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

enhanced mnemonic discrimination. Preliminary Results - Hypothesis #1.
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« Here, we examined whether mnemonic

differences associated with behavioral inhibition
extends to scene memory.

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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only with self-report measures.
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