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*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.
*FDR corrected p < 0.05, filled circles indicate significant beta values or models p<0.05"p<0.01, p<0.001

 Two Statistical Models (Word-Level and List-Level):

Conclusions

P (Rec): B+ b, (Concreteness)+ B,(Word Frequency) + f,(Word Length) + 3, (Valence)
+ p.(Arousal) + 5, (List Meaningfulness) + 3, (Pool Meaningfulness)

 Multivariate models revealed positive effects of word frequency and emotional valence on both word and

list recall.
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