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The effect of neighborhood size on hit and
false alarm of nonword recognition task.

Osaka Shoin Women'’s University

Masahiro KAWAKAMI

ABSTRACT

In this study, the effects of the neighborhood size on nonword recognition task were
examined while controlling the neighborhood size of nonwords. In this experiment,
neighborhood size of nonwords for items of recognition task were set as four levels; 0,
10, 20 and 30, referring to the norm developed by Kawakami(1996). Also neighborhood
size of distracter nonwords were set as four levels; 0, 10, 20 and 30.

Two hundred and two university students participated in the experiment in two groups.
An experiment consists of 5 trials, and each trial consists of a learning stage and a
recognition stage. In a learning stage,12 nonword items were presented for 2 seconds for
each trial. In a recognition stage, the participants were asked to judge the item as novel
or repeated, which was presented randomly for a list consisting of the 8 novel nonwords
and the 8 repeated.

The results showed that the neighborhood size of nonwords facilitates correct recogni-
tion of nonwords. The results also showed that the false alarm rates on nonwords were
affected by their neighborhood size and that middle range of the neighborhood size cause
lower false alarm rates.

Keywords: nonword, neighborhood size, memory, recognition



