Journal

:'f Experimental Psychology: General
1975, Vel.

104, No. 1, 37-38

Recall and Recognition:
A Reply to Light, Kimble, and Pellegrino

Michael J. Watkins
Yale University
Endel Tulving
Yale University and Universily of Toronto

Some of the comments made by the re-
viewers of the manuseript highlight difficul-
ties in communicating about recall and rec-
ognition. These difficulties become particu-
larly acute in considering the conditions of
recall and recognition testing. Our critics
repeatedly stress the fact that in our experi-
ments recall and recognition were not ob-
tained under identical conditions; the point
of this fact escapes us. Conversely, we main-
tain that the precise conditions of testing are
not relevant to the theoretical implications
of our finding that recallable words may go
unrecognized; this view, apparently, com-
municates very little to our critics. Thus,
Santa and Lamwers (1974), as well as the
reviewers of the present paper, have ques-
tioned the main thrust of our conclusions on
the grounds that the recall and recognition
procedures did not involve, as Light, Kimble,
and Pellegrino put it, “the very same set of
test conditions.” :

In this very brief reply to our critics, we
will try to summarize (a) what we think our
experiments show, (b) why the notion of
testing recall and recognition under identical
conditions makes no sense to us, and (c)
our view of the theoretical implications of
our experiments.

First let us try to state once again, and
as clearly as we can, what we taink our ex-
periments show. A cue—target pair of words
is presented among other such pairs to a
person for study. The person expects that
at test he will be given the cue and required
to produce the target. He is in fact asked to
retrieve the target under two conditions.
These two conditions we refer to as recall
and recognition. Both conditions include the
general retrieval information that the re-

quired words appeared as target (capitalized).
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words in the last study list. In addition, in
both conditions target-specific retrieval in-
formation is given; this information takes
the form of the cue word in the recall con-
dition, and the target word in the recognition
condition. In the recall condition, the per-
son is told that the cue word was one of
the cue words in the study list; in the rec-
ognition condition the target word is mixed
with other words that were not in the study
list. The experimental finding is that the
target word may sometimes be retrieved in
the recall test (that is, in the presence of
the cue) but not in the recognition test (that
is, in the presence of the target)—a state of
affairs we refer to as “recognition failure of
recallable words,”

Consider now our difficulties in making
sense of the possibility of testing for recall
and recognition “under the very same set of
test conditions.” We take it as a truism
that stored information will be retrieved if
and only if the person is provided with ap-
propriate retrieval information. Whether
or not some particular stored information
will be retrieved depends on how well that
information is matched by the information
present in the person’s cognitive environ-
ment at the time of the test. This retrieval
information can be partly controlled by the
experimenter, as for instance, when a nomi-
nal copy of the target item is provided.
Following long-standing tradition we call
this situation a recognition test. Alterna-
tively, retrieval can be measured under con-
ditions that do not include the presentation of
a copy of the target item. Following tradi-
tion again, we call this situation a recall
test. Given these definitions, the inescapable
fact is that the testing conditions in recall
and recognition are always different,






