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Familiarity Could Contribute to The Subject Performed
Tasks Effect: Evidence from The Recognition Without Cued - recall Effect

Liu Guixiong Jia Yongping Maihefulaiti * Kanji

Wang Xinyang Liu Xinxin

( Department of Psychology Xinjiang Normal University The Key Laboratory of Mental

Development and Learning Science Xinjiang Normal University Urumgi 830017)

Abstract: Enactment may improve memory for verb phrases by facilitating episodic integration of object — action components into a unit—

ized whole. It is still inconclusive however whether familiarity could give rise to the subject performed tasks effect. To address this is—

sue we used the RWCR paradigm to investigate whether enactment could lead to familiarity in the absence of recall. The results re—

vealed that recognition without cued recall for enactment still occurred. In addition the RWCR was stronger after enactment than verbal

encoding conditions. These results demonstrated that familiarity — based recognition judgments could be based on enactment which

could provide converging evidence for familiarity could contribute to the subject performed tasks effect.
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