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Dissociating Recollection from Familiarity in Chinese Words

Recognition: An Event-related Potential Study
WANG Xiang, CHENG Zao—huo, YAO Shu-qiao
The Medical Psychological department of Second XiangYa Hospital, Central South University, Changsha 410011, China
[Abstract] Objective: Using Chinese words to examine the claim that the frontal ERP old/new effect is related to famil-
iarity and the parietal old/new effect is related to recollection (the ERP familiarity/recollection hypothesis). Methods: 40
volunteers received a recognition task in which the meaningful two—character Chinese words were used. The subjects had
to discriminate between studied words, highly familiar lures and new words. The ERP correlates of recognition memory
were recorded from 16 scalp sites of the extended 10-20 systems. Results: The present results are consistent with the hy-
pothesis: N300 differentiated new from similar and studied items (correct rejections < false alarms to lures =hits), whereas
the parietal old/new effect was greater for correctly recognized words than falsely recognized similar lures (hits >false
alarms to lures=correct rejections). However, the frontal old/new effects of Chinese words demonstrated a negative shift.
Conclusion: The ERPs to Chinese words recognition also demonstrated significant frontal old/new effect and the parietal
old/new effect. Moreover, the frontal old/new effect varies with stimulus familiarity, while the parietal old/new effect varies
with recollection. In addition, we assume that the negative—going frontal old/new effect might be affected by the language
and material.
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