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The discontinuity hypothesis is that reeall and recognition are in some sense
fundamentally different memory processes. The continuity hypothesis is that
retrieval in both modes is essentially the same, a joint product of the information
stored in the past and that in the immediate environment, Data from a simple
experiment and a brief discussion of other studies in the literature support the
proposal that the continuity view is both more parsimonions and mere fruitful
than the discontinuity view.,

A critical problem of long standing in psychological study of memory
is concerned with the relation between recall and recognition. In what
sense are they the same, and in what sense are they different? The pro-
cedures involved in measuring unaided recall and recognition do exhibit
obvious differences, as do instructions given to the subjects. But do recall
and recognition procedures and measures reflect fundamentally discon-
tinuous psychological processes, or are the processes underlying the two
kinds of mnemonic performance essentially continuous?

Both points of view are amply represented in the literature. The dis-
continuity hypothesis has assumed many different forms, two of which
seem to be currently more popular than others. The first is that in recall
the context is provided by the experimenter and the subject must produce
the missing focal element, while in recognition the focal element 1s given
and the subject’s task is to retrieve its former context (e.g., Anderson and
Bower, 1972; Hollingworth, 1913; Norman, 1968). The second is that
recall consists of two stages, search and decision, or response production
and response identification, while recognition requires decision or identi-
fication only (e.g., Adams, 1967; Kintsch, 1970; Miiller, 1913; Under-
wood, 1972).

The continuity hypothesis is implicit in explanations of superiority of
recognition over recall as differentially sensitive measures of associative
strength (e.g., Bahrick, 1965; Postman, 1963), and it has been accepted
as a working assumption by those who think of memeory as a joint product
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of the information stored in the past and information present in the
person’s immediate cognitive environment (e.g., Shiffrin and Atkinsen,
1969; Tulving and Pearlstone, 1966; Tulving and Thomson, 1971).

In this paper, we report a simple experiment demonstrating one form
of continuity between recall and recognition. In the experiment, the
format and amount of information stored in memory about each word
in a list are held constant and the retrieval of this information is observed
as a function of number of retrieval cues present at the time of the test.
After describing the experiment and its results, we will return to the ques-
tion of the relation between recall and recognition and say why we prefer
the continuity hypothesis.

METHOD

Each of 20 subjects, undergraduate students at Yale University, was given
an immediate recall test on each of five lists of 28 five-letter words. Each list
was presented for study on a single trial One of the five lists was tested under
the conditions of noncued recall, while component letters of the words were
used as retrieval cues in tests of the other four lists, These retricval cues con-
sisted of the first two, three, four, or five letters of each word. Each of the four
levels of this independent variable was represented in each of the four lists by
seven words. The overall design was such that all lists yielded data equally
frequently for all cue conditions, the noncued test of a list occurred equally
frequently in all five possible list-order positions, and all words within a list were
tested equally frequently with all cue sizes.

There were two sets of five lists each. They were composed by drawing words
from two sets, A and B, of systematically related words. For each word in set
A there was a word in set B that differed from it only with respect to the fifth
letter. Thus, for instance, words like aLLOY, CRUST, GRAPE, 5PARK, and ToOwER in
set A had their counterparts in set B in the words aLLow, CRUSH, GRAPH, SPARE,
and ToweL. Five lists were composed of words drawn from set A by a random
procedure, with the restriction that no two words in a list begin with the same
two letters, and then corresponding words from set B were used to make up five
corresponding yoked lists. The two sets of word lists were used equally frequently
with two subgroups of subjects.

— Procedure — Subjects were tested in small groups of two to five persons.
Each group was exposed to the same five lists in the same order, but each subject
within the group received a different test of each list in keeping with the re-
quirements of the design.

The first part of the instructions was: “I am poing to show you a series of
lists of words for you to remember. Each list will appear, one word at a time,
on the television. After each list I shall give you a piece of paper with a list of
clues written down the left-hand side; these clues may help you to recall the
words, Your task will be to consider each clue in turn, and to write down any
word it causes you to remember from the list alongside the clue. If a clue does
not help you to recall a word then you must put a cross next to it. Do not guess,






