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Summary

* There are age-related declines in flashbulb memories.

* Despite significant heterogeneity in effect sizes,
characteristics of studies (definition of FBM, retention
and delay intervals) and participants (mean age for older
and younger adults) were not significant moderators.

* Older adults were less likely than young adults to
remember the ongoing activity at the time of the
reception event. There were no differences between age
groups in memory for source, location, others present, or
time of the reception event.

* Older adults reported greater investment in the flashbulb
event than young adults did. There were no age
differences in ratings of surprise, importance,
emotionality, or overt rehearsal.

Thanks to the Davidson
Research Initiative for the
funds to begin this project,
and to Serena Hu for coding
assistance.

How did you find out about 9/117
Where were you when you heard about your
graduate school acceptance/job offer/tenure?

If you can answer these questions, you may have a

flashbulb memory.

There are age-related declines in

flashbulb memories.
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Full-text articles assessed for
eligibility
n =196

Full-text articles excluded
n=174

Manuscript Type (n = 5)

Study Design (n = 12)
Outcome Assessment (n = 81)

Eligibility

in meta-analyses
n=22

Total studies eligible for inclusion

Study Outcome (n = 8)
Participants: Clinical (n = 8)
Participants: Age (n = 56)
Insufficient Data (n = 4)

Independent studies included in
meta-analyses
n=17

Want to learn more?
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Total (all studies) 17 -0.32*** -0.47 -0.18 <.001 32.71(16)**
Total (outliers excluded) 14 -0.29** -0.46 -0.11 .001 29.77(13)**
Total (trim-and-fill correction) -0.41%** -0.59 -0.23 <.001 53.46
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