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Result 2: Extremely spaced word
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Irregular:18 subjects reached criteria for capacity analysis: 12 — super; 4 — unlimited; Irregular:21 subjects reached criteria for capacity analysis: 10 — super; 8 — unlimited,;
2 — limited; super capacity at group level (BF = 5.9) 3 — limited; vague evidence for capacity at group level (BF = 0.96)

Regular: 24 subjects reached criteria for capacity analysis: 23 — super; 1— unlimited;  Regular: 24 subjects reached criteria for capacity analysis: 21 — super; 3— unlimited;
super capacity at group level (BF = 3.4 x 10°) super capacity at group level (BF =2.1 x 10°)

2-way Bayesian ANOVA : Best model: Spacing; 2"? : Spacing + Ordering (BF =1/1.90)  2-wav Bayesian ANOVA : Best model: Spacing; 2" : Spacing + Ordering (BF = 1/2.82)
Functional Principal Component Analysis

* Subjects maintained high performance in capacity
coefficient regardless of varied spacing across/within a
word.

* With extremely close spacing, super capacity was
preserved, however there was equivocal evidence with
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interaction (BF = 26.58) led to difference.




