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Introduction
• Recent research found that individuals with 

high behavioral inhibition (BI), a temperament 
associated with increased risk for anxiety, show 
enhanced object-based processing in a 
mnemonic discrimination task1.
• We argued that those who are at high risk 

for anxiety may utilize a hypervigilance 
driven object-based focus, resulting in 
enhanced mnemonic discrimination.

• Here, we examined whether mnemonic 
differences associated with behavioral inhibition 
extends to scene memory.  
• Specifically, we investigated the 

association between behavioral inhibition 
and boundary extension, a well-established 
phenomenon where observers consistently 
misremember perceiving beyond the edges of 
a studied scene2.

We hypothesize that individuals with higher 
self-reported BI will:

1. Spend more time fixating on objects 
within the scene.

2. Exhibit a diminished tendency to recall 
beyond the scene’s boundaries (i.e., 
smaller boundary extension effects).

Participants (data collection ongoing)

Figure 1. Task outline and boundary rating responses that would indicate correct performance, boundary extension, 
and boundary restriction errors. 

Figure 2. Boundary rating instructions 
and scale.

Methods

Boundary 
Extension

Boundary 
Restriction

Self-Report Measures
Adult Measure of Behavioural Inhibition3: 16-item measure 
of behaviorally inhibited temperament. 
  “Do you tend to introduce yourself to new people?”

STAI-Y4, Trait. 20-item measure of anxious temperament. 
“How you generally feel”.
  “I make decisions easily”

STAI-Y4, State. 20-item measure of current anxiousness. 
“How you feel right now, at this moment”.
  “I feel calm”

Preliminary Results - Hypothesis #1: 
Do people with high BI spend more time fixating on objects within the scene?
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Conclusions
• While we plan to continue data collection, preliminary findings suggest that high behavioral inhibition, a temperament related to increased 

risk for anxiety, may be associated with a hypervigilance driven object-based focus when viewing scenes. 
• Our initial observations indicate that individual differences in boundary extension errors may be influenced by a combination of factors, 

including current anxiousness (State Anxiety) and temperamental risk factors (AMBI). 
• Future research could explore factors that influence hypervigilant, object-focused processing related to behavioral inhibition.
• The preliminary finding that State Anxiety may enhance the boundary extension error suggests that future studies should examine whether 

inducing anxiety influences boundary extension errors.
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r(18) = .511, p = .030.

Preliminary Results - Hypothesis #2: 
Do people with higher BI show smaller boundary extension effects?

A linear regression predicting CC boundary ratings was significant, with gender and 
state as significant predictors. The effect of AMBI approached significance (Table 
3). Linear regression for WW boundary ratings was not significant. 
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r(18) = -.388, p = .091. 
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