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 Appendix A  

 

 

Word stimuli from Experiment 1. 
 
High 
Frequency 
above 
added 
advice 
agreed 
allow 
appeal 
attack 
basis 
became 
bought 
bring 
built 
cannot 
cause 
charge 
claim 
comes 
common 
cover 
debate 
double 
drive 
effect 
ensure 
event 
expect 
extra 
figure 

force 
grand 
heard 
highly 
hotel 
inside 
itself 
joint 
latest 
legal 
listed 
living 
lower 
member 
modern 
mother 
moved 
needed 
person 
phone 
player 
press 
raised 
remain 
royal 
safety 
seemed 
single 
social 
sound 

speed 
spent 
stage 
stand 
stock 
study 
survey 
tried 
visit 
impact 
wants 
worth 
 
Low 
Frequency 
ablaze 
addict 
amber 
apron 
armour 
aspire 
atrium 
bingo 
blurb 
boiler 
breezy 
broom 
bunny 
burrow 
cadet 

calmly 
carer 
catchy 
cheat 
cigar 
cloudy 
coarse 
cobra 
corpse 
covert 
daisy 
dampen 
demon 
diver 
dreamt 
elope 
encore 
enlist 
excite 
exert 
fable 
finite 
fright 
fussy 
gladly 
glove 
greasy 
heater 
hinge 
hourly 

lager 
latent 
lilac 
magnet 
mammal 
manor 
mince 
nought 
patio 
pesto 
raider 
riddle 
rodeo 
salsa 
screw 
shrunk 
skate 
snail 
stalk 
syrup 
tanker 
trait 
uphold 
vanish 
witch 
 
 

 
 
 
Word stimuli from Experiment 2 
 
High 
Frequency 
across 
agent 
ahead 
annual 
answer 
anyone 
award 
began 

beyond 
break 
career 
chance 
child 
choice 
class 
coast 
couple 
cross 

death 
demand 
design 
dollar 
doubt 
eight 
either 
estate 
father 
field 

green 
ground 
happy 
heart 
horse 
human 
indeed 
island 
letter 
light 

longer 
middle 
moment 
nearly 
option 
order 
paper 
period 
pretty 
radio 



 

 

reason 
region 
review 
river 
round 
sector 
sense 
simple 
space 
sport 
style 
summer 
table 
title 
track 
travel 
united 
video 
whole 
winner 

woman 
wrong 
 
Low 
Frequency 
abyss 
acacia 
alcove 
aural 
banjo 
barley 
barren 
beige 
bikini 
blight 
burger 
cameo 
candle 
chisel 
craze 

delete 
dispel 
dough 
edible 
evoke 
fathom 
fickle 
flank 
fluffy 
fungi 
giggle 
gypsy 
hassle 
haste 
hiccup 
humid 
idiom 
ignite 
joyful 
lizard 

lucid 
manure 
memoir 
module 
motif 
mulch 
navel 
nylon 
oblige 
odour 
opaque 
parrot 
pillow 
poise 
quail 
ranch 
redeem 
rhyme 
savvy 
scrape 

sewer 
shave 
socket 
spike 
swarm 
teapot 
tempt 
torso 
unison 
vacate 
verve 
vomit 
waltz 
worsen 
yearn 
 

 
 
 
Word stimuli from Experiment 3 (note these words are a selection from the previous two 
experiments and were randomly paired at study). 
 
High 
Frequency 
above 
across 
annual 
answer 
basis 
became 
bring 
career 
advice 
agent 
ahead 
allow 
anyone 
appeal 
attack 
award 
began 
beyond 
bought 
break 
chance 
charge 

child 
choice 
claim 
class 
cover 
cross 
dollar 
double 
either 
ensure 
coast 
exert 
common 
couple 
death 
debate 
demand 
design 
doubt 
drive 
effect 
eight 
estate 
event 

expect 
father 
field 
figure 
force 
grand 
green 
ground 
happy 
heard 
heart 
horse 
hotel 
human 
impact 
inside 
island 
joint 
legal 
letter 
light 
listed 
longer 
member 

middle 
modern 
moment 
mother 
option 
order 
paper 
period 
person 
phone 
player 
press 
pretty 
radio 
reason 
region 
remain 
review 
river 
round 
royal 
safety 
sector 
seemed 

sense 
simple 
single 
social 
sound 
space 
speed 
sport 
stand 
stock 
study 
style 
summer 
survey 
table 
title 
track 
travel 
united 
video 
visit 
whole 
winner 
woman 



 

 

worth 
wrong 
 
Low 
Frequency 
ablaze 
abyss 
armour 
aspire 
bikini 
bingo 
broom 
bunny 
acacia 
addict 
alcove 
apron 
atrium 
banjo 
barley 
barren 
blight 
blurb 
boiler 
breezy 

burger 
burrow 
cadet 
cameo 
candle 
catchy 
cobra 
corpse 
demon 
dispel 
encore 
enlist 
cheat 
chisel 
cigar 
coarse 
covert 
craze 
daisy 
delete 
diver 
dough 
edible 
elope 
evoke 

excite 
fable 
fathom 
fickle 
finite 
fluffy 
fright 
fungi 
giggle 
glove 
gypsy 
hassle 
haste 
heater 
hiccup 
hinge 
humid 
idiom 
ignite 
latent 
lilac 
lizard 
lucid 
magnet 
mammal 

manure 
memoir 
module 
motif 
mulch 
navel 
nought 
nylon 
oblige 
odour 
opaque 
parrot 
patio 
pesto 
pillow 
poise 
quail 
raider 
ranch 
redeem 
rhyme 
riddle 
rodeo 
salsa 
savvy 

scrape 
screw 
sewer 
shave 
shrunk 
skate 
snail 
spike 
stalk 
swarm 
syrup 
tanker 
teapot 
tempt 
torso 
trait 
unison 
uphold 
vacate 
vanish 
verve 
vomit 
waltz 
witch 
yearn

 



Appendix B 

Face stimuli from Experiment 4. 
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  Appendix B is included in the print copy of the    
  thesis held in the University of Adelaide Library.



Appendix C 

Fractal stimuli from Experiment 5. 

 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     
 
 
 
 



 

 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     
 
 



 

 

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     



 

 

     

     



Appendix D 

Photograph stimuli from Experiment 6. 
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                        NOTE:  
Some photos have been omitted due to privacy issues they are available in 
the print copy of the thesis held in 
the University of Adelaide Library.



Appendix E 

 

 
Table 1 

ANOVA results revealing the effect of list length on the hit rate for all experiments using both 

the within subjects and between subjects (first list only) analysis.  Results that are statistically 

significant are marked with an asterisk(*).  Grey shading is used to indicate the results about 

which the conclusions drawn changed depending on the analysis. 

 Within Subjects Analysis Between Subjects Analysis 

Experiment 1 – Attention  

   Retroactive Pleasantness F(1, 39) = 1.55, p = .22 F(1,38) = 1.01, p = .32 

   Retroactive Read F(1,39) = 9.95, p = .003* F(1,38) = 2.57, p = .12 

   Proactive Pleasantness F(1,39) = 2.42, p = .13 F(1,38) = 6.14, p = .02* 

   Proactive Read F(1,39) =2.40, p = .13 F(1,38) = 7.97, p = .008* 

Experiment 2 – The Remember Know Task 

   Yes/No Instructions F(1,39) = 4.30e-30, p = 1 F(1,38) = .31, p = .58 

   RK Instructions F(1,39) = .03, p = .86 F(1,38) = .09, p = .76 

Experiment 3 – Word Pairs 

 F(1,39) = 1.84, p = .18 F(1,38) = .74, p = .39 

Experiment 4 – Faces 

 F(1,39) = .06, p = .81 F(1,38) = .35, p = .56 

Experiment 5 – Fractals 

 F(1,39) = 2.61, p = .11 F(1,38) = 1.48, p = .23 

Experiment 6 - Photographs 

 F(1,39) = 2.09, p = .16 F(1,38) = .10, p = .75 

 
  



 

 

Table 2 

ANOVA results revealing the effect of list length on the false alarm rate for all experiments 

using both the within subjects and between subjects (first list only) analysis.  Results that are 

statistically significant are marked with an asterisk(*).  Grey shading is used to indicate the 

results about which the conclusions drawn changed depending on the analysis. 

 Within Subjects Analysis Between Subjects Analysis 

Experiment 1 – Attention  

   Retroactive Pleasantness F(1, 39) = 3.95, p = .054 F(1,38) = 13.51, p = .0007* 

   Retroactive Read F(1,39) = .60, p = .44 F(1,38) = 1.90, p = .18 

   Proactive Pleasantness F(1,39) = 6.72, p = .01* F(1,38) = 11.73, p = .001* 

   Proactive Read F(1,39) =3.65, p = .06 F(1,38) = 12.67, p = .001* 

Experiment 2 – The Remember Know Task 

   Yes/No Instructions F(1,39) = .15, p = .70 F(1,38) = .31, p = .58 

   RK Instructions F(1,39) = 1.24, p = .27 F(1,38) = 1.02, p = .32 

Experiment 3 – Word Pairs 

 F(1,39) = .74, p = .40 F(1,38) = 2.37, p = .13 

Experiment 4 – Faces 

 F(1,39) = 12.16, p = .001* F(1,38) = 4.56, p = .04* 

Experiment 5 – Fractals 

 F(1,39) = 10.86, p = .002* F(1,38) = 4.84, p = .03* 

Experiment 6 – Photographs 

 F(1,39) = .01, p = .91 F(1,38) = .03, p = .86 

 



 

 

Table 3 
 
ANOVA results  revealing the effect of list length on the mean of the median response 

latencies for all experiments using both the within subjects and between subjects (first list 

only) analysis.  Results that are statistically significant are marked with an asterisk(*).  

 Within Subjects Analysis Between Subjects Analysis 

Experiment 1 – Attention  

Retroactive Pleasantness 
Correct - F(1, 39) = .35, p = .56 Correct - F(1,38) = 1.39, p = .25 

Incorrect – F(1,37) = .05, p = .82 Incorrect – F(1,36) = .22, p = .64 

Retroactive Read 
Correct - F(1,39) = .62, p = .44 Correct - F(1,38) = .02, p = .88 

Incorrect – F(1,38) = .23, p = .64 Incorrect – F(1,38) = .03, p = .86 

 Proactive Pleasantness 
Correct - F(1,39) = 3.76, p = .06 Correct - F(1,38) = 1.62, p = .21 

Incorrect – F(1,37) = 1.56, p = .22 Incorrect – F(1,36) = 1.95, p = .17 

Proactive Read 
Correct - F(1,39) = 3.52, p = .07 Correct - F(1,38) = 2.41, p = .13 

Incorrect – F(1,37) = .90, p = .35 Incorrect – F(1,36) = 3.45, p = .07 

Experiment 2 – The Remember Know Task 

Yes/No Instructions 
Correct - F(1,39) = .14, p = .71 Correct - F(1,39) = .08, p = .79 

Incorrect – F(1,36) = .37, p = .55 Incorrect – F(1,36) = 1.17, p = .29 

RK Instructions 
Correct - F(1,39) = 4.71, p = .04* Correct - F(1,39) = .19, p = .66 

Incorrect – F(1,35) = 1.97, p = .17 Incorrect – F(1,36) = 1.39, p = .25 

Experiment 3 – Word Pairs 

 Correct - F(1,39) = .68, p = .42 Correct - F(1,38) = 3.10, p = .09 

 Incorrect – F(1,26) = .37, p = .55 Incorrect – F(1,30) = 1.96, p = .17 

Experiment 4 – Faces 

 Correct - F(1,39) = 2.45, p = .13 Correct – F(1,38) = .37, p = .54 

 Incorrect – F(1,38) = .05, p = .83 Incorrect – F(1,38) = .07, p = .79 

Experiment 5 – Fractals 

 Correct - F(1,39) = 17.85, p = 

.0001* 

Correct - F(1,38) = 7.31, p = .01* 

 Incorrect – F(1,39) = 24.29, p = 

.00002* 

Incorrect – F(1,38) = 5.06, p = 

.03* 

Experiment 6 – Photographs 

 Correct - F(1,39) = 2.20, p = .15 Correct - F(1,38) = .39, p = .54 

 Incorrect – F(1,35) = 2.56, p = .12 Incorrect – F(1,35) = .23, p= .64 
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