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Three experiments compared recognition memory for word versus nonword responses when they
had been either read or generated using a rhyme rule and either a word or nonword stimulus.
That is, either the word shop or the nonword thop was generated from either the word chop or
the nonwordphop. In Experiment 1, the lexicality ofthe stimulus and response terms was manipu
lated orthogonally between subjects; in Experiments 2 and 3, it was manipulated orthogonally
within subjects. In Experiment 3, subjects also made a lexical (word-nonword)decision about each
response term after it had been read or generated. In all three experiments, memory performance
was better for generated than read responses. This generation effect occurred only if the response
term was a word, regardless ofwhether the stimulus term was a word or a nonword. These results
are discussed in terms ofthe roles that lexical memory and response unitization play in the gener
ation effect.

People are better able to recall or recognize words if
they have previouslyproducedor generated them than if
they have merelyread them. This so-called generation ef
fect was first studied extensively by Slameckaand Graf
(1978). In their generatecondition, subjects useda speci
fied rule (e.g., antonym) and a stimulus item followed
by a single letter (e.g., HOT-C__J to generate and say
aloud the target responseitem(COLD);in their read con
dition, subjects alsosaidaloudthe response item(COLD),
but both the stimulus and response items were presented
intact (i.e., HOT-COLD). Subsequent tests showedbet
ter memoryfor the response itemsfromthe generatepairs
than from the read pairs. This generation effect occurs
for a wide range of materials and study and testing con
ditions (e.g., Anderson, Goldberg, & Hidde, 1971;
Gardiner & Arthurs, 1982; Gardiner & Rowley, 1984;
Glisky & Rabinowitz, 1985; Graf, 1980, 1982; Jacoby,
1978,1983; Kane& Anderson, 1978; McFarland, Frey,
& Rhodes, 1980; Slamecka& Fevreiski, 1983; Stein &
Bransford, 1979; Winnick & Daniel, 1970).
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Research Foundation of the State University of New York, to the first
author, and from Purdue Research Foundation, to the second author.
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Several recent studies have demonstrated some of the
boundary conditions for producing the generationeffect
(e.g., Donaldson & Bass, 1980; Gardiner & Hampton,
1985;Graf, 1980; McElroy & Slamecka, 1982; Nairne,
Pusen, & Widner, 1985). Of particular relevance to the
presentresearch is the finding that a generation effectdoes
not occur for nonwords (McElroy & Slamecka, 1982;
Nairneet al., 1985).Basedon this finding, McElroyand
Slamecka argued thatthe generation effectoccursbecause,
relative to reading, generating an item produces greater
activation of that item's representation in lexical memory.
Thus, if a lexical representation of the generated itemdoes
not exist, as is the case for nonwords, no generationef
fect will be observed. Because supportfor this lexicalac
tivationhypothesis hinges largely on the failureto obtain
a generation effectwithnonwords (McElroy & Slamecka,
1982; Nairne et al., 1985), we sought an independent
replication of this result in the presentresearch. More im
portantly, we wanted to test an alternative interpretation
of the word versus nonworddifference in which lexical
ity is not viewed as a critical factorfor obtaining thegener
ation effect. This alternative interpretation is viable be
cause of the procedural differences, which we describe
in more detail below, that exist betweenthe word condi
tions that have produced the generation effect and those
nonword conditions that have not.

McElroy and Slamecka (1982, Experiment 1)presented
subjects with bothword and nonwordpairs. For the word
pairs, the stimulus and response items were related by
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an antonym rule; for the nonwordpairs, they were related
by a letter-transposition rule in which a subset of the let
ters from the stimulus could be rearranged to form the
nonword response. A subsequent recognition memory test
yieldeda generation effect for the word responsesbut not
for the nonword responses. In twoadditional experiments,
McElroyand Slamecka(1982) assessed the reliability of
the absenceof a generationeffectfor nonwords and ruled
out some plausible, but rather uninteresting, interpreta
tions of the absence. One such interpretation is that the
absence of a generation effect for nonwords depends on
embeddingthe nonwords in a list containingword pairs.
Thispossibility was ruledout by McElroy and Slamecka's
(1982, Experiment 2) failure to find a generation effect
whensubjectsstudiedonly nonword pairs, a finding sub
sequently replicatedby Nairne et al. (1985, Experiments
1 and 2). McElroy and Slamecka (1982, Experiment 3)
also demonstrated that their failure to obtain a genera
tion effect with nonwords was not due to some unusual
aspect(s)of the letter-transposition rule. They did this by
showingthat a rhyme rule also fails to yield a generation
effect for nonword pairs, another finding that has been
recently replicated by Nairneet al. (1985). Sincea rhyme
generation rule has been shown to yield a generationef
fect for words (e.g., Slamecka& Graf, 1978), McElroy
and Slamecka(1982) argued that it was the nonlexicality
of the response term and not the type of generation rule
that caused the absence of a generation effect for their
nonwords.

One limitationof McElroy and Slamecka's (1982)and
Nairneet al. 's (1985) experiments is that theseresearchers
confounded the lexicality of the stimulus and response
items. Hence, the absenceof a generationeffect for non
words could have been due to either the lexicalityof the
response item (as McElroy and Slameckaargued) or the
lexicality of the stimulusitem, or to both. This latterpos
sibilityprovides the basis for an alternativehypothesis
hereafter called the redintegration hypothesis (see
Horowitz & Manelis, 1972; Horowitz & Prytulak,
1969)-as to why McElroy and Slameckafounda gener
ation effect for words but not for nonwords. According
to this hypothesis, correct recognition can be based on
either of two separate recognition processes (see Atkin
son & Juola, 1973; Gillund & Shiffrin, 1984; Mandler,
1980). The first of these is based on recognizing the test
item in isolationand dependson the test item's familiar
ity. The second, redintegrative process is a recall-like
processin whichsubjects use the test itemto retrieve con
textual information, including other list items.

To accountfor McElroyand Slamecka's(1982) results,
we assume that thegeneration effectis localized in the sec
ond, redintegrative process in which subjects use the
generation rule to try to retrieve the stimulus term with
which the response test item was studied (see Bartling &
Thompson, 1977; Salzberg, 1976). Presumably, theprob
ability of successful stimulus retrieval in the presence of
the response test item is inversely proportional to the total
numberof possible stimulus itemsrelated to that response

item via the specified generation rule (see Nelson &
McEvoy, 1979). Because the generation effectis localized
in the redintegration processand the probability of retriev
ing the stimulus term during that process shouldbe much
higher for word-word pairs (related viaa relatively specific
antonym rule) than for nonword-nonword pairs (related
by the much more general letter-transposition rule), the
generation effect should be much greater for the word
wordpairs. Thus, the redintegration hypothesis holds that
it is the nature of the stimulus item and its relation to the
response that determine the presence or absence of a
generationeffect. This is in contrast to the lexical activa
tion hypothesis, whichmaintainsthat it is the lexical sta
tus of the response term that is critical.1

This redintegration hypothesiscan also accountfor the
results of an experiment McElroy and Slamecka (1982)
mentioned briefly in their discussion section as being
problematic for their lexicalactivation hypothesis. In that
experiment, a generation effectdid not occur for response
words when a rhyme rule and a nonword stimulus (e.g.,
gomp-romp) were used. Since the response term was a
word, the lexical activation hypothesis predicts that a
generationeffect should have occurred. However, as ar
gued above, the redintegration hypothesis can accountfor
this result if, as seemslikely, the probability that subjects
can retrieve the studied nonword stimulus term to the
response test word will be low because there are many
nonwords that rhyme with the response-term test word
(see Nelson & McEvoy, 1979).

The redintegration hypothesis also predicts that the
generationeffect shouldextend to the stimulusas well as
the response item, for it is in the redintegration of the
stimulus-response unit that the generation effect occurs.
Although Slamecka and Graf (1978, Experiment 3) failed
to find a statistically significantgeneration effect for the
recognition of stimulus terms from word-word pairs, a
generationeffect wasnumericallypresent. Furthermore,
Johnson and Greenwald (1985) recently reported a sig
nificantgenerationeffect for stimulus terms from word
wordpairs. Finally, the redintegration hypothesis can also
account for the generation effect in recall if one assumes
that during recall subjects implicitly try to redintegrate
the stimulus-response units.

We sought to achieve two primarygoalswiththepresent
research. First, we wanted to replicate McElroy and
Slamecka's (1982) word versus nonword generation ef
fectdifference withprocedures in which(1) the samerule
is used to generate the word and nonword responsesand
(2) the stimulus terms for the word and nonword
responsesare the same (and hence equated on their lexi
cality). Second, we wanted to test betweenthe lexicalac
tivation and the redintegration interpretations of the word
versus nonword difference in the generation effect. To
achievethese ends, we varied orthogonallythe lexicality
(word vs, nonword) of the stimulus and response items.
The same rule (rhyme) was used to generate both word
and nonword responses, and the stimulus and response
differed onlyby their initial letter(e.g., chop-shop). Thus,
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unlike previous researchers who compared the genera
tioneffectfor words and nonwords, we equated our word
and nonword responses in terms of (1) the lexicality of
the stimulus terms with which they were paired, (2) the
generationrule that relatesthem to these stimulus terms,
and (3) their propertieson the (phonological) dimension
being tapped by that generation rule.

To maximize our chances of supporting the redintegra
tion hypothesis, Experiment 1 included two otherdesign
features. First, to makeit morelikely that subjects would
be betterable to retrieve an integrated unitwhen thestimu
lus item was a word rather than a nonword (as was ar
guably the case in McElroy and Slamecka's, 1982, ex
periments), we used stimulus-response pairs that rhymed
with very few other Englishwords. Second, we manipu
lated the lexicality of the stimulus and response termsbe
tween subjects, such that all stimulus terms and all
responseterms a subjectstudied hadthe samelexicalsta
tus. Thus, during redintegration, subjects could restrict
their search for stimulus termsto rhyming wordsor non
words. This shouldaccentuate the difference in the prob
abilities that subjects can retrieve the wordstimulus terms
from a small potential set andthe nonword stimulus terms
from a large potential set (seeNelson& McEvoy, 1979).

Boththe lexical activation andredintegration hypotheses
predict a generation effect for word-word pairs but not
for nonword-nonword pairs, which would replicate McEl
roy and Slamecka's (1982) results.However, because the
lexical activation hypothesis predicts a generation effect
onlywhenthe response termis a word, it predicts a gener
ation effect for nonword-word pairs but not for word
nonword pairs. On the other hand, the redintegration
hypothesis predicts the opposite, under theassumption that
the generation effectis localized in a stimulus redintegra
tion process, the success of which Experiment 1 was
designed to makemuch morelikely for wordthanfor non
word stimulus terms.

EXPERIMENT 1

Method
Subjects and Design. Subjects were 168 Purdue University in

troductory psychology students participating in partial fulfillment
of a courserequirement for research participation or libraryresearch.
A 2x2 x2 mixedfactorial designwasused withstimulus type (word
vs. nonword) and response type (word vs. nonword) as between
subjects factors and task (generate vs. read) as a within-subjects
factor.

Materials. A pool of 192 rhyming word pairs was selectedus
ing two criteria. First, the words in each pair differed only by the
initial letter (e.g., chop-shop). Second, for each pair of words
selected, there were very few other English words that could be
formed by changing the initial letter. These 192 word pairs were
then assignedrandomly to three lists (A, B, andC) of 64 pairseach.
The words in these three lists did not differ in the numberof addi
tional English words that could be formed from them by changing
the initialletters (F < I), withthe means ranging from 1.00to 1.35.

These three base lists were used to constructtwo alternateforms
(I and Il) of each study list. The order in whichpairs were studied
was held constant across the two forms; however, the assignment

of itemsto task (generatevs. read) differed. Half of the itemsfrom
List A were assigned randomly to the generate task, and the re
maining items were assigned to the read task (Form I). This as
signmentwas reversedfor Form II, and thesesametwotask orders
werethenusedtocreatetwo alternate formsof ListsB andC. These
six word-word lists (3 lists X 2 forms)werethenused to construct
lists for the remaining three studyconditions (i.e., word-nonword,
nonword-word, and nonword-nonword) by changing the initiallet
ter of the stimulus and/or responseterm of the pair so as to produce
a pronounceable nonword (e.g., chop-thop, phop-shop,phop-thopi.
Seven subjects were assigned to each of the 24 study list condi
tions (2 stimulusitem types x 2 response item types X 3 lists x
2 forms).

The 64 item pairs from each list were typed in lowercaseletters
on 3-in. (7.62-cm) X 5-in. (12.7-cm) index cards. For the gener
ate task, the stimulusterm was followed by the initial letter of the
target response item and blank lines corresponding to the letters
missing from the response term (e.g., chop-s ). For the read
task, both the stimulus and response appeared intact.

Two alternateforms of a three-alternative forced-choice (3AFC)
recognition test were constructed, one for the word response terms
and one for the correspondingnonword responseterms. Each test
contained64 lines with three items per line, one from eachlist (A,
B, C); the order of A, B, and C items withina line wasvaried ran
domlyacross the 64 triads. Each triad of itemscontainedresponse
items from the same serial input position within their respective
studylists. Thus, eachtriadcontained all nonrhyming wordsor non
words. However, for both words and nonwords, in a few triads,
a nonstudied item sometimes rhymed with another item from the
study list.

Procedure. Individually testedsubjects were informed of the lex
ical status (word vs. nonword) of the items in the study list and
that the list containedtwo different types of study pairs (read and
generate). They were told that read pairs containeda word (non
word) followed by a rhymingword (nonword) and that they should
readboth itemsaloud. Instructions indicated that the generatepairs
contained a word/nonword followed by a letterand blanklines, and
that the subject's task was to read the first item aloud and then say
alouda word/nonwordthat began with that letter and rhymedwith
the first item. Subjectswerealso told that they wouldsubsequently
receivea recognition test for the seconditemfromeachstudied pair.

Subjects self-presented item pairs at a 5-sec rate and were in
structed to tum to the next card in the deck each time they heard
the prerecorded auditory signal ("NEXT"). Subjectswere given
a short practice list containing pairs appropriate to the condition
to which they had been assigned(e.g., word-word). This practice
list was followed by the criticallist presentation. Subjects werethen
allowedas muchtime as neededto completethe 3AFC recognition
test.

Results and Discussion
For this and each of the following experiments, items

for which errors occurred during input were not scored
in the recognition test. (Replicating previous studies, er
rors during the input phase were virtually nonexistent
e.g., in Experiment 1, range = .04-.78 itemsper condi
tionoutof a possible 32.) The topportionof Table 1dis
playsthe mean proportion correct recognition scoresfor
the generate andread tasksfor eachof the four study con
ditions. These datawereanalyzed using a 2 (stimulus type:
word vs. nonword) x 2 (response type: word vs. non
word) X 2 (task: read vs. generate) mixedfactor analy
sis of variance with repeated measures on the last factor.
(Unless otherwise noted, all effects calledsignificant had
two-tailed p values <.05.)
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EXPERIMENT 2

Table 1
Mean Proportion Correct Recognition as a Function of
Encoding Condition and Item Type in Experiments 1-3

Though congruent with the lexical activation hypothe
sis, our finding of a generation effect for nonword-word
pairs runs counter to McElroy and Slamecka's (1982) in-

Experiment I

Word-Word .77 .86 .09*
Nonword-Word .74 .82 .08*
Word-Nonword .70 .72 .02
Nonword- Nonword .67 .68 .01

Experiment 2

Word-Word .74 .88 .14*
Nonword-Word .73 .84 .11*
Word-Nonword .69 .74 .05
Nonword-Nonword .73 .76 .03

Experiment 3

Word-Word .81 .86 .05t
Nonword-Word .79 .90 .11*
Word-Nonword .74 .73 -.01
Nonword-Nonword .71 .74 .03

Method
Except where noted, the design and procedures of Experiment 2

were identical to those of Experiment 1. Subjects were 48 introduc
tory psychology students at the State University of New York at
Binghamton and all factors of the 2 X2 x 2 design were now manipu
lated within subjects. The study items from Experiment I were as
signed to new lists in Experiment 2 such that each study list con
tained 16 pairs of each of the four different pair types (e.g.,
word-nonword). Eight pairs ofeach type were assigned to thegener
ate condition and 8 to the read condition. The assignment of pairs
to each of the eight conditions (4 pair types X 2 tasks) was coun
terbalanced across lists, with 2 subjects being assigned to study a
particular version of the 24 different study lists (eight conditions
counterbalanced for each of 3 study lists). Subjects were informed
that the stimulus and response terms could be words or nonwords.
The 3AFC recognition tests from Experiment 1 were changed so
that each test was now composed of half word triads and half non
word triads corresponding to the studied items from the same serial
position within their respective lists.

Results and Discussion
As can be seen in the middle portion of Table 1, the

results of Experiment 2 are in close agreement with those
of Experiment 1. There was a significant main effect of
response type [F(1,47) :::: 23.6, MSe :::: .016], indicating
that recognition was better for word than for nonword
responses. The generation effect was also significant
[F(I,47) :::: 47.8, MSe :::: .009]. More importantly,

formally reported failure to find a generation effect for
such pairs. Thus, the first goal of Experiment 2 was to
replicate the generation effect we obtained with nonword
word pairs in Experiment 1. A second goal was to pro
vide an additional test of the lexical activation hypothe
sis. Experiment I had the nice feature of directly com
paring generation effects for (phonologically) "matched"
word and nonword responses that were related to exactly
the same stimulus terms via the same (i.e., rhyme) rule .
However, because the response term's lexicality was
manipulated between subjects, it may still be that a gener
ation effect will be obtained for nonword responses gener
ated from a rhyme rule if some of the response terms in
the list are words. That is, the presence of word responses
in the list might encourage subjects to first consult lexi
cal memory in their attempt to generate the rhyming
response. Perhaps the generation effect will occur
whenever this initial consultation with lexical memory oc
curs, whether or not subjects successfully locate the item
in lexical memory. 2 Experiment 2 examined this possi
bility by replicating Experiment 1 with a within-subjects
design. If the generation effect depends on the particular
generated response term's having a representation in lex
ical memory, as McElroy and Slamecka have implied,
Experiment 2 will once again show a generation effect
for word responses but not for nonword responses. If,
on the other hand, the generation effect depends on sub
jects' consulting of lexical memory while generating their
responses and the presence of some word responses in
the list induces this consultation, then Experiment 2 will
show a generation effect for nonword responses as well
as word responses. 3

Difference

Encoding Condition

Read Generate
Item Type

Stimulus-Response

*p < .05, two-tailed. tp < .06, two-tailed.

There were significant main effects of both stimulus
type [F(1 ,164) :::: 5.92, MSe :::: .018] and response type
[F(I,I64) :::: 46.89, MSe :::: .018]. Thus, in Experiment 1,
regardless of whether the responses were generated or
read, word stimuli and word responses produced better
performance than did nonword stimuli and nonword
responses. This conclusion regarding the effect of the lex
ical status of the stimulus items should be viewed with
caution, however, as we did not obtain a significant main
effect of stimulus type when we manipulated this factor
as a within-subjects factor (Experiments 2 and 3).
Although the main effect of task was significant [F(1,164)
:::: 31.07, MSe :::: .007], not all conditions produced a
generation effect. Specifically, the generation effect was
modulated by the lexicality of the response [F(1, 164) ::::
14.04, MSe :::: .007, for the task x response type inter
action] but not by the lexicality of the stimulus (F < 1,
for the task x stimulus type interaction). Planned com
parisons showed the generation effect to be significant for
the word-word [t(41) :::: 5.66] and nonword-word [t(41)
:::: 4.09] pairs but not for the word-nonword [t(41) ::::
1.20] or nonword-nonword [t(41) :::: .54] pairs.

The findings that a generation effect occurred for non
word-word pairs but not for word-nonword pairs are con
trary to our redintegration hypothesis, despite the fact that
Experiment 1 was designed to maximize our chances of
supporting it. However, the results agree completely with
McElroy and Slamecka's (1982) lexical-activation
hypothesis in that a generation effect occurred only for
word response terms and regardless of whether the stimu
lus term was a word or a nonword.
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however, there was once again a significant task x
response type interaction [F(1,47) = 10.3, MSe = .017].
Replicating Experiment 1, a generation effect was ob
tained when the target response item was a word [ts(47)
= 3.39 and 8.41 for word-word and nonword-word
pairs, respectively] but not when it was a nonword [ts(47)
= 1.74 and .77 for word-nonword and nonword-non
word pairs, respectively].

EXPERIMENT 3

Because only 50% of the response terms in the study
lists of Experiment 2 were words, subjects may not have
been induced to consult lexical memory as they had been
for the word-word and nonword-word lists of Experi
ment 1, in which 100% of the response terms were words.
To examine generation effects for word and nonword
response terms studied by the same subjects under iden
tical conditions designed to maximize the probability that
subjects would consult lexical memory, in Experiment 3,
we replicated Experiment 2 except that we required sub
jects to make a lexical decision to each response term.
Perhaps by forcing subjects to consult lexical memory via
this procedure, we will be able to observe a generation
effect for nonwords.

Method
Experiment 3 differedfrom Experiment 2 in two regards: A new

group of 48 Binghamton studentswas recruited, and after subjects
said aloudeach responseterm, they then said aloud whetherit was
a word or a nonword.

Results and Discussion
The overall pattern of results in Experiment 3 (see Ta

ble 1) was very similar to that obtained in Experiments
1 and 2. Word responses were better recognized than non
word responses [F(I,47) = 51.08, MSe = .022], and a
generation effect occurred [F(1,47) = 9.58, MSe = .020l
However, as before, the generation effect interacted with
the effects of response type [F(1,47) = 6.09, MSe = .022]
such that the generation effect occurred for word
responses but not for nonword responses. The post hoc
comparisons for the generation effects for the four pair
types yielded the same pattern of statistical significance
as before, except that the generation effect for the word
word pairs was only marginally significant [t(47) = 1.87,
P < .06, two-tailed]. This was due to the fact that per
formance in the read condition, relative to that observed
in Experiment 2, was enhanced somewhat by the require
ment that subjects make lexical decisions to the target.
At first glance, this result seems to indicate that the lexi
cal decision task served to make the read condition func
tionally more similar to the generate condition. This seems
unlikely, however, since there was no similar relative en
hancement of performance in the read condition for the
nonword-word pairs. Given the consistent pattern of data
in Experiments 1- 3, it seems safe to conclude that the
somewhat diminished generation effect observed with the
word-word pairs in Experiment 3 is due to sampling er-

ror. The important point remains, however, that forcing
subjects to consult lexical memory by requiring them to
make a lexical decision to each response item was not
sufficient to produce a generation effect for nonword
responses.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The main result obtained in all three of our experiments
was that a significant generation effect occurred whenever
the response item was a word but not when it was a non
word. These results are completely consistent with
McElroy and Slamecka's (1982) lexical activation
hypothesis, which maintains that a generation effect will
only be obtained when the generated target item is
represented in the subjective lexicon. Furthermore, the
data from our experiments offer no support for a redin
tegration hypothesis, which holds that the nature of the
stimulus item and its relation to the response item play
a role in determining the presence or absence of a gener
ation effect by affecting the probability that the stimulus
term will be redintegrated during the recognition test for
the response item. That is, in no case was the generation
effect influenced by the lexicality of the stimulus item.
Finally, the results of Experiments 2 and 3 indicate that
inducing the subject to consult lexical memory is not suffi
cient for producing a generation effect for nonwords. This
finding replicates and extends the results of Nairne et al.
(1985, Experiment 1), who found no generation effect
with nonwords even when subjects were told that these
items were actually low-frequency English words.

The present experiments clearly establish that a gener
ation effect occurs for words but not for nonwords, even
when the words and nonwords are phonologically
"matched" and generated using the same rule (Experi
ments 1-3). Furthermore, these same results are obtained
under conditions likely to induce general lexical
consultation strategies for both the word and nonword
items (Experiments 2-3). Nevertheless, it remains unclear
which of the many variables confounded with response
lexicality underlie this word/nonword difference in the
generation effect. Indeed, the results of two recent studies
indicate that lexical status of the target item per se is not
the only factor influencing the generation effect. Specifi
cally, Gardiner and Hampton (1985) reported a genera
tion effect when the target response item was a familiar
compound noun (e.g., cheese cake) but not when it was
an unfamiliar "compound noun" (e.g., cheese ketchup),
whereas Nairne et al. (1985, Experiment 3) found a sig
nificant generation effect for high- and medium-frequency
words but not for low-frequency words or nonwords.
These findings, along with the word/nonword difference
in the generation effect, suggest that although represen
tation in the subjective lexicon may be a necessary con
dition for producing the generation effect, it is not a suffi
cient one.

Gardiner and Hampton (1985) argued that the critical
factor mediating their generation effects was that the tar
get response form an integrated functional unit in memory.
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On the other hand, under the reasonable assumption that
high- and medium-frequency words have several mean
ings whereas low-frequency words and nonwords have
very few (or no) meanings, Nairne et al. (1985) concluded
that the critical factor mediating their generation effects
was that the response term have some minimal number
of different meanings. However, Nairne et al. 's results
are equally congruent with Gardiner and Hampton's
(1985) unitization hypothesis, assuming that high- and
medium-frequency words are more unitized than are low
frequency words or nonwords (see Healy, 1976). Clearly,
additional analytical research must be conducted to es
tablish the validity of these (or other) interpretations of
the role that response lexicality plays in the generation
effect. Nevertheless, the present results just as clearly
demonstrate that the word/non word difference in the
generation effect can be obtained under conditions in
which one (1) uses identical stimulus items (hence equat
ing them on their lexicality), (2) uses the same genera
tion rule (i.e., rhyme) for the word and nonword
responses, and (3) matches the word and nonword
responses on the dimension (i.e., phonological) on which
the word and nonword responses are related to the stimu
lus items via that rule.
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NOTES

I. Our redintegration hypothesis is superficially similar to Donald
son and Bass's (1980) solution-checkingexplanation of the generation
effect. According to them, because there is uncertainty as to the cor
rectnessof a response when subjectsgenerate the response from incom
plete information, subjects scan back to the stimulus term to check if
the response they generated is indeedcorrect. A stronger memory trace
for a generated response term is produced by this redintegrative check
ing operation, which is not performed in the read condition because the
correct response is fully available in the completely spelled-out word.
Although we too assume a redintegrative check involving the stimulus
term, we assume it occurs at retrieval, rather than at storage, as Donald
son and Bassassume.Also, unlikeour explanation, Donaldson and Bass's
explanation has trouble accounting for the lack of a generation effect
for nonwords, since it would seem that subjects would need to check
the correctness of a generated nonword at least as much as they would
need to check the correctness of a generated word.

2. The results of two published studies are relevant to the idea that
the generation effect depends not upon the response item being
represented in lexical memory but rather upon the subject's merely at-



252 PAYNE, NEELY, AND BURNS

tempting to locate the response item in lexical memory. This lexical
consultation hypothesis receives indirect support from Slamecka and
Fevreiski's (1983) finding that if a subject attempts unsuccessfully to
generate a target word from a stimulus word using an antonym rule,
a generation effect is still obtained in recognition whetheror not that
targetword is providedby theexperimenter following theunsuccessful
generation attempt. However, this lexical consultation hypothesis was
not supported by results from Nairne et al. 's (1985) Experiment 1.
Although their subjects receivedall nonword-nonword pairs, related
by a rhymerule, Nairneet al. attempted to encourage themto consult
lexicalmemory by tellingthemthatthe itemstheywould be seeing were
all very low-frequency words.A generation effectwasnotobtained for
nonwordsunder these conditions. However, we believe the inclusion
of easilyrecognized wordsin our experiment should, relative to Nairne
et al. 's instructional manipulation, providea muchstrongerinducement
for subjects to consult lexical memory.

3. Although McElroy andSlamecka (1982) havealreadyshown that
a generation effectdoes not occur for nonword responses whenword
responses are present in the same study list, this result was obtained
whenwordstimuli and an antonym rule wereusedfor word responses
and when nonwordstimuli anda lettertransposition rulewereusedfor
nonword responses. Thus, subjects mayhaveattempted to retrieve their
responses fromlexical memory whena wordstimulus occurred butnot
whena nonword stimulus occurred. Such a strategy cannot beemployed
in the presentexperiment, because the lexicality of the response is not
predictable from the lexicality of the stimulus term.
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