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When navigating in a new environment, it is typical for people to resort to external guidance such as Global Positioning System (GPS), or people. However, in the real world, even though navigators have learned the route, they may still prefer to travel with external guidance. We explored how the availability of feedback and the source of external guidance affect navigation decision-making on experienced routes in the presence of external guidance. In three experiments, participants navigated a simulated route three times and then verbally confirmed that they had learned it. They then traveled the same route again, accompanied with no, correct, or incorrect direction guidance, which latter two were provided by a GPS (Experiment 1), a stranger (Experiment 2), or a friend (Experiment 3). Half of the participants received immediate feedback on their navigation decisions, while the other half without feedback did not know if they had selected the correct directions. Generally, without feedback, participants relied on external guidance, regardless of the direction sources. Results also showed that participants trusted the GPS the most, but performed best with their friends as a direction source. With feedback, participants did not show differences in performance between the correct and incorrect guidance conditions, indicating that feedback plays a critical role in evaluating the reliability of external guidance. Our findings suggest that incorrect guidance without any feedback might disturb navigation decision-making, which was further moderated by the perceived credibility of direction sources. We discuss these results within the context of navigation decision-making theory and consider implications for wayfinding behaviors as a social activity.
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INTRODUCTION

Navigators have to gain sufficient experience to learn accurate landmarks or directions of a specific route in order to navigate freely and independently (Thorndyke and Hayes-Roth, 1982). Before that, when being uncertain about route directions, navigators may turn to external guidance. Navigational guidance takes many forms. Navigators now generally use Global Positioning System (GPS) devices to guide navigation. When GPS device is neither available nor helpful, people may ask another human, either a friend or stranger, for route directions. How do navigators believe in the external guidance? How do direction sources affect the trust of the direction givers? The present study explored the above questions by manipulating the availability of feedback and the source of directions to investigate their effects on spatial decision-making.

Navigation Decision-Making With External Directional Guidance

Route knowledge primarily focuses on sequences of the turning directions and their reference locations, such as turning a particular direction at a specific intersection or landmark (“turning left at the second intersection”) (Brunyé et al., 2014). It is not a surprise that navigators would follow external navigation guidance, like a GPS, to complete wayfinding activities when they are uncertain about route directions. However, in some circumstances, navigators would like to have external guidance even though they have traveled through the route before. It is unclear what the navigator will follow when the external guidance and one’s route knowledge conflict.

Studies have shown that humans’ knowledge is susceptible to distortion from post-event information. Although the effect of post-event information on one’s knowledge has been investigated in various fields involving perceptual or semantic processing, few studies have examined it in the context of spatial decision-making. For instance, participants recalled seeing a yield sign instead of a stop sign at an intersection when post-event information replaced the original stop sign with a yield sign (Loftus and Hoffman, 1989). The fact that both semantic and perceptual representations can be distorted by post-event information has important implications for navigation decision-making (e.g., Roediger and McDermott, 1995; Slotnick and Schacter, 2004; Vannucci et al., 2012), as spatial knowledge usually involves semantic and sensorimotor representations (Wang et al., 2012, 2018). The present work aims to explore the effect of post-navigation information on spatial decision-making by presenting external directional guidance when navigators travel through experienced environments. If the route knowledge is robust, then navigators should be able to ignore incorrect external directions and instead adhere to their initial decisions. In contrast, if the route knowledge is relatively weak and not contextually connected to the broad navigated environment, then the external directional guidance, when incorrect, might interfere with navigation decisions.

The external directional guidance, when incorrect, could unconsciously interfere with spatial decision-making, as participants usually may not realize that the misleading information is exactly that, misleading. When people are less confident about their knowledge, they may also consciously make their navigation decisions based on the external guidance (Baron et al., 1996; Wright et al., 2010; Hirst and Echterhoff, 2012; Wright and Villalba, 2012; Goodwin et al., 2013; Cassidy et al., 2015; Hope and Gabbert, 2018). The current study explores two factors that may influence confidence in and reliance on one’s navigation decisions: post-decision feedback and direction source.

The Effect of Post-decision Feedback on Navigation Decision-Making

Well-documented studies on testing effects have suggested that people benefit from feedback after having to retrieve relevant knowledge. Feedback after retrieving incorrect information, i.e., an indication of an error, reinforces the correct knowledge (e.g., Chan et al., 2006; Karpicke and Roediger, 2008; Chan, 2009; Thomas et al., 2010). While few studies have investigated how feedback affects spatial decision-making, testing effect research supports that spatial memory could benefit from having to recall (being tested on) route knowledge or spatial arrays of objects in certain situations (Carpenter and Pashler, 2007; Rohrer et al., 2010; Carpenter and Kelly, 2012; Wang et al., 2014; Kelly et al., 2015; Brunyé et al., 2019). For example, Kelly et al. (2015) found that feedback could benefit route learning when correctly retrieving spatial knowledge and before movement errors were made.

The present work extends the research on the effect of feedback to the domain of spatial decision-making. Specifically, we use route pictures to simulate the driving route, which did not have typical landmarks contained by a real environment. Although driving in a real world could involve landmarks, the external guidance usually involves route directions to assist spatial decision-making. In addition, for some environments with similar landmarks, such as a busy business district, or highways in the desert or farming area, navigators have to make navigation decisions primarily based on route directions.

When traveling through a spatial environment, external directional guidance may remind the navigators that they have taken a wrong route. Otherwise, one will eventually, if not immediately, realize whether s/he is on the right path based on feedback from the real environment. Although the processing of external and self-realized feedback might be different, both of them may help navigators either confirm or recalibrate their navigation decisions derived from previous experience. To explore the function of feedback for navigation decision-making, the present study provided external feedback to half of the participants immediately after making a route decision at an intersection. Based on the immediate feedback, navigators might realize whether they have made a correct navigational decision. Feedback can help to judge the reliability of the navigator’s knowledge or the external guidance. However, participants without feedback would have few clues to do so, as routes in the present study expanded and eventually arrived at a certain destination in highly consistent environments (see Figures 1, 2). Thus the feedback condition represents the situation that navigators realized that they had made a wrong decision, while the no-feedback condition represents that they had no idea if they had made a correct decision. We would compare the two conditions to examine the effect of feedback on spatial decision-making with external guidance.
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FIGURE 1. Road images used in Experiments. (A,B) Show straight routes; (C–E) illustrate T-junctions, and (F) shows a four-way intersection. The black arrows demonstrate possible driving directions, which are not displayed during formal navigation.
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FIGURE 2. External guidance correctness and Turn feedback. If the correct direction for this intersection involves turning right, then the GPS showing to turn right is a correct direction (A), while the GPS showing a left turn is an incorrect direction (B). The turning image shows turning to correct direction at one intersection, regardless of the participant’s decision (A,B). There would not be a turning image in the no-feedback condition (C). A straight route is shown immediately after a turn at an intersection.



The Effect of Direction Sources on Navigation Decision-Making

Previous findings suggest that the perceived credibility of an information source can influence human memory or decision-making (Carol et al., 2013; Blank et al., 2017). Studies on collaborative group work examined the effect of information source with a variety of types of information including word lists, pictures, videos, and spatial locations (Andersson and Rönnberg, 1995; Finlay et al., 2000; Shelton and McNamara, 2004; Wright and Klumpp, 2004; Thorley and Dewhurst, 2007; Ekeocha and Brennan, 2008; Galati et al., 2013; Sjolund et al., 2014). When recalling an event, others’ recollections may exert strong influence, even to the extent of discarding one’s own memory. Specifically, recalling a spatial array of objects after a collaborative discussion is usually better than when one reviews the information individually (Sjolund et al., 2014). The extent to which this happens can be affected by social factors, such as social status and relationships (Gabbert et al., 2007; Skagerberg and Wright, 2008; Wright et al., 2010; Carlucci et al., 2011; Wright, 2016; Hope and Gabbert, 2018). For example, intimate social partners, such as friends, spouses or siblings, influence one’s memory of an event to a greater extent than a stranger does (French et al., 2008; Hope et al., 2008; Peker and Tekcan, 2009).

Few studies examined whether or how spatial decision-making would be influenced by direction sources. Brunyé and his colleagues suggested that during wayfinding under uncertainty, navigators generally trust turn information provided by GPS and landmark information provided by humans (Brunyé et al., 2014). However, Brunyé et al.’s (2014) work used a route planning task, rather than a real wayfinding task, where participants had no navigation experience of the environments. The present study addressed this question by providing three types of direction sources, a GPS (Experiment 1), a stranger (Experiment 2), or a friend (Experiment 3) when participants were traveling through learned routes. These sources are typical directional guidance for wayfinding. GPS has become a primary external navigation guidance to human navigation. As GPS accuracy has largely improved, so has people’s reliance on it (Hoff and Bashir, 2015; Schaefer et al., 2016; Endsley, 2017). Studies exploring trust in automated systems suggest that people with low self-confidence trust automations to a greater extent than those with high self-confidence (de Vries et al., 2003; Hoff and Bashir, 2015). Obviously, problems arise when the route directions provided by GPS are incorrect. Research suggests that when automation systems make increasing mistakes, users would abandon the system and turn to their own knowledge (Lee and Moray, 1994; Brunyé et al., 2016; Chavaillaz et al., 2016).

Although studies show that automations were perceived as more reliable than humans (Lewandowsky et al., 2000; Madhavan and Wiegmann, 2007), very few studies examined the effect of direction sources on navigation decision-making from the perspective of social relations between navigators and their collaborators. Furthermore, researchers also pointed out that wayfinding as a social activity has been distinctly under-researched (Dalton et al., 2019). Most of existing research focuses on the comparison between navigating individually and collaborative navigation (Wunderlich and Reinelt, 1982; Reilly et al., 2009; Forlizzi et al., 2010; Haddington, 2012, 2013; He et al., 2015; Haghani and Sarvi, 2017). Their findings suggest that the presence, spatial abilities, and speech in communications of the collaborator could influence navigation strategies (Reilly et al., 2009; Forlizzi et al., 2010; Haddington, 2012). Therefore, the present study examined the social influence of direction sources on navigation decision-making and compared external guides of social significance with automated GPS.

The Present Study

To summarize, the present study examined whether and how external direction sources influence navigation decisions while traveling in experienced environments. We hypothesized that the extent to which the external guidance affects navigation decision-making may be moderated by the availability of feedback and/or direction sources.

In addition, we examined the effects of route complexity by manipulating the number of intersections of a navigating route. Environmental complexity could influence wayfinding performance (Passini, 1980; Weisman, 1981; O’Neill, 1992; Carlson et al., 2010; Li and Klippel, 2016). Navigators in a complex, relative to a simpler, environment may have to make more cognitive efforts when integrating and applying spatial knowledge. Thus navigators may conform to external guides to reduce their cognitive cost when traveling through complex routes, especially when there was no immediate feedback provided.

We make the following hypotheses. First, navigators would show conformity to the external guidance by making more incorrect decisions with incorrect than with correct external guidance. Second, feedback on navigation decisions would provide opportunities for navigators to judge the reliability of both their own route knowledge and the external guidance, and recalibrate their navigation strategies. As such, conforming to external guidance should only be evident when feedback is not available. Third, the conformity to external guidance may vary as a function of direction sources (GPS, stranger, friend). As addressed earlier, navigators may have been used to follow GPS during navigation and considered it as a more reliable direction source than humans. Thus navigators may show high conformity to the external guidance when navigating with the GPS as in Experiment 1.

EXPERIMENT 1: GPS AS A DIRECTION SOURCE

Method

Participants

Fifty-three undergraduates (21 males, 32 females) participated for monetary compensation. All participants provided informed consent before participating.

Materials

Road images were presented by E-prime 1.0 program from an overhead view and combined in succession to make up a specific route. Figure 1 shows possible road images, including straight routes and intersections. For straight routes, Figures 1A,B would be shown in succession to simulate a car moving forward. Changes in tree configuration between pictures could lead to the perception of a forward motion. The straight routes were always displayed vertically for all routes to keep an egocentric perspective for navigation. We had four types of intersection: three T-junctions and one four-way (see Figures 1C–F). As depicted, the type of T-junction dictated the turn options (left/right, right/straight, left/straight). For four-way intersections, the car could potentially turn left, right, or continue straight. The black arrows in the route images illustrated possible driving directions for each intersection, which were not displayed during formal navigation.

The road and intersection images composed six driving routes, three of which included 6 intersections and the other three included 10 intersections. There were six straight route images between two intersection images, and four straight route images connected to the last intersection at the end of a route. We presented three T-junctions and three four-way intersections in each 6-intersection route and six T-junctions and four four-way intersections in each 10-intersection route. The T-junctions were selected randomly from the above types and the presenting sequence of intersections was randomized across routes.

Design

The study used a 2 (route complexity: 6 vs. 10 intersections) × 2 (external guidance correctness: correct vs. incorrect) × 2 (turn feedback: feedback vs. no-feedback) mixed-design. The route complexity and guidance correctness served as within-participant variables and turn feedback served as a between-participant variable.

We manipulated the route complexity by having 6 or 10 intersections within a driving route. Participants needed to first learn the turn direction at each intersection within a route before proceeding to the navigation test. Thus, 10-intersection routes had a higher memory load than 6-intersection routes. The external guidance correctness was manipulated by presenting correct or incorrect direction by a simulated GPS in the testing phase (see Figure 2). The GPS would show correct directions at half of the intersections and incorrect directions at the other half. Feedback indicated whether participants had made correct turn decisions at intersections when navigating through learned routes. In the feedback condition, a turning image was shown after participants have turned at the intersection. The turning image would always indicate the correct turning direction, regardless of the participant’s decision. For instance, if the participant correctly turned right at an intersection, s/he would see the right turning image and then the straight route images to the next block (see Figure 2A). If a participant incorrectly turned left at an intersection, s/he would still see the right turning image showing the correct direction and then the route would continue straight to the next block (see Figure 2B). In seeing this, participants would realize that they had made an incorrect turn decision. In the no-feedback condition, no such turning images appeared. Participants would turn and then only see the straight route to the next block, but would not know if they turned to the correct direction (see Figure 2C).

Twenty-eight of 53 participants were assigned to the feedback group and the other 25 to the no-feedback group. In addition, to counterbalance the route complexity, 26 participants completed the 6-intersection routes first, while 27 participants completed the 10-intersection routes first.

Procedure and Coding

Participants completed the study in two alternating phases for each route: learning phase and testing phase. In the learning phase, participants received instructions on using arrow keys to move forward and/or turn at intersections. They traveled each route three times, following directions verbally given by an experimenter. Participants were instructed to remember each route during the learning phase. In Wang et al. (2018), over two thirds of participants could remember 16 locations after three rounds of navigating a virtual environment. Thus, traveling each route for three times in the present study may be enough for learning the 6- or 10-intersection routes. Then the experimenter would ask the participants to verbally report if they had learned the route. After the learning phase, participants were asked to repeat the route in the testing phase. An artificial GPS would periodically provide a correct or incorrect turn direction at each intersection. After participants completed the testing phase, they started learning a new route. They alternated between study and test until they finished all six routes. Their turning direction at each intersection was recorded to derive the accuracy of the navigation task. The response time (RT) at each intersection was recorded as the time lag between the presence of the intersection image and when the participant chose the turning direction.

Results

After the learning phase, 50 and 43 of the 53 participants verbally confirmed that they had learned the 6- and 10-intersection routes, respectively. Analyses of the data of only those who confirmed their learning did not differ from analyses of all the participants. Thus, we use all the data in the current analyses. In addition, preliminary analyses based on the data of the 53 participants showed no effects of the display order of routes or gender, so we collapsed these factors in analyses. Analyses involved mixed model ANOVAs based on experiment design assessing accuracy and RT (see Table 1 for all effects). We only address significant effects here.

TABLE 1. Results of mixed ANOVA for Experiments 1–3.
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Analyses showed an effect of external guidance correctness on turn decision accuracy. Participants showed higher accuracy when the GPS provided correct directions (M = 0.79, 95% confidence interval (CI) = [0.74, 0.83]) than incorrect directions (M = 0.61, 95%CI = [0.53, 0.68]). The effect of guidance correctness was qualified by an interaction between correctness and feedback for both accuracy and RT. As Figures 3A,B illustrates, participants in the no-feedback condition performed better with correct (M = 0.87, 95%CI = [0.81, 0.94]) than with incorrect guidance (M = 0.52, 95%CI = [0.41, 0.63], p < 0.001). RT mirrored this effect, showing faster RT with the correct (M = 760.3 ms, 95%CI = [641.0, 877.6]) compared to incorrect guidance (M = 911.8 ms, 95%CI = [776.5, 1047.2]), p = 0.002. With feedback, guidance correctness did not affect performance in both accuracy and RT, ps > 0.5.
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FIGURE 3. Interaction between guidance correctness and turn feedback in accuracy for Experiments 1, 2, and 3 (A,C,D) and in RT for Experiment 1 (B).



Guidance correctness also interacted with route complexity in accuracy. Although correctness affected accuracy regardless of complexity for 10- and 6-intersection routes, p < 0.001 and p < 0.01 respectively, the difference between the correct and incorrect guidance was greater for 10-intersection (Mcorrect = 0.81, 95%CI = [0.76, 0.85]; Mincorrect = 0.58, 95%CI = [0.51, 0.66]) routes than that for 6-intersection routes (Mcorrect = 0.77, 95%CI = [0.70, 0.83], Mincorrect = 0.63, 95%CI = [0.53, 0.72], see Figure 4).
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FIGURE 4. Interaction between route complexity and guidance correctness in accuracy in Experiment 1.



Accuracy also showed an interaction between feedback and route complexity. Participants in the no-feedback condition had a higher accuracy with the 6-intersection (M = 0.74, 95%CI = [0.65, 0.82]) than the 10-intersection routes (M = 0.65, 95%CI = [0.59, 0.72]), p = 0.025. By contrast, with feedback, they performed better with the 10-intersection (M = 0.74, 95%CI = [0.67, 0.80]) than the 6-intersection routes (M = 0.66, 95%CI = [0.56, 0.75]), p = 0.041, see Figure 5).
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FIGURE 5. Interaction between route complexity and feedback in accuracy in Experiment 1.



Discussion

The results of Experiment 1 showed that without feedback during the testing phase, the accuracy of turning decisions changed as a function of the guidance correctness, supporting navigators’ reliance on the GPS. If the participant exclusively followed the incorrect guidance, then the accuracy would be zero. That is, the lower the accuracy is, the more likely participants may follow the external guidance. For the incorrect guidance condition, participants without feedback had a much lower accuracy (52%) than those who had feedback for navigation decisions (69%). Experiment 1 suggests that, despite claiming to have learned a route, participants were more likely to follow the GPS to complete navigation than to rely on their own spatial knowledge.

Although navigators appear to rely on the GPS, route knowledge was evident. Navigators took more time to decide on a turning direction when the GPS gave incorrect directions than when it gave correct directions. Such a lag in RT suggests that participants may realize the conflict between the external guidance and their route knowledge. Notably, feedback mitigated the impact of the external guidance. This may have occurred because participants took a navigation strategy based on the evaluation of the external guidance and their own route knowledge through the feedback.

EXPERIMENT 2: STRANGER AS A DIRECTION SOURCE

Global Positioning System devices have become highly reliable navigation guidance and people often believe that GPS devices always show correct directions (e.g., Hoff and Bashir, 2015). As such, most navigators trust GPS as a direction source. This may especially be the case for those who have low confidence in their sense of direction or show a lack of knowledge about spatial environments (de Vries et al., 2003; Körber et al., 2018). Accordingly, navigators may consider GPS to be much more reliable and trustworthy than their own capability of wayfinding (Lewandowsky et al., 2000; de Vries et al., 2003; Madhavan and Wiegmann, 2007). If a GPS is not available, people may turn to another person for route directions (Brunyé et al., 2014). However, the extent to which one weighs someone else’s navigation directions over his/her own spatial knowledge is not clear. Experiment 2 examined how external direction guidance provided by a stranger affects navigation decision-making. Studies on memory conformity suggest that messages conveyed by strangers in collaborative tasks can distort memory, regardless of the reliability of the messages (French et al., 2008; Hope et al., 2008; Peker and Tekcan, 2009; Jaeger et al., 2012; Kieckhaefer and Wright, 2014; Numbers et al., 2014). Thus, a stranger, presumably having experience with the route, provided navigational directions in Experiment 2. If the participant trusts the stranger more than their own route knowledge, then their performance would match Experiment 1. This would especially be the case without feedback during navigation.

Method

Participants

Fifty-two new undergraduates (31 males, 21 females), who did not take part in Experiment 1, participated individually for monetary compensation. All participants read and signed informed consent before the experiment.

Stimulus and Design

The routes matched those used in Experiment 1. The stranger’s navigation directions consisted of verbal recordings, done by one experimenter, stating “turn left,” “turn right,” or “keep going forward,” presented through earphones.

The study design matched Experiment 1, with one exception. We added one level to external guidance correctness by providing no guidance at some intersections. There were roughly equal numbers of correct and incorrect guidance and equal numbers of guidance and no guidance. More specifically, across the three 6-intersection routes, 5 intersections gave correct directions, 4 gave incorrect directions, and 9 had no guidance. Across the three 10-intersection routes, 7 intersections gave correct directions, 8 gave incorrect directions, and 15 had no guidance. Thus, the study used a 2 (route complexity: 6 vs. 10 intersections) × 3 (guidance correctness: correct vs. incorrect vs. no guidance) × 2 (turn feedback: feedback vs. no-feedback) mixed-design. As in Experiment 1, route complexity and guidance correctness served as within-participant variables and turn feedback served as a between-participant variable. Also, participants in the feedback group would see turning images after making route decisions as in Experiment 1, while those in the no-feedback group would not see the turning images.

Half of the 52 participants were assigned to the feedback group and the other half to the no-feedback group. Furthermore, the order of the two route complexity conditions (i.e., 6-intersection vs. 10-intersection) was counterbalanced across participants within the feedback/no-feedback groups. Twenty-six participants completed the 6-intersection routes first and 26 completed the 10-intersection routes first.

Procedure

Participants completed the study in two phases: learning and testing. The learning phase was identical to those in Experiment 1. Before the testing phase, we told participants that one participant, who had finished the study already, left some route directions. They would hear these directions through earphones while driving. Then participants were asked to repeat the route. We neither implied that the verbal guidance was correct nor asked participants to follow the guidance. After finishing one learned route, participants proceeded to the next new route until they finished all six routes.

Results

The data of six participants (five males, one female) were eliminated from the following analysis, as their RTs were greater than the group average plus three SDs. Forty-four and 40 of the remaining 46 participants verbally confirmed that they had learned the 6- and 10-intersection routes. Results of only those who confirmed their learning did not differ from the results of all the participants. Thus, we again use all the data for analyses. Preliminary analysis of the 46 participants showed no effects of task order or gender. Therefore, analyses collapsed across these variables. Analyses consisted of mixed model ANOVAs assessing accuracy and RT based on the experiment design (see Table 1 for all effects). We again only address significant effects here.

The analyses showed an effect of guidance correctness in accuracy. Pairwise comparisons showed the highest accuracy with no guidance (M = 0.79, 95%CI = [0.75, 0.83]) compared to either a correct or incorrect guidance, p = 0.019 and p = 0.001. The correct guidance led to higher accuracy (M = 0.73, 95%CI = [0.68, 0.79]) than the incorrect guidance (M = 0.69, 95%CI = [0.63, 0.75]), p = 0.057. As in Experiment 1, this effect was qualified by the interaction between guidance correctness and feedback. As Figure 3C illustrates, without feedback, participants showed the highest accuracy without external guidance (M = 0.83, 95%CI = [0.78, 0.89]), compared to correct or incorrect guidance condition, p = 0.007 and p < 0.001. With correct guidance (M = 0.72, 95%CI = [0.64, 0.80]) participants had higher accuracy than with incorrect guidance (M = 0.64, 95%CI = [0.55, 0.72]), p = 0.014. With feedback, no significant differences emerged, ps > 0.5.

Guidance correctness also interacted with route complexity for accuracy. For the 6-intersection routes, participants had higher accuracy with no guidance (M = 0.80, 95%CI = [0.76, 0.84]) than with correct (M = 0.71, 95%CI = [0.65, 0.78]), p = 0.009 or incorrect guidance (M = 0.72, 95%CI = [0.65, 0.80]), p = 0.094, although the latter one was not statistically significant. The accuracy of correct and incorrect guidance conditions did not differ, p > 0.5. With the 10-intersection routes, the incorrect guidance condition (M = 0.66, 95%CI = [0.60, 0.73]) led to the lowest accuracy, compared to having a correct (M = 0.75, 95%CI = [0.69, 0.81]), p < 0.001 or no guidance (M = 0.79, 95%CI = [0.75, 0.83]), p < 0.001. The latter two conditions did not differ, p > 0.5.

The analysis also showed an interaction between turn feedback and route complexity, although the results of simple effect analyses were not statistically significant for both feedback and no-feedback condition. Without feedback, participants took longer to respond with the 10-intersection (M = 839.8 ms, 95%CI = [753.2, 926.5]) than the 6-intersection routes (M = 790.5 ms, 95%CI = [721.1, 860.0]), p = 0.234. For the feedback condition, participants took longer with 6-intersection (M = 604.6 ms, 95%CI = [535.2, 674.1]) than with 10-intersection routes (M = 570.4, 95%CI = [483.7, 657.0]), p = 0.090.

Turn feedback affected RT. Participants responded much faster with feedback (M = 587.5 ms, 95%CI = [514.4, 660.6]) than without feedback (M = 815.2 ms, 95%CI = [742.0, 888.3]). Experiment 1 saw a similar trend, although it was not statistically significant (p = 0.056). Participants responded faster with feedback (M = 668.5 ms, 95%CI = [543.8, 793.2]) than without feedback (M = 835.6 ms, 95%CI = [717.7, 953.4]) in Experiment 1.

Discussion

Experiment 2 results, similar to Experiment 1, suggest that without feedback, participants were affected by the correctness of external direction guidance, and in this case, a stranger’s directions to navigate. Further, the no-guidance condition reflected participants’ route knowledge. They performed best without the stranger’s guidance, even compared to the conditions with correct guidance. Participants can simply use their own route knowledge without the interference from external guidance. This supports their claims of having learned the route. Interestingly, this finding implies that when the external guidance is available, navigators have difficulty in resisting following its direction, regardless of the correctness. In other words, they conform to the external source consistently, even when their route knowledge is good. Another factor to consider is that incorrect and correct guidance are intermixed within a route. If the participants completely trusted and followed the correct guidance, then they would have the highest accuracy. However, the results did not support this assumption. As the incorrect and correct guidance were presented in a within-participant design, we inferred that the incorrect guidance might influence the reliability of external guidance to navigators. Thus navigators did not follow the correct guidance readily. The correct guidance, which was not consistent with participant’s knowledge, may interfere with their decision-making. But they cannot completely ignore the external guidance, especially without feedback. Thus the struggling between the navigational guidance and navigator’s own knowledge would decrease the accuracy of the correct guidance condition.

However, with feedback, participants may evaluate the reliability of the direction source by potentially matching it to their route knowledge. Once they realize that the direction source could be wrong, they might have ignored it entirely and relied on their own decisions. Thus, such post-decision feedback could potentially improve a navigator’s confidence in their route knowledge, especially after making a correct decision. Supporting this, accuracy did not differ across the three guidance correctness conditions when feedback was present.

EXPERIMENT 3: FRIEND AS A DIRECTION SOURCE

As mentioned earlier, social relations between two people can affect conformity behaviors and task accuracy (Finlay et al., 2000; Wright and Klumpp, 2004; Thorley and Dewhurst, 2007; Ekeocha and Brennan, 2008; French et al., 2008; Hope et al., 2008; Peker and Tekcan, 2009; Kieckhaefer and Wright, 2014; Sjolund et al., 2014). When people discussed an event with a friend, versus a stranger, they were more likely to trust the friend’s information, even when it contained inaccurate information. People considered the acquaintance’s knowledge to be more accurate and reliable than their own and that the acquaintance was more trustworthy than a stranger (French et al., 2008; Hope et al., 2008). Kieckhaefer and Wright (2014) suggested that when there was a positive, rather than negative, relationship between participants and collaborators, participants showed greater eyewitness accuracy and were less suggestible. Further studies have also found that with a likable partner, participants may feel more relaxed and less anxious, allowing them to concentrate more on the specific task of recalling relevant knowledge (Collins et al., 2002; Vallano and Schreiber Compo, 2011; Kieckhaefer et al., 2013). Thus, in the present experiment, we asked volunteers to make verbal recordings of the route and then to invite close friends to take part in the study. The positive relationship between the volunteers as a direction source and their friends as navigators may make the experiment situation more comfortable and enhance navigation decisions. We predicted that participants would still follow the external guidance, even when it was incorrect, with a friend as a direction source.

Method

Participants

Fifty-two new undergraduates (25 males, 27 females), who did not take part in Experiments 1 and 2, participated individually for monetary compensation. All participants completed an informed consent prior to the experiment.

Stimulus and Design

The routes matched those used in Experiments 1 and 2. We asked five participants, who had not learned the routes, to record verbal guidance of directions, including correct or incorrect directions. Thus the correctness of verbal guidance matched those in Experiment 2. They then invited their friends to take part in the experiment without informing them the procedure of the study. All other stimuli and the experiment design matched those of Experiment 2.

Procedure

The learning phase matched Experiments 1 and 2. Before the testing phase, we told the participant that his/her friend had finished the study and left some route directions by verbal recording. Participants would hear these directions through earphones during the testing phase. Then participants were asked to repeat the driving route. After participants repeated the route, they would start a new one until they finished all the six routes.

Results

The data of one female participant was eliminated from the following analysis, because her RTs were greater than the mean plus three SDs. After the learning phase, 49 and 43 of the left 51 participants verbally confirmed that they had learned the 6- and 10-intersection routes, respectively. Analyses of the data of only those who confirmed their learning did not differ from the results of all participants. Thus, we use all data in the analyses. Preliminary analysis of the 51 participants showed no effect of task order or gender, so analyses collapsed across these variables. Analyses consisted of mixed model ANOVAs on accuracy and RT based on the study design (see Table 1 for all effects).

The analyses showed an effect of guidance correctness in accuracy. Pairwise comparisons showed the lowest accuracy with the incorrect guidance (M = 0.73, 95%CI = [0.67, 0.78]), compared to the correct (M = 0.78, 95%CI = [0.74, 0.83]), p = 0.021, or no guidance (M = 0.77, 95%CI = [0.72, 0.82]), p = 0.083, although the latter one was not statistically significant. The accuracy of correct and no guidance conditions did not differ from one another, p > 0.1. As in Experiments 1 and 2, this effect was qualified by an interaction between guidance correctness and turn feedback. Without feedback, accuracy based on guidance correctness differed, but with feedback it did not, ps > 0.5. As Figure 3D illustrates, participants without feedback had the highest accuracy with the correct guidance (M = 0.88, 95%CI = [0.81, 0.94]) compared to the incorrect guidance (M = 0.73, 95%CI = [0.66, 0.81]), p < 0.001, and to the no guidance condition (M = 0.82, 95%CI = [0.75, 0.89]), p = 0.156, although the difference was not statistically significant. Further, they were more accurate with no guidance compared to the incorrect guidance, p = 0.024.

A main effect of feedback was observed on accuracy. Participants with feedback were less accurate (M = 0.71, 95%CI = [0.65, 0.77]) and had shorter RT (M = 804.5 ms, 95%CI = [668.6, 940.3]) than those without feedback (M = 0.81, 95%CI = [0.75, 0.87]; M = 1051.9 ms, 95%CI = [913.3, 1190.5]). This may show a speed-accuracy tradeoff for the decision-making process.

Discussion

Experiment 3 again showed reliance on external guidance when navigating through the learned routes. Participants’ navigation decisions were more influenced by their friend’s direction guidance without feedback, compared to feedback conditions.

Further, knowing the direction source, compared to a stranger or a GPS, impacted use of the guidance. Without feedback, Experiment 3 found no accuracy difference between the correct and no guidance condition. This is unlike Experiment 2, wherein the no guidance condition had much higher accuracy than the correct guidance condition. Compared to strangers, knowing the direction source may instill more trust in the guidance.

COMPARISON ACROSS STUDIES: THE EFFECT OF INFORMATION SOURCES

To investigate the effect of direction sources, we conducted a comparison across Experiments 1 to 3, using the direction source as a between-participant variable. As Experiment 1 did not include the no-guidance condition, we removed the no-guidance condition from Experiments 2 and 3 for this analysis. Thus, the analyses consisted of 2 (route complexity: 6 vs. 10 intersections) × 2 (guidance correctness: correct vs. incorrect guidance) × 2 (turn feedback: feedback vs. no-feedback) × 3 (direction source: GPS vs. stranger vs. friend) mixed model ANOVAs on accuracy and RT. All of the effects are shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2. Results of mixed ANOVA for the across-study analysis.
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Consistently, the analyses showed an effect of guidance correctness in both accuracy and RT. Participants showed higher accuracy when the external guidance provided correct (M = 0.77, 95%CI = [0.74, 0.79]) than incorrect directions (M = 0.67, 95%CI = [0.64, 0.71]). They also took less time to make decisions with correct (M = 765.1 ms, 95%CI = [718.5, 811.7]) compared to incorrect guidance (M = 809.3 ms, 95%CI = [754.7, 864.0]). Again, this effect was qualified by an interaction between guidance correctness and turn feedback in accuracy. Without feedback, participants made more accurate decisions with correct (M = 0.82, 95%CI = [0.78, 0.86]) than with incorrect guidance (M = 0.63, 95%CI = [0.58, 0.68]), p < 0.001. With feedback, no difference was observed, ps > 0.5.

More importantly, the analyses showed an interaction in accuracy between the guidance correctness and direction source. This interaction was qualified by a three-way interaction between guidance correctness, direction source, and turn feedback. Simple effect analyses suggest an interaction between guidance correctness and direction source when there was no feedback, F(2,72) = 7.67, p = 0.001, [image: image] = 0.18, but not when there was feedback, F(2,71) = 0.26, p = 0.780, [image: image] = 0.01. As Figure 6 illustrates, participants with feedback had roughly equivalent accuracy for correct and incorrect guidance, ps > 0.5 (see Table 3 for means related to this interaction). Without feedback, participants had much higher accuracy with correct than incorrect guidance, particularly with the GPS or Friend as the direction source, p < 0.001 and p = 0.009, respectively. The difference was a little weak with a Stranger as the direction source, p = 0.119. Furthermore, without feedback and having correct guidance, participants had higher accuracy with GPS or Friend than with Stranger, p = 0.004 and p = 0.005, respectively. When the external guidance was incorrect, people had lower accuracy with the GPS than with Friend, p = 0.022, neither of which differed from the Stranger condition, ps > 0.5.


[image: image]

FIGURE 6. Three-way interaction between guidance correctness, turn feedback, and information sources in accuracy in the across-study analysis.



TABLE 3. Mean accuracy for Correct and Incorrect guidance conditions with or without feedback.
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As in Experiments 1 and 2, the cross-study analysis showed an interaction between route complexity and feedback. Without turn feedback, participants showed lower accuracy with 10- (M = 0.70, 95%CI = [0.66, 0.74]) than with 6-intersection routes (M = 0.76, 95%CI = [0.71, 0.80]), p = 0.008. With feedback, this difference was not significant (M10–intersection = 0.73, 95%CI = [0.69, 0.76], M6–intersection = 0.70, 95%CI = [0.65, 0.74]), p = 0.224. Route complexity also interacted with guidance correctness. The difference between correct and incorrect guidance was larger for 10- (Mcorrect = 0.77, 95%CI = [0.74, 0.80], Mincorrect = 0.65, 95%CI = [0.61, 0.69]), p < 0.001, than for 6-intersection routes (Mcorrect = 0.76, 95%CI = [0.72, 0.79], Mincorrect = 0.70, 95%CI = [0.65, 0.74]), p = 0.008.

The cross-study analysis also revealed that the direction source impacted RT. Participants took much more time to make decisions with Friend (M = 908.7 ms, 95%CI = [829.2, 988.1]), compared to GPS (M = 752.0 ms, 95%CI = [674.8, 829.3]), p = 0.006, and Stranger (M = 701.0 ms, 95%CI = [618.3, 783.7]), p < 0.001, respectively, which did not differ from each other, p = 0.374. As in the separate analyses, participants responded faster with feedback (M = 687.0 ms, 95%CI = [621.6, 752.3]) than without feedback (M = 887.5 ms, 95%CI = [822.5, 952.5]).

Discussion

The cross-study comparisons supported the interaction between feedback and guidance correctness, showing that navigators rely on external guidance when feedback is not available. These results confirmed findings of the individual studies and further showed how direction sources can influence navigation decision-making.

New with this analysis, the extent of dependency on external guidance might be moderated by the direction sources. Under incorrect guidance condition, participants showed highest accuracy with their friends as a direction source, compared to the GPS and Strangers. Being familiar with the direction source may make the situation less stressful, allowing people to focus more on the task (Vallano and Schreiber Compo, 2011; Kieckhaefer et al., 2013). In contrast, participants seemed to rely on the GPS without considering its correctness. There are even stories of people driving into a lake because their GPS system “told them to” (Kircher, 2018). Here, people made less accurate route decisions when the GPS provided incorrect directions. The reduced accuracy with GPS implies that navigators are over-dependent on and/or over-confident in GPS, allocating few cognitive resources into processing navigation-related spatial information themselves (Hoff and Bashir, 2015; Schaefer et al., 2016). Increased reliance on GPS guidance may not only result in negative outcomes for navigation, but also interfere with the integration of spatial knowledge (e.g., Gardony et al., 2013, 2015). Finally, participants may have trusted and used directions from GPS and friends, to a larger degree than those from a stranger. The uncertainty on strangers likely results in hesitations in using their provided directions during navigation, even when the directions are correct (Kieckhaefer and Wright, 2014; Zawadzka et al., 2016).

GENERAL DISCUSSION

External Guidance Influences Navigation Decisions on Experienced Routes

Three studies explored whether and how people would use external direction guidance provided by various sources. Participants navigated through a simulated route in the learning phase and then repeated the route accompanied by correct or incorrect external guidance. If the navigators’ route knowledge is susceptible to be interfered, as seen in other fields, they would take the direction provided by external guidance. Our results consistently suggest that people have a disposition to use external guidance, especially when there was no immediate feedback for navigation decisions. Although most participants verbally indicated that they had learned the route, they might have less confidence in their own route knowledge than in the external navigation guidance. Nevertheless, RT results suggest that participants sometimes recognized that the external guidance conflicted with their knowledge, as they took more time to make a decision with incorrect guidance, especially when feedback was absent.

The immediate feedback after navigation decisions played a critical role in whether participants depended on the external guidance or not. As addressed above, the navigation performance without feedback changed as a function of the guidance correctness, indicating that participants relied more on external guidance than their own knowledge. Without feedback, navigators cannot judge the accuracy of either one’s own route knowledge or the external guidance. However, with feedback, participants could use the feedback as objective criteria to judge the correctness of their route knowledge and the guidance. Additionally, even in the absence of explicit feedback, retrieval (deciding a turn) can be benefit learning in that error-correction learning provides some opportunities for learning (e.g., Carrier and Pashler, 1992). Such processing of retrieval practice occurred repeatedly at intersections during navigation, facilitating to develop a solid navigation strategy and decreasing reliance on the external guidance. This was evident in the similar navigation performance when the direction giver provided correct versus incorrect direction. As seen in research on the testing effect, positive feedback can help improve the memory of studied and correct information. In our case, the positive feedback may then strengthen the route knowledge after navigation (Carrier and Pashler, 1992; Chan et al., 2006; Karpicke and Roediger, 2008; Chan, 2009; Thomas et al., 2010; Kelly et al., 2015). Thus, having feedback or not may change people’s navigation strategies. People appear to default to the external guidance, likely because it is cognitively easier.

The Effect of Direction Source on Navigation Decision-Making

As addressed earlier, people are affected by information sources when attempting to collaboratively recall a specific event (Gabbert et al., 2007; French et al., 2008; Hope et al., 2008; Skagerberg and Wright, 2008; Peker and Tekcan, 2009; Carlucci et al., 2011; Carol et al., 2013; Kieckhaefer et al., 2013; Kieckhaefer and Wright, 2014; Wright, 2016; Blank et al., 2017). The present study expands research on information sources to navigation decision-making. Research on automation dependency suggests that people tend to depend on automation when completing work that involves technology. This is especially true for those with low confidence in their own ability and/or with less knowledge of the relative fields (Hoff and Bashir, 2015; Schaefer et al., 2016; Endsley, 2017). The current research also showed that participants without feedback consistently took directions provided by the external guidance. Anecdotally, many participants expressed low confidence in their spatial knowledge and abilities when instructed to learn the routes. Interestingly, Experiments 2 and 3 showed decent performance when people had to use their own knowledge. Specifically, participants performed as well as or even better without external guidance than with correct guidance. This may imply that their route knowledge was more reliable than they estimated. Underestimating one’s spatial knowledge might contribute to over-reliance on external aids like GPS systems during navigation. Over-reliance on GPS also hinders spatial knowledge development (e.g., Gardony et al., 2013, 2015). According to this finding, once one has learned the route, it is better off not giving them any external guidance than having a guidance at all, whether the guidance is valid or not.

The cross-study comparison suggests that the direction source affects people’s reliance on the external guidance. Participants took more time making decisions with a friend as the direction source, compared to a GPS or a stranger. People may make more cognitive efforts during navigation with a friend, anticipating future interactions (Collins et al., 2002; Vallano and Schreiber Compo, 2011; Kieckhaefer et al., 2013; Kieckhaefer and Wright, 2014). This was evident in the interaction between direction source, guidance correctness and feedback. Further, based on past experience, people can better assess the reliability of directions provided by a friend compared to those provided by a stranger, considering things like whether the friend has a good sense of direction or spatial ability. This experience with friends may then affect how the navigator responded when the direction provided by the friend was either consistent or inconsistent with their own route knowledge. Further studies could explore this issue by manipulating the sense of direction of the friend who provides directions.

Compared with GPS and friend, participants trusted a stranger’s guidance the least, as they showed the lowest accuracy with correct guidance provided by strangers. Even though people still used incorrect guidance from a stranger, correct guidance from the stranger did not improve performance as much as the same information from a GPS or friend. Participants might not have blindly trusted all the guidance provided by the stranger, because otherwise they would have done best with the correct guidance. This implies that participants may make the navigational decisions with the interference of external guidance provided by a stranger, leading to a decreasing accuracy of navigation decision-making.

The Effect of Route Complexity on Navigation Decision-Making

An environment’s complexity affects wayfinding performance (O’Neill, 1992; Li and Klippel, 2016; Slone et al., 2016). In the present study, the implication of environment complexity is twofold. First, route complexity increased the performance discrepancy between the correct and incorrect guidance. The effect of guidance correctness was more salient when navigating 10-intersection routes, indicating that participants relied more on the external guidance in complicated environments. More complex environments may require more cognitive resources to learn. Participants then have more difficulties recalling all the information and/or may have less confidence in their knowledge. In this case, the external guidance would decrease cognitive loads, resulting in following the guidance regardless of its correctness. Thus, the greater likelihood of following external guidance in a more complex environment may lead to greater influence on spatial decision-making. The present study suggests that information complexity would increase the likelihood of interference in recalling relevant knowledge.

Second, the route complexity interacted with feedback in recalling route directions. One interesting result of the present study is that with feedback, participants showed higher accuracy with 10- than with 6-intersection routes, the opposite of the results without feedback. As addressed earlier, immediate feedback at each intersection helps navigators assess and potentially correct their knowledge. Therefore, larger environments provide more opportunities to calibrate navigate strategies, potentially leading to better performance than that in simple environments.

Limitations

One limitation for the present study is that individual differences in the sense of direction likely impact the extent to which people use external guidance. Navigators with a good sense of direction may have higher confidence in their spatial memory and are less influenced by external guidance. Further research should explore how individual differences affect responses to external guidance.

The present research explores only the first step in how external guidance may affect navigation decisions. This work examined whether and how people used external directions when navigating through learned routes. The present study however did not include a memory test, which may provide opportunities for participants to evaluate their route knowledge. We examined the state that participants considered that they had learned the routes while they may still be uncertain or have low confidence of their spatial knowledge. Participants confirmed that they had learned the routes with verbal reports, which also suggests that subjective evaluation of one’s spatial knowledge may not be accurate. If participants consciously knew that they had not learned the routes very well through memory tests, then they might have a high disposition to conform to external guidance before the test navigation. Thus we did not have a memory test after learning or testing phase. Additionally, assessing the same route twice, once to see whether they have remembered it, and once to present the external guidance may make our experimental manipulation (i.e., external guidance) void. While most participants reported having learned the routes, future research could use a criterial learning task, like a map drawing task or map reconstruction task to assess the extent to which people had accurate route knowledge. These manipulations can take this present work one step further to explore whether using incorrect external guidance would distort spatial knowledge.

Summary

The present study investigates the effect of feedback and direction sources on the usage of external guidance during navigating through learned routes. Results of three experiments suggest that people without immediate navigation feedback tend to rely on external navigation guidance. This work also shows that people use feedback to evaluate the reliability of their own route knowledge and the external guidance to develop an efficient navigation strategy. Finally, not all external guidance is treated equally. Trust in external guidance varies as a function of the perceived reliability of direction sources and their relationships with the navigator. Navigators trust GPS most, but perform best with a friend as the direction source. The present study extends the research of navigation as a social activity by examining the authority and social significance of direction sources.

DATA AVAILABILITY

The raw data supporting the conclusions of this manuscript will be made available by the authors, without undue reservation, to any qualified researcher.

ETHICS STATEMENT

This study was carried out in accordance with the recommendations of Guidelines for Human Subject Research, Institutional Review Board of Department of Psychology, Sun Yat-sen University with written informed consent from all subjects. All subjects gave written informed consent in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. The protocol was approved by the Institutional Review Board of Department of Psychology, Sun Yat-sen University.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

YL and WL designed the study, collected and analyzed the data, and wrote the manuscript. YY performed the theoretical discussion, analyzed the data, and wrote the manuscript. QW designed the study, analyzed the data, and wrote the manuscript.

FUNDING

This study was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China (31400865 and 31600898).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We would like to thank Dr. Holly A. Taylor for her help in the revision of the manuscript.

REFERENCES

Andersson, J., and Rönnberg, J. R. (1995). Recall suffers from collaboration: joint recall effects of friendship and task complexity. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 9, 199–211. doi: 10.1002/acp.2350090303

Baron, R. S., Vandello, J. A., and Brunsman, B. (1996). The forgotten variable in conformity research: impact of task importance on social influence. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 71, 915–927. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.71.5.915

Blank, H., Walther, E., and Isemann, S. D. (2017). “The past is a social construction,” in False and Distorted Memories, eds R. A. Nash, and J. Ost, (Abingdon: Psychology Press), 55–71.

Brunyé, T. T., Gagnon, S. A., Gardony, A. L., Gopal, N., Holmes, A., Taylor, H. A., et al. (2014). Where did it come from, where do you go? Direction sources influence navigation decisions during spatial uncertainty. Q. J. Exp. Psychol. 68, 585–607. doi: 10.1080/17470218.2014.963131

Brunyé, T. T., Moran, J. M., Houck, L. A., Taylor, H. A., and Mahoney, C. R. (2016). Registration errors in beacon-based navigation guidance systems: influences on path efficiency and user reliance. Int. J. Hum. Comput. Stud. 96, 1–11. doi: 10.1016/j.ijhcs.2016.07.008

Brunyé, T. T., Smith, A. M., Hendel, D., Gardony, A. L., Martis, S. B., and Taylor, H. A. (2019). Retrieval practice enhances near but not far transfer of spatial memory. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. doi: 10.1037/xlm0000710 [Epub ahead of print].

Carlson, L. A., Hölscher, C., Shipley, T. F., and Dalton, R. C. (2010). Getting lost in buildings. Curr. Dir. Psychol. Sci. 19, 284–289. doi: 10.1177/0963721410383243

Carlucci, M. E., Kieckhaefer, J. M., Schwartz, S. L., Villalba, D. K., and Wright, D. B. (2011). The South Beach study: bystanders’ memories are more malleable. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 25, 562–566. doi: 10.1002/acp.1720

Carol, R. N., Carlucci, M. E., Eaton, A. A., and Wright, D. B. (2013). The power of a co-witness: when more power leads to more conformity. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 27, 344–351. doi: 10.1002/acp.2912

Carpenter, S. K., and Kelly, J. W. (2012). Tests enhance retention and transfer of spatial learning. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 19, 443–448. doi: 10.3758/s13423-012-0221-2

Carpenter, S. K., and Pashler, H. (2007). Testing beyond words: using tests to enhance visuospatial map learning. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 14, 474–478. doi: 10.3758/BF03194092

Carrier, M., and Pashler, H. (1992). The influence of retrieval on retention. Mem. Cogn. 20, 633–642. doi: 10.3758/bf03202713

Cassidy, B. S., Dubé, C., and Gutchess, A. H. (2015). Social influences on adaptive criterion learning. Mem. Cogn. 43, 1–14. doi: 10.3758/s13421-014-0497-8

Chan, J. C. K. (2009). When does retrieval induce forgetting and when does it induce facilitation? implications for retrieval inhibition, testing effect, and text processing. J. Mem. Lang. 61, 153–170. doi: 10.1016/j.jml.2009.04.004

Chan, J. C. K., McDermott, K. B., and Roediger Iii, H. L. (2006). Retrieval-induced facilitation: initially nontested material can benefit from prior testing of related material. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 135, 553–571. doi: 10.1037/0096-3445.135.4.553

Chavaillaz, A., Wastell, D., and Sauer, J. (2016). System reliability, performance and trust in adaptable automation. Appl. Ergon. 52, 333–342. doi: 10.1016/j.apergo.2015.07.012

Collins, R., Lincoln, R., and Frank, M. G. (2002). The effect of rapport in forensic interviewing. Psychiatr. Psychol. Law 9, 69–78. doi: 10.1375/pplt.2002.9.1.69

Dalton, R. C., Hölscher, C., and Montello, D. R. (2019). Wayfinding as a Social Activity. Front. Psychol. 10:142. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2019.00142

de Vries, P., Midden, C., and Bouwhuis, D. (2003). The effects of errors on system trust, self-confidence, and the allocation of control in route planning. Int. J. Hum. Comput. Stud. 58, 719–735. doi: 10.1016/s1071-5819(03)00039-9

Ekeocha, J. O., and Brennan, S. E. (2008). Collaborative recall in face-to-face and electronic groups. Memory 16, 245–261. doi: 10.1080/09658210701807480

Endsley, M. R. (2017). From here to autonomy: lessons learned from human–automation research. Hum. Fact. 59, 5–27. doi: 10.1177/0018720816681350

Finlay, F., Hitch, G. J., and Meudell, P. R. (2000). Mutual inhibition in collaborative recall. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 26, 1556–1567. doi: 10.1037/0278-7393.26.6.1556

Forlizzi, J., Barley, W. C., and Seder, T. (2010). “Where Should I Turn? Moving from Individual to Collaborative Navigation Strategies to Inform the Interaction Design of Future Navigation Systems,” in Proceedings of the Sigchi Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems, (New York, NY: ACM), 1261–1270.

French, L., Garry, M., and Mori, K. (2008). You say tomato? collaborative remembering leads to more false memories for intimate couples than for strangers. Memory 16, 262–273. doi: 10.1080/09658210701801491

Gabbert, F., Memon, A., and Wright, D. B. (2007). I saw it for longer than you: the relationship between perceived encoding duration and memory conformity. Acta Psychol. 124, 319–331. doi: 10.1016/j.actpsy.2006.03.009

Galati, A., Michael, C., Mello, C., Greenauer, N. M., and Avraamides, M. N. (2013). The conversational partner’s perspective affects spatial memory and descriptions. J. Mem. Lang. 68, 140–159. doi: 10.1016/j.jml.2012.10.001

Gardony, A. L., Brunye, T. T., Mahoney, C. R., and Taylor, H. A. (2013). How navigational aids impair spatial memory: evidence for divided attention. Spat. Cogn. Comput. 13, 319–350. doi: 10.1080/13875868.2013.792821

Gardony, A. L., Brunyé, T. T., and Taylor, H. A. (2015). Navigational aids and spatial memory impairment: the role of divided attention. Spat. Cogn. Comput. 15, 246–284. doi: 10.1080/13875868.2015.1059432

Goodwin, K. A., Kukucka, J. P., and Hawks, I. M. (2013). Co-witness confidence, conformity, and eyewitness memory: an examination of normative and informational social influences. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 27, 91–100. doi: 10.1002/acp.2877

Haddington, P. (2012). Movement in action: initiating social navigation in cars. Semiotic 191, 137–167. doi: 10.1515/sem-2012-0059

Haddington, P. (2013). “Action and space: navigation as a social and spatial task,” in Space in Language and Linguistics: Geographical, Interactional, and Cognitive Perspectives, eds P. Auer, M. Hilpert, A. Stukenbrock, and B. Szmrecsanyi, (Boston, MA: DeGruyter), 411–433.

Haghani, M., and Sarvi, M. (2017). Following the crowd or avoiding it? Empirical investigation of imitative behavior in emergency escape of human crowds. Anim. Behav. 124, 47–56. doi: 10.1016/j.anbehav.2016.11.024

He, G., Ishikawa, T., and Takemiya, M. (2015). Collaborative navigation in an unfamiliar environment with people having di-erent spatial aptitudes. Spat. Cogn. Comput. 15, 285–307. doi: 10.1080/13875868.2015.1072537

Hirst, W., and Echterhoff, G. (2012). Remembering in conversations: the social sharing and reshaping of memories. Ann. Rev. Psychol. 63, 55–79. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100340

Hoff, K. A., and Bashir, M. (2015). Trust in automation: integrating empirical evidence on factors that influence trust. Hum. Fact. 57, 407–434. doi: 10.1177/0018720814547570

Hope, L., and Gabbert, F. (2018). Memory at the sharp end: the costs of remembering with others in forensic contexts. Top. Cogn. Sci. doi: 10.1111/tops.12357 [Epub ahead of print].

Hope, L., Ost, J., Gabbert, F., Healey, S., and Lenton, E. (2008). “with a little help from my friends. ”: the role of co-witness relationship in susceptibility to misinformation. Acta Psychol. 127, 476–484. doi: 10.1016/j.actpsy.2007.08.010

Jaeger, A., Lauris, P., Selmeczy, D., and Dobbins, I. G. (2012). The costs and benefits of memory conformity. Mem. Cogn. 40, 101–112. doi: 10.3758/s13421-011-0130-z

Karpicke, J. D., and Roediger, H. L. (2008). The critical importance of retrieval for learning. Science 319, 966–968. doi: 10.1126/science.1152408

Kelly, J. W., Carpenter, S. K., and Sjolund, L. A. (2015). Retrieval enhances route knowledge acquisition, but only when movement errors are prevented. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 41, 1540–1547. doi: 10.1037/a0038685

Kieckhaefer, J. M., Vallano, J. P., and Schreiber Compo, N. (2013). Examining the positive effects of rapport building: when and why does rapport building benefit adult eyewitness memory? Memory 22, 1010–1023. doi: 10.1080/09658211.2013.864313

Kieckhaefer, J. M., and Wright, D. B. (2014). Likable co-witnesses increase eyewitness accuracy and decrease suggestibility. Memory 23, 462–472. doi: 10.1080/09658211.2014.905607

Kircher, M. M. (2018). Yet Another Person Listens to GPS App and Drives Car Into Lake. New York, NY: New York Magazine. Availavle at: http://nymag.com/intelligencer/2018/01/waze-app-directs-driver-to-drive-car-into-lake-champlain.html (accessed January 24, 2018).

Körber, M., Baseler, E., and Bengler, K. (2018). Introduction matters: manipulating trust in automation and reliance in automated driving. Appl. Ergon. 66, 18–31. doi: 10.1016/j.apergo.2017.07.006

Lee, J. D., and Moray, N. (1994). Trust, self-confidence, and operators’ adaptation to automation. Int. J. Hum. Comput. Stud. 40, 153–184. doi: 10.1006/ijhc.1994.1007

Lewandowsky, S., Mundy, M., and Tan, G. P. A. (2000). The dynamics of trust: comparing humans to automation. J. Exp. Psychol. Appl. 6, 104–123. doi: 10.1037/1076-898X.6.2.104

Li, R., and Klippel, A. (2016). Wayfinding behaviors in complex buildings: the impact of environmental legibility and familiarity. Environ. Behav. 48, 482–510. doi: 10.1177/0013916514550243

Loftus, E. F., and Hoffman, H. G. (1989). Misinformation and memory: the creation of new memories. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 118, 100–104. doi: 10.1037/0096-3445.118.1.10

Madhavan, P., and Wiegmann, D. A. (2007). Effects of information source, pedigree, and reliability on operator interaction with decision support systems. Hum. Fact. 49, 773–785. doi: 10.1518/001872007x230154

Numbers, K. T., Meade, M. L., and Perga, V. A. (2014). The influences of partner accuracy and partner memory ability on social false memories. Mem. Cogn. 42, 1225–1238. doi: 10.3758/s13421-014-0443-9

O’Neill, M. J. (1992). Effects of familiarity and plan complexity on wayfinding in simulated buildings. J. Environ. Psychol. 12, 319–327. doi: 10.1016/S0272-4944(05)80080-5

Passini, R. (1980). Way-finding in complex buildings: an environmental analysis. Man Environ. Syst. 10, 31–40.

Peker, M., and Tekcan, A. İ (2009). The role of familiarity among group members in collaborative inhibition and social contagion. Soc. Psychol. 40, 111–118. doi: 10.1027/1864-9335.40.3.111

Reilly, D., Mackay, B., Watters, C., and Inkpen, K. (2009). Planners, navigators, and pragmatists: collaborative wayfinding using a single mobile phone. Pers. Ubiquitous Comput. 13, 321–329. doi: 10.1007/s00779-008-0207-2

Roediger, H. L., and McDermott, K. B. (1995). Creating false memories: remembering words not presented in lists. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 21, 803–814. doi: 10.1037/0278-7393.21.4.803

Rohrer, D., Taylor, K., and Sholar, B. (2010). Tests enhance the transfer of learning. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 36, 233–239. doi: 10.1037/a0017678

Schaefer, K. E., Chen, J. Y., Szalma, J. L., and Hancock, P. A. (2016). A meta-analysis of factors influencing the development of trust in automation: implications for understanding autonomy in future systems. Hum. Fact. 58, 377–400. doi: 10.1177/0018720816634228

Shelton, A. L., and McNamara, T. P. (2004). Orientation and perspective dependence in route and survey learning. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 30, 158–170. doi: 10.1037/0278-7393.30.1.158

Sjolund, L. A., Erdman, M., and Kelly, J. W. (2014). Collaborative inhibition in spatial memory retrieval. Mem. Cogn. 42, 876–885. doi: 10.3758/s13421-014-0407-0

Skagerberg, E. M., and Wright, D. B. (2008). The co-witness misinformation effect: memory blends or memory compliance? Memory 16, 436–442. doi: 10.1080/09658210802019696

Slone, E., Burles, F., and Iaria, G. (2016). Environmental layout complexity affects neural activity during navigation in humans. Eur. J. Neurosci. 43, 1146–1155. doi: 10.1111/ejn.13218

Slotnick, S. D., and Schacter, D. L. (2004). A sensory signature that distinguishes true from false memories. Nat. Neurosci. 7, 664–672. doi: 10.1038/nn1252

Thomas, A. K., Bulevich, J. B., and Chan, J. (2010). Testing promotes eyewitness accuracy with a warning: implications for retrieval enhanced suggestibility. J. Mem. Lang. 63, 149–157. doi: 10.1016/j.jml.2010.04.004

Thorley, C., and Dewhurst, S. A. (2007). Collaborative false recall in the DRM procedure: effects of group size and group pressure. Eur. J. Cogn. Psychol. 19, 867–881. doi: 10.1080/09541440600872068

Thorndyke, P. W., and Hayes-Roth, B. (1982). Differences in spatial knowledge acquired from maps and navigation. Cogn. Psychol. 14, 560–589. doi: 10.1016/0010-0285(82)90019-6

Vallano, J. P., and Schreiber Compo, N. (2011). A comfortable witness is a good witness: rapport-building and susceptibility to misinformation in an investigative mock-crime interview. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 25, 960–970. doi: 10.1002/acp.1789

Vannucci, M., Nocentini, A., Mazzoni, G., and Menesini, E. (2012). Recalling unpresented hostile words: false memories predictors of traditional and cyberbullying. Eur. J. Dev. Psychol. 9, 182–194. doi: 10.1080/17405629.2011.646459

Wang, Q., Taylor, H. A., and Brunyé, T. T. (2012). When going the right way is hard to do: distinct phases of action compatibility in spatial knowledge development. Acta Psychol. 139, 449–457. doi: 10.1016/j.actpsy.2012.01.006

Wang, Q., Taylor, H. A., and Brunyé, T. T. (2018). Action compatibility in spatial knowledge developed through virtual navigation. Psychol. Res. doi: 10.1177/1747021818789078 [Epub ahead of print].

Wang, Q., Taylor, H. A., Brunyé, T. T., and Maddox, K. B. (2014). Seeing the forest or the trees? shifting categorical effects in map memory. Spat. Cogn. Comput. 14, 58–89. doi: 10.1080/13875868.2013.855219

Weisman, J. (1981). Evaluating architectural legibility: way-finding in the built environment. Environ. Behav. 13, 189–204. doi: 10.1080/13875860902906496

Wright, D. B. (2016). Learning from others in an educational context: findings from cognitive psychology. J. Cogn. Educ. Psychol. 15, 146–157. doi: 10.1891/1945-8959.15.1.146

Wright, D. B., and Klumpp, A. (2004). Collaborative inhibition is due to the product, not the process, of recalling in groups. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 11, 1080–1083. doi: 10.3758/bf03196740

Wright, D. B., London, K., and Waechter, M. (2010). Social anxiety moderates memory conformity in adolescents. Appl. Cogn. Psychol. 24, 1034–1045. doi: 10.1002/acp.1604

Wright, D. B., and Villalba, D. K. (2012). Memory conformity affects inaccurate memories more than accurate memories. Memory 20, 254–265. doi: 10.1080/09658211.2012.654798

Wunderlich, D., and Reinelt, R. (1982). “How to get there from here,” in Speech, Place, and Action, Vol. 1, eds F. J. Jarvella and W. Klein, (Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons Ltd), 183–201.

Zawadzka, K., Krogulska, A., Button, R., Higham, P. A., and Hanczakowski, M. (2016). Memory, metamemory, and social cues: between conformity and resistance. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 145, 181–199. doi: 10.1037/xge0000118

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2019 Li, Li, Yang and Wang. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02104-g003.jpg
- OCorrect guide @ Incorrect guide 1200 - OCorrect guide @ Incorrect guide
0.8 J 900 -
g %
& 06 -
5 g 600 -
2 04 - E
0.2 - 300 -
0 0 T
No feedback Feedback No feedback Feedback
D . » %
O Correct guide BIncorrect guide MWNo guide OCorrect guide MIncorrect guide MNo guide
1 -
1 =
0.8 0.8 -
B B
2 0.6 - 206
: :
E 04 £ 0
0.2 0.2 -
0 0

No feedback Feedback No feedback Feedback





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02104-g004.jpg
Accuracy

—

=
0

e
o

=
i

-
o

(=]

O Correct guide

B Incorrect guide

6-intersection map

10-intersection map

1





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02104-g001.jpg





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02104-g002.jpg
(No Turning image)

Press Right Arrow

A Turning B Turning left C  Turning right
right correctly incorrectly without feedback





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02104-i001.jpg
np





OPS/images/cross.jpg
3,

i





OPS/images/fpsyg-10-02104-t001.jpg
Accuracy RT

F P w2 F P w2

Experiment 1

Source (df)
Correctness (1, 51) 18.790 <0.001** 0.269 3.950 0.052 0.072
Complexity (1, 51) 0.003 0.954 <0.001 0.072 0.790 0.001
Feedback (1, 51) <0.001 0.999 <0.001 3.82 0.056 0.070
Correctness*Feedback (1, 51) 17.839 <0.001** 0.259 5.884 0.019* 0.103
Complexity*Feedback (1, 51) 9.674 0.003** 0.159 1.680 0.201 0.032
Correctness*Complexity (1, 51) 4.858 0.032* 0.087 0.302 0.585 0.006
Correctness*Complexity*Feedback (1, 51) 1.517 0.224 0.029 0.223 0.639 0.004

Experiment 2

Source (df)
Correctness (2, 88) 8.647 <0.001** 0.164 0.316 0.730 0.007
Complexity (1, 44) 0.279 0.600 0.006 0.140 0.710 0.003
Feedback (1, 44) 0.150 0.701 0.150 19.68 <0.001** 0.309
Correctness*Feedback (2, 88) 8.397 <0.001** 0.160 0.786 0.459 0.018
Complexity*Feedback (1, 44) 3.871 0.055 0.081 4.326 0.043* 0.090
Correctness*Complexity (2, 88) 4.559 0.013* 0.094 0.843 0.434 0.019
Correctness*Complexity*Feedback (2, 88) 0.082 0.922 0.002 0.830 0.440 0.019

Experiment 3

Source (df)
Correctness (2, 98) 3.566 0.032* 0.068 2.180 0.119 0.043
Complexity (1, 49) 3.988 0.051 0.075 4.357 0.042* 0.082
Feedback (1, 49) 6.169 0.016* 0.112 6.566 0.014* 0.118
Correctness*Feedback (2, 98) 7.680 0.001** 0.135 0.465 0.629 0.009
Complexity*Feedback (1, 49) 0.308 0.582 0.006 0.677 0.415 0.014
Correctness*Complexity (2, 98) 0.162 0.851 0.003 0.665 0.517 0.013
Correctness*Complexity*Feedback (2, 98) 0.072 0.931 0.001 3.361 0.039 0.064

The table shows the results of repeated measures ANOVA for Experiments 1-3. Correctness is for guidance correctness, complexity is for route complexity, feedback is
for turn feedback. *Significant at a. < 0.05; **Significant at o < 0.01.
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Across-Study Analysis F P nf, F P nf,

Source (df)
Correctness (1, 143) 26.321 <0.001** 0.155 4.203 0.042* 0.029
Complexity (1, 143) 0.983 0.323 0.007 1.567 0.213 0.011
Feedback (1, 143) 0.221 0.639 0.002 18.497 <0.001** 0.115
Source (2, 143) 1.718 0.183 0.023 7.093 0.001** 0.090
Feedback*Source (2, 143) 2.684 0.072 0.036 0.268 0.765 0.004
Correctness*Source (2, 143) 6.094 0.003** 0.079 2.350 0.099 0.032
Correctness*Feedback (1, 143) 32.200 <0.001** 0.184 1.278 0.260 0.009
Complexity*Source (2, 143) 0.565 0.570 0.008 1.622 0.222 0.021
Complexity*Feedback (1, 143) 7.695 0.006** 0.051 0.032 0.859 <0.001
Complexity*Correctness (1, 143) 7.000 0.009** 0.047 0.009 0.926 <0.001
Correctness*Source*Feedback (2, 143) 4.551 0.012* 0.060 2.006 0.138 0.027
Complexity*Source*Feedback (2, 143) 2177 0.117 0.030 1.303 0.275 0.018
Complexity*Correctness*Source (2, 143) 1.653 0.195 0.023 0.407 0.666 0.006
Complexity*Correctness*Feedback (1, 143) 0177 0.675 0.001 4.663 0.032* 0.032
Complexity*Correctness*Source*Feedback (2, 143) 0.710 0.493 0.010 2.588 0.079 0.035

The table shows the results of repeated measures ANOVA for the across-study analysis. Validity is for guidance correctness, complexity is for route complexity, feedback

is for turn feedback, and source is for information sources. *Significant at o < 0.05; **Significant at a < 0.01.
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