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» True recognition increased as the # of presentations increased, while false recognition decreased

» Acceptance and rejection frequencies can be analyzed with a multinomial "y . L e
* Process-level effect of repetition on true recognition: Repetition increased familiarity (and context  Arndt, J. (2012). The influence of forward and backward

model that measures the following parameters:

. . e recollection to a lesser extent) associative strength on false recognition. Journal of
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» List order (context 1 vs. 2): Familiarity and context recollection are relatively stable as a function of list Cognition, 38, 747.

order, but target recollection tends to decrease from the first to the last list.



