.38, all p’s < .02, all d’s > .21), but were not different
from one another, t(156) = .51, p = .61, d = .04.

Examining time course suggested a main effect of strat-
egy type, F(10,1560) = 19.56, MSE = .09, p < .001, partial



(a)

(b)

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

Visualization Link Personal Gen-Specific Semantic Rhyme Alpha No Other

Strategy

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

 R
es

po
ns

es

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

0.35

0.4

1 2 3 4 5
Thought Probe

Pr
op

or
tio

n 
of

 R
es

po
ns

es

Visual
Link
Personal
Gen-Specific
Semantic
Rhyme
Alpha
No
Other

Fig. 3. (a) Proportions of reported strategy by strategy in the super market fluency task in Experiment 2. (b) Time course of reported strategy use for the first
five thought probes in the super market fluency task in Experiment 2. Error bars reflect one standard error of the mean.
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g2 = .11, and a strategy type by probe response interaction,
F(40,6240) = 8.70, MSE = .04, p < .001, partial g2 = .05.
Specifically, as shown in Fig. 5b, participants reported
using the forward chronological strategy more than the
visualization location and no strategy at the first probe,
F(2,312) = 12.92, MSE = .20, p < .001, partial g2 = .08, but
by the third probe there was no differences in reported
usage between these strategies, F(2,312) = .32, MSE = .13,
p = .73, partial g2 = .00. Examining transition probabilities
(Table 6) for the strategies suggested that participants
tended to report using the same strategy on subsequent
probes for the most part.

Individual differences
First the semantic fluency tasks were examined by com-

bining the fluency scores for the animal and supermarket
scores into a composite variable. Consistent with Experi-
ment 1 and prior research WMC and semantic fluency
were correlated r = .30, p < .001. The total number of
strategies used did not correlate with either the number
of items retrieved, r = .12, p > .13, or with WMC, r = .12,
p > .13. Shown in Table 7 are the correlations between each
type of strategy with overall fluency scores and WMC.
Frequency of using the link-to-previous or the semantic
strategy was positively correlated with the total number
of items retrieved, while frequency of using an alphabetic
strategy was negatively correlated with the total number
of items retrieved. In terms of WMC only the link-
to-previous strategy was correlated with WMC. Given that
WMC, frequency of using a link-to-previous strategy, fre-
quency of using a semantic strategy, and frequency of
using an alphabetic strategy all correlated with the total
number of items retrieved, all four of these variables were
entered into a regression predicting overall semantic flu-
ency scores. Shown in Table 8 is the resulting regression
analysis suggesting that WMC and frequency of using both
a link-to-previous and a semantic strategy accounted for
unique variance in semantic fluency scores. Frequency of
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using an alphabetic strategy no longer accounted for signif-
icant variance in semantic fluency scores once the other
strategies were taken into account.

Similar analyses were conducted with the autobio-
graphical fluency tasks. Consistent with semantic fluency
tasks, WMC and autobiographical fluency were correlated
r = .24, p = .002. The total number of strategies used
correlated with both the number of items retrieved,
r = .19, p = .02, and with WMC, r = .19, p = .02. Shown in
Table 9 are the correlations with the strategies. Frequency
of using visual location, forward chronological, and link-
to-previous strategies positively correlated with autobio-
graphical fluency scores. Both forward and backward
chronological strategies were positively correlated with
WMC. Next, WMC, frequency of using visual location, for-
ward chronological, and link-to-previous strategies were
entered into a regression predicting overall autobiograph-
ical fluency scores. Shown in Table 10 is the resulting
regression analysis suggesting that all of the variables
accounted for unique variance in autobiographical fluency
scores.
The final set of analyses examined an overall combined
fluency composite given that the semantic fluency and
autobiographical fluency composites were correlated,
r = .52, p < .001, and given that many of the same strategies
were reported across all tasks. Therefore, composites for
the shared strategies shared across all tasks were formed.
Note, for the visualization strategy the visualization loca-
tion and visualization action strategies from the autobio-
graphical tasks were combined into a single variable. The
overall fluency composite and WMC were correlated,
r = .31, p < .001. The total number of strategies used did
not correlate with the number of items retrieved, r = .14,
p = .08, but did with WMC, r = .17, p = .03. As shown in
Table 11, frequency of using visualization and link-
to-previous strategies positively correlated with overall
fluency scores, while frequency of using an alphabetic
strategy negatively correlated with overall fluency scores.
Only the link-to-previous strategy was positively
correlated with WMC. Next, WMC, frequency of using
visualization, link-to-previous, and alphabetic strategies
were entered into a regression predicting overall



Table 6
Transition probabilities between different types of strategies for the autobiographical fluency tasks.

Strategy VisL VisA FChron BChron Link Person Gen-Spec Rhyme Alpha No Other

Friend
VisL .54 .23 .02 .00 .20 .02 .00 .00 .00 .07 .03
VisA .12 .60 .02 .00 .17 .00 .00 .00 .00 .09 .00
FChron .07 .11 .41 .07 .11 .11 .04 .00 .00 .07 .00
BChron .20 .00 .07 .20 .07 .13 .00 .00 .00 .20 .13
Link .09 .03 .00 .03 .68 .06 .02 .00 .00 .04 .03
Person .09 .06 .05 .03 .20 .36 .05 .01 .01 .12 .02
Gen-Spec .06 .00 .00 .00 .12 .18 .35 .12 .00 .12 .06
Rhyme .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .09 .00 .55 .00 .36 .00
Alpha .00 .06 .00 .00 .11 .06 .06 .06 .56 .06 .06
No .08 .10 .02 .00 .16 .03 .05 .00 .00 .52 .05
Other .08 .08 .00 .23 .15 .08 .00 .00 .00 .15 .23

Teacher
VisL .55 .13 .13 .03 .07 .03 .03 .00 .00 .03 .03
VisA .19 .56 .06 .13 .06 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
FChron .06 .05 .57 .11 .08 .03 .02 .00 .01 .06 .01
BChron .10 .10 .00 .25 .20 .10 .05 .00 .00 .15 .05
Link .04 .11 .11 .00 .44 .00 .07 .00 .00 .22 .00
Person .15 .10 .15 .00 .30 .05 .00 .05 .00 .20 .00
Gen-Spec .14 .00 .14 .00 .00 .14 .57 .00 .00 .00 .00
Rhyme .00 .25 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .75 .00 .00 .00
Alpha .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00
No .03 .00 .03 .03 .09 .09 .00 .00 .00 .74 .00
Other .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .07 .00 .00 .13 .80

Note. VisL = visualization location; VisA = visualization action; FChron = forward chronological; BChron = backward chronological; Link = link to previous
item; Gen-Spec = general-to-specific; alpha = alphabetic.
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autobiographical fluency scores. Shown in Table 12 is the
resulting regression analysis suggesting that WMC and fre-
quency of using both a link-to-previous and a visualization
strategy accounted for unique variance in overall fluency
scores. Frequency of using an alphabetic strategy no longer
accounted for significant variance in semantic fluency
scores once the other strategies were taken into account.
The individual differences results provide important infor-
mation that variation in general retrieval abilities are par-
tially due to individual differences in the use of search
strategies and an individual’s overall WMC.

Discussion

The results from Experiment 2 replicated and extended
the results from Experiment 1. Consistent with Experiment
1 when retrieving exemplars, participants reported using a
number of different retrieval strategies and the use of dif-
ferent strategies changed over the course of the retrieval
period. Importantly, some strategies were frequently
reported across tasks whereas other strategies were more
task-specific. The results from Experiment 2 further extend
those of Experiment 1 in demonstrating that individual dif-
ferences in retrieval strategies and WMC are major sources
of individual differences in general retrieval abilities.

General discussion

In two experiments the nature of strategic search from
LTM was examined via a novel thought probe technique
that allowed insights into the nature of in-the-moment
retrieval strategies. Across both experiments it was found
that participants reported using a variety of strategies,
but depending on the task certain strategies were used
more often than others. That is, some strategies were used
more frequently in one task than another (for example
using backward chronological search when retrieving
teachers), but some strategies seemed to cut across tasks
(e.g., visualization, link-to-previous, and relying on no
strategy). Additionally, examining the time course of
strategies suggested that participants often started off
using one strategy (or no strategy), but then switched to
using other strategies. These results provide evidence for
the notion that when searching for information from
LTM, participants use various retrieval strategies that are
tailored to the task at hand and these strategies can and
do change throughout the retrieval period. Thus, retrieval
of information from LTM in these types of tasks occurs
due to a dynamic strategic search process partially under
the control of the individual.

Across all of the fluency tasks participants reported uti-
lizing a number of strategies, while also acknowledging
that at times retrieval occurred with no particular strategy,
rather words randomly and spontaneously were retrieved
(likely based on overall frequency, Hills et al., 2013). These
findings are consistent with Nickerson’s (1981) claim that
retrieval of information from LTM occurs via a balance
between automatic/random retrievals and more strategic/
directed search. Importantly, the current results along with
prior research (Gronlund & Shiffrin, 1986; Schelble et al.,
2012; Unsworth et al., 2014; Walker & Kintsch, 1985;
Whitten & Leonard, 1981; Williams & Hollan, 1981) sug-
gests that retrieval from LTM does not just occur via auto-
matic processes, but rather that the individual brings a
number of different strategies to bear on the current task
in an attempt to retrieve the desired information.
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Fig. 5. (a) Proportions of reported strategy by strategy in the teacher fluency task in Experiment 2. (b) Time course of reported strategy use for the first five
thought probes in the teacher fluency task in Experiment 2. Error bars reflect one standard error of the mean.

Table 7
Correlations between different types of strategies from the probes and overall semantic fluency scores and working memory capacity in Experiment 2.

Visual Link Personal Gen-Spec Semantic Rhyme Alpha No

Fluency .14 .37* .01 .11 .17* �.04 �.16* .02
WMC .01 .21* .09 .02 .07 �.11 �.06 �.08

Note. Visual = visualization; Link = link-to-previous item; Gen-Spec = general-to-specific; alpha = alphabetic; WMC = working memory capacity.
* p < .05.

Table 8
Simultaneous regression predicting semantic fluency scores in Experiment 2.

Variable B t sr2 R2 F

WMC .20 2.80** .05
Link .36 4.76** .13
Semantic .22 3.01** .06
Alpha �.07 �.98 .00 .24 12.02**

** p < .01.
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Collectively the current results can be interpreted
within prior search models that suggest that first partici-
pants determine a retrieval plan that includes selecting a
retrieval strategy and then participants use the retrieval
plan and selected retrieval strategies to generate cues to
search LTM (Hills et al., 2012; Raaijmakers & Shiffrin,



Table 9
Correlations between different types of strategies from the probes and overall autobiographical fluency scores and working memory capacity in Experiment 2.

VisL VisA FChron BChron Link Person Gen-Spec Rhyme Alpha No

Fluency .16* .15 .32* �.07 .31* .15 .06 .03 �.03 .02
WMC �.10 .01 .19* .21* .05 .08 �.05 .12 .01 �.03

Note. VisL = visualization location; VisA = visualization action; FChron = forward chronological; BChron = backward chronological; Link = link to previous
item; Gen-Spec = general-to-specific; alpha = alphabetic; WMC = working memory capacity.

* p < .05.

Table 10
Simultaneous regression predicting autobiographical fluency scores in Experiment 2.

Variable B t sr2 R2 F

WMC .19 2.77** .04
VisL .29 4.10** .08
FChron .31 3.01** .09
Link .34 4.76** .11 .30 15.94**

** p < .01.

Table 11
Correlations between different types of strategies from the probes and overall fluency scores and working memory capacity in Experiment 2.

Visual Link Personal Gen-Spec Rhyme Alpha No

Fluency .18* .40* .07 .10 .02 �.19* .01
WMC �.03 .18* .11 .01 .09 �.03 �.07

Note. Visual = visualization; Link = link-to-previous item; Gen-Spec = general-to-specific; alpha = alphabetic; WMC = working memory capacity.
* p < .05.

Table 12
Simultaneous regression predicting overall fluency scores in Experiment 2.

Variable B t sr2 R2 F

WMC .25 3.54** .07
Visual .24 3.44** .07
Link .36 3.01** .14
Alpha �.12 �1.69 .01 .29 15.30**

** p < .01.
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1980; Reiser et al., 1985; Whitten & Leonard, 1981;
Williams & Hollan, 1981). Depending on the task partici-
pants may start out recalling high frequency exemplars
(e.g., Hills et al., 2013) based on fairly spontaneous passive
recall (such as when searching for animals), or rely on
more directed strategies early on (such as using personal
importance when retrieving friends). However, given the
prolonged nature of the task, participants will likely switch
to additional strategies in an effort to generate different
contexts to search in. In this case, participants will select
from various retrieval strategies throughout the task that
allow them to effectively search within a particular domain
(e.g., search for animals or search for friends) and may use
that information to conduct additional searches (such as
using the last generated item to think of additional items).
Thus, participants dynamically switch strategies
throughout the task and frequently switch from using
passive/random retrieval to more effortful/directed retrie-
val. Furthermore, it is likely that information will also be
activated automatically that is associated with the infor-
mation generated by the strategy so that both strategic
and automatic processes are working together. Thus, it is
not the case that conscious strategies are always dictating
retrieval; but that these strategies generally facilitate
retrieval by consciously generating various contexts to
search and via automatic associations that are activated
within the different contexts.

Individual differences in memory search

The current results also have important implications for
understanding individual differences in general retrieval
abilities. As noted previously, performance on a number
of different fluency tasks have been shown to correlate
and form a single higher-order general retrieval ability fac-
tor (Barnett et al., 2000; Carroll, 1993; Silvia et al., 2013;
Unsworth et al., 2011). Thus, individuals who effectively
retrieve information from one domain (such as animals)
also tend to excel at retrieving information from other
domains (such as teachers). Despite these relations, it has
not been clear what aspects of retrieval are important for
individual differences and for the fact that these individual
differences cut across tasks. The current results shed new
light on this issue by suggesting that both variation in
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WMC and variation in retrieval strategies are important
contributors to general retrieval abilities. Specifically, as
we and others have suggested previously, the ability to
generate and utilize particular search strategies is likely
reliant on working memory control processes that allow
one to self-generate various cues to search LTM with and
to dynamically change search strategies when a particular
search strategy is no longer working within a given retrie-
val task or across tasks (Hills & Pachur, 2012; Rosen &
Engle, 1997; Schelble et al., 2012; Unsworth et al., 2013).
Thus, a key aspect to the search process is the ability to
self-generate cues via different strategies, and high retrie-
val ability and high WMC individuals are better able to
select and use different search strategies to guide the
search process than low retrieval ability and low WMC
individuals. Furthermore, high retrieval ability and high
WMC individuals seem better able to adapt their search
to the task at hand and utilize task-appropriate retrieval
strategies than low retrieval ability and low WMC individ-
uals. Additionally, the fact that WMC was consistently
related to the link-to-previous strategy (and this strategy
predicted better retrieval) is consistent with the notion
that a key aspect of search is the ability to maintain cues
in active state and to use the prior retrieved items as cues
to further guide the search process (Hills & Pachur, 2012;
Hills et al., 2013). As noted previously, Hills and colleagues
have suggested that cue-maintenance is critically impor-
tant for efficient searches of LTM, and part of the reason
that WMC is related to performance on fluency tasks. The
current results provide important evidence for the
cue-maintenance hypothesis and suggest that the ability
to maintain cues and to dynamically switch to new
strategies when the current cue is no longer generating
items is an important determinant of overall general
retrieval abilities.

Additionally, individual differences in the ability to
select and use strategies independently of WMC (perhaps
due to prior experience) are an important factor in deter-
mining overall retrieval abilities. A consistent finding was
that various retrieval abilities predicted overall fluency
scores over and above that accounted for by WMC. For
example, in Experiment 2 overall fluency scores were pre-
dicted by unique variance in WMC, as well as by unique
variance in using a visual strategy and unique variance in
using the link-to-previous strategy. This suggests that indi-
vidual differences in strategy selection and utilization,
independent of WMC, are important contributors to gen-
eral retrieval abilities. Thus, the current results suggest
that variation in general retrieval abilities are partially
due to differences in WMC (the ability to maintain and
select particular retrieval cues) as well as differences in
the efficacy of the particular retrieval strategies that are
chosen. In the current work, these two factors accounted
for roughly 30% of the variability in general retrieval abili-
ties. Although there are clear individual differences in
recall from LTM, future work is needed to better under-
stand these differences. In particular, future work is
needed to better examine the differential contributions of
WMC and search strategies to general retrieval abilities
as well to examine other important sources of variability
(such as general knowledge for semantic tasks).
Limitations

Finally, it would be remiss not to address several limita-
tions of the current study. For example, in Experiment 1
possible reactivity effects were examined and a small dif-
ference between the control condition and the probe con-
dition was found. As noted previously, this difference was
likely due to the fact that answering the thought probes
takes time, and thus in a timed task there is less time for
retrieval. Importantly, the probe condition retrieved fewer
overall items, suggesting that being exposed to the differ-
ent strategies did not lead to an increase in overall perfor-
mance. At the same time we cannot fully rule out the
possibility that seeing the different strategies did not lead
to a change in which strategies were used. That is, a partic-
ipant may not have been using a visualization strategy, but
upon seeing the probe response they could decide to try
that strategy next. Future research could rely on more open
ended probes where participants are required to type in
which strategies they were just using. In prior research
we had participants fill out an open ended questionnaire
at the end of the task and found that participants provided
fairly detailed reports of the strategies they had used
(Unsworth et al., 2013). A similar method could be used
for each probe. This would not only aid in reducing possi-
ble reactivity effects, but would also provide more details
on exactly the different strategies participants actually use.

An additional limitation of the current research is that
there are clear floor effects for many of the strategies. For
example, participants very rarely reported using the rhyme
and alphabetic strategies. The rare use of these strategies
means that it is unlikely that participants will transition
to or transition from these strategies leading to very low
transitions probabilities that are seen. Furthermore, this
necessarily reduces the ability to find any correlations
between these rarely used strategies and overall perfor-
mance and WMC given very little variability present. At
the same time it should be noted that the correlations
are not simply artifacts whereby the most frequently used
strategies correlate with performance and WMC. For
example, in both experiments a visualization strategy
was one of the most frequently reported strategies in the
semantic fluency tasks, but use of this strategy did not cor-
relate with either overall performance or WMC. Further-
more, although the alphabetic strategy was rarely used,
reported usage of this strategy correlated negatively with
semantic and overall fluency scores. Thus, individual dif-
ferences in some, but not all, reported strategies are related
to individual differences in general retrieval abilities and
WMC.

A final potential limitation of the current study is that
we relied on typing responses and there are likely large
individual differences in typing skills which could have
influenced the results. In particular, individuals with faster
typing skills could potentially record more responses than
individuals with slower typing skills. Although the current
data cannot rule out this possibility, it is important to note
that prior research has suggested that individual differ-
ences in recall abilities and WMC are not correlated with
individual differences in typing speed (Unsworth, 2009).
Furthermore, although prior research has found that indi-
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vidual differences in processing speed are related to overall
fluency scores, processing speed and WMC were not corre-
lated and accounted for completely separate variance in
overall fluency scores (Unsworth et al., 2011). Thus, differ-
ences in typing speed likely account for some of the indi-
vidual differences variance, but that variance is likely
independent of the variance accounted for by WMC and
the various strategies. Future research is needed to better
examine the relations among these various sources of indi-
vidual differences and how they jointly or independently
account for general retrieval abilities.
Conclusions

Overall the current results provide important new
information on the dynamic nature of strategic search pro-
cesses when retrieving information from LTM. The results
suggest that individuals dynamically switch search strate-
gies within and between retrieval tasks and that individual
differences in these strategic search processes are an
important reason for individual differences in general
retrieval abilities. In order to better understand the retrie-
val process, we need to understand the dynamic nature of
LTM search.
References

Atkinson, R. C., & Shiffrin, R. M. (1968). Human memory: A proposed
system and its control processes. In K. W. Spence (Ed.). The psychology
of learning and motivation (Vol. II, pp. 89–195). New York: Academic
Press.

Bahrick, H. P., Bahrick, P. O., & Wittlinger, R. P. (1975). Fifty years of
memory for names and faces: A cross-sectional approach. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: General, 104, 54–75.

Barnett, M. P., Newman, H. W., Richardson, J. T. E., Thompson, P., & Upton,
D. (2000). The constituent structure of autobiographical memory:
Autobiographical fluency in people with chronic epilepsy. Memory, 8,
413–424.

Benjamin, A. S. (2008). Memory is more than just remembering: Strategic
control of encoding, accessing memory, and making decisions. In A. S.
Benjamin & B. H. Ross (Eds.). The psychology of learning and
motivation: Skill and strategy in memory use (Vol. 48, pp. 175–223).
London: Academic Press.

Bond, C. F., & Brockett, D. R. (1987). A social context-personality index
theory of memory for acquaintances. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 52, 1110–1121.

Carroll, J. B. (1993). Human cognitive abilities: A survey of factor-analytic
studies. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Davelaar, E. J., & Raaijmakers, J. G. W. (2012). Human memory search. In J.
Lupp (Series Ed.), Cognitive search: Evolution, algorithms, and the brain.
Strüngmann forum report (Vol. 9, pp. 177–193). Cambridge, MA: MIT
Press.

Graesser, A., & Mandler, G. (1978). Limited processing capacity constrains
the storage of unrelated sets of words and retrieval from natural
categories. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Learning and
Memory, 4, 86–100.

Gronlund, S. D., & Shiffrin, R. M. (1986). Retrieval strategies in recall of
natural categories and categorized lists. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 12, 550–561.

Gruenewald, P. J., & Lockhead, G. R. (1980). The free recall of category
examples. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Learning and
Memory, 6, 225–240.

Herrmann, D. J., & Pearle, P. M. (1981). The proper role of clusters in
mathematical models of continuous recall. Journal of Mathematical
Psychology, 24, 139–162.

Hills, T. T., Jones, M., & Todd, P. M. (2012). Optimal foraging in semantic
memory. Psychological Review, 119, 431–440.

Hills, T. T., Mata, R., Wilke, A., & Samanez-Larkin, G. R. (2013).
Mechanisms of age-related decline in memory search across the
adult life span. Developmental Psychology, 49, 2396–2404.
Hills, T. T., & Pachur, T. (2012). Dynamic search and working memory in
social recall. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and
Cognition, 38, 218–228.

Hills, T. T., Todd, P. M., & Jones, M. N. (2015). Foraging in semantic fields:
How we search through memory. Topics in Cognitive Science, 7,
513–534.

Hintzman, D. L. (2011). Research strategy in the study of memory: Fads,
fallacies, and the search for the ‘‘coordinates of truth”. Perspectives in
Psychological Science, 6, 253–271.

Howard, M. W., & Kahana, M. J. (2002). A distributed representation of
temporal context. Journal of Mathematical Psychology, 46, 269–299.

McDaniel, M. A., & Kearney, E. M. (1984). Optimal learning strategies and
their spontaneous use: The importance of task-appropriate
processing. Memory & Cognition, 12, 361–373.

McVay, J. C., & Kane, M. J. (2012). Why does working memory capacity
predict variation in reading comprehension? On the influence of mind
wandering and executive attention. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: General, 141, 302–320.

Nelson, T. O., & Narens, L. (1990). Metamemory: A theoretical framework
and new findings. In G. Bower (Ed.), The psychology of learning and
motivation: Advances in research and theory (pp. 125–173). San Diego:
Academic Press.

Nickerson, R. (1981). Motivated retrieval from archival memory. In G. H.
Bower (Ed.). Nebraska symposium of motivation (Vol. 28, pp. 73–119).
Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Polyn, S. M., Norman, K. A., & Kahana, M. J. (2009). A context maintenance
and retrieval model of organizational processes in free recall.
Psychological Review, 116, 129–156.

Raaijmakers, J. G. W., & Shiffrin, R. M. (1980). SAM: A theory of
probabilistic search of associative memory. In G. Bower (Ed.). The
psychology of learning and motivation (Vol. 14). New York: Academic
Press.

Reiser, B. J., Black, J. B., & Abelson, R. P. (1985). Knowledge structures in
the organization and retrieval of autobiographical memories.
Cognitive Psychology, 17, 89–137.

Rosen, V. M., & Engle, R. W. (1997). The role of working memory capacity
in retrieval. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 126, 211–227.

Schelble, J. L., Therriault, D. J., & Miller, M. D. (2012). Classifying retrieval
strategies as a function of working memory. Memory & Cognition, 40,
218–230.

Shiffrin, R. M., & Atkinson, R. C. (1969). Storage and retrieval processes in
long-term memory. Psychological Review, 79, 179–193.

Shiffrin, R. M. (1970). Memory search. In D. A. Norman (Ed.), Models of
human memory (pp. 375–447). New York: Academic Press.

Silvia, P. J., Beaty, R. E., & Nusbaum, E. C. (2013). Verbal fluency and
creativity: General and specific contributions of broad retrieval ability
(Gr) factors to divergent thinking. Intelligence, 41, 328–340.

Smallwood, J., & Schooler, J. W. (2006). The restless mind. Psychological
Bulletin, 132, 946–958.

Troyer, A. K. (2000). Normative data for clustering and switching on
verbal fluency tasks. Journal of Clinical and Experimental
Neuropsychology, 22, 370–378.

Troyer, A. K., & Moscovitch, M. (2006). Cognitive processes of verbal
fluency tasks. In A. M. Poreh (Ed.), The quantified process approach to
neuropsychological assessment. New York: Taylor & Francis.

Unsworth, N. (2009). Variation in working memory capacity, fluid
intelligence, and episodic recall: A latent variable examination of
differences in the dynamics of free recall. Memory & Cognition, 37,
837–849.

Unsworth, N., Brewer, G. A., & Spillers, G. J. (2013). Working memory
capacity and retrieval from long-term memory: The role of controlled
search. Memory & Cognition, 41, 242–254.

Unsworth, N., Brewer, G. A., & Spillers, G. J. (2014). Strategic search from
long-term memory: An examination of semantic and
autobiographical recall. Memory, 22, 687–699.

Unsworth, N., & Engle, R. W. (2007). The nature of individual differences
in working memory capacity: Active maintenance in primary
memory and controlled search from secondary memory.
Psychological Review, 114, 104–132.

Unsworth, N., Heitz, R. P., Schrock, J. C., & Engle, R. W. (2005). An
automated version of the operation span task. Behavior Research
Methods, 37, 498–505.

Unsworth, N., Spillers, G. J., & Brewer, G. A. (2011). Variation in verbal
fluency: A latent variable analysis of switching, clustering, and overall
performance. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 64,
447–466.

Unsworth, N., Spillers, G. J., & Brewer, G. A. (2012). The role of working
memory capacity in autobiographical retrieval. Individual differences
in strategic search. Memory, 20, 167–176.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0195


N. Unsworth / Journal of Memory and Language 93 (2017) 135–153 153
Walker, W. H., & Kintsch, W. (1985). Automatic and strategic aspects of
knowledge retrieval. Cognitive Science, 9, 261–283.

Whitten, W. B., & Leonard, J. M. (1981). Directed search
through autobiographical memory. Memory & Cognition, 9,
566–579.

Williams, M. D., & Hollan, J. D. (1981). The process of retrieval from very
long-term memory. Cognitive Science, 5, 87–119.
Wittmann, W. W. (1988). Multivariate reliability theory. Principles of
symmetry and successful validation strategies. In J. R. Nesselroade &
R. B. Cattell (Eds.), Handbook of multivariate experimental psychology
(pp. 505–560). New York: Plenum.

Wixted, J. T., & Rohrer, D. (1994). Analyzing the dynamics of free recall:
An integrative review of the empirical literature. Psychonomic Bulletin
& Review, 1, 89–106.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0749-596X(16)30116-4/h0225

	Examining the dynamics of strategic search from long-term memory
	Introduction
	Strategic search processes
	Individual differences in strategic search
	The present study

	Experiment 1
	Method
	Working memory capacity measures
	Operation span
	Symmetry span
	Reading span

	Composite score
	Animal fluency
	Thought probes
	Search strategy questionnaire

	Results
	Thought probe responses
	Individual differences

	Discussion

	Experiment 2
	Method
	Working memory capacity measures
	Fluency measures
	Thought probes

	Results
	Thought probe responses
	Individual differences

	Discussion

	General discussion
	Individual differences in memory search
	Limitations

	Conclusions
	References


