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Identification performance was measured directly. Recognition performance was measured by an identification task OR by recognition task.

Recognition
Correct recognition
= recognition with or without source memory

Identification

Correct identification
= source memory

Identification & recognition memory

Experiment 1 (identification task) : Pr(Target, Lure)=(.75, .25)
Experiment 2 (identification task) : Pr(Target, Lure)=(.50, .50)

Experiment 3 (recognition task) : Pr(Target, Lure)=(.50, .50)

Experiment 1 Pr(s, s,,s,, Lure)=(.25, .25, .25, .25)
Experiment 2 : Pr(s, s,,s,, Lure)=(.17, .17, .17, .50)

Recognition Question : Did you see this item before?

Recognition response : Yes / No Pr(R) = P(r;1s)), i,j E{1,2,3}

Identification Question : When/where did you see this item? Pr(ld) = P(r;1s), 1€{12,3} Overall performance , s ROC curves for Recognition
Identification responses : specify when/where ,
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isidentif are not random.

They arise from two sources: perceptual similarity and temporal similarity.

-> Recognition without source memory was influenced by temporal and spatial similarities of the probe to
the misidentified item.
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Recognition task: —
Did the Probe match one of the Study items?

Discussion : Source memory

-Source memory degrades over time (recency effect).
-Even when memory source was misidentified, some source memory was retained.

for TARGET trials

Summed similarity distribution
for LURE trials

identification responses in our paradigm most likely do not depend

on a summed similarity computation.
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