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The relations between recognition memory performance and confidence rating

Akira Takahashi & Hiroyuki Kaiho (Institute of Psychology, University of Tsukuba, Tsukuba

305-8572, Japan)

The relations between recognition memory performance and confidence rating have been
~assumed to be directly proportional. However, in case of new items, this assumption may not
be valid. This is because new items have no information about experimental episodes and a
subject may late one’s confidence not only from memory information but also from other false

clues such as inference or familiarity. This phenomenon does not support the application of
the Signal Detection Theory (SDT) to recognition memory. The process of recogniton memory

with old and new items was discussed.

Key words: recognition, confidence, calibration, new items.
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Fig. 3 Simulation of the MOC curve
hit=proportional to confidence
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Fig. 4-b MOC curve of Murdock (1965)
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