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The Influence of Thematic Relation on Recognition Without Cued - recall Effect

Jia Yongping Liu Guixiong Chen Jin Wang Xinyang
( Department of Psychology Xinjiang Normal University The Key Laboratory of Mental

Development and Learning Science Xinjiang Normal University Urumgqi 830017)

Abstract: Recognition without cued recall( RWCR) is the phenomenon that participants can effectively discriminate cues that resemble
studied items from the ones that do not even when they are not able to recall a studied item which is cued at test. Though previous re—
searches identified some perceptual information could produce familiarity in the absence of recall it is still inconclusive whether seman—
tic features could give rise to the RWCR effect. In the present study we used the RWCR paradigm to investigate whether the “pure” se—
mantic feature could lead to familiarity in the absence of recall by using thematic relation which minimizes the overlap of perceptual in—
formation. The results revealed that recognition without cued recall for thematic relation still occurred. These results demonstrate that fa—
miliarity — based recognition judgments could be based on the semantic information which could provide converging evidence for the
feature — matching explanations for recognition without cued recall.
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