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Figure 1. Example arrays of each size used in Experiment 1. Participants had to decide whether a duplicate

image was present in the array. Images are representative of the stimuli used in the matching task, but for
copyright restrictions, we are not able to provide the actual stimuli used in our studies. Correct locations of
duplicates are at grid locations 1,1 and 2,2 (left); no duplicate (middle); 2,2 and 4,4 (right).
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Figure 3. The change detection paradigm employed used in Experiment 2. Participants studied an array of
images for 4 s and then had to indicate whether a probe image matched the image, which had been at the same
location (in this trial the correct response would be “Different”).
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Figure 5. Short-term recognition memory paradigm used in Experiment 3. Participants were shown an array
of images to remember and had to indicate whether the test image was in the study array (in this trial the correct
response would be “Different”).
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Figure 7. Visual search paradigm used in Experiment 4. Participants were shown target image (top left panel)
or images (bottom left panel), which they were required to locate in a search array (right panel). The target
image(s) occurred eight times in the search array. The target images disappeared as participants clicked on them
in the test array. The trial ended when either all targets were found or six consecutive errors were made.
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Figure 9. The image and identity memory paradigm used in Experiment 4. Participants were shown four target
images of cither unfamiliar or familiar faces and had o make either an image (“did you see this image before?”) or
identity (“did you see this person before?”) decision. The trial instruction was either given before (top panel) or after
(bottom panel) viewing the target images (correct responses are top panel: “non-match,” bottom panel: “match”).
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Figure 10.  Sensitivity (d') and response criterion (C) scores for memory task in Experiment 5. Error bas denote * 1 SE.
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Figure 2. Duplicate detection performance. Sensitivity (d") and response criterion (C) for Experiment 1. Error

bars denote +1 SE.
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Figure 4. Change detection performance. Sensitivity (d') and response criterion (C) for Experiment 2. Error

bars denote =1 SE.
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Figure 6. Performance on short-term image memory p:

Experiment 3. Error bars denote *1 SE.
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Figure 8. Performance in the visual search paradigm employed in Experiment 4. Error bars denote *1 SE.
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Figure 11.

Accumulated evidence for/against the one-tailed hypothesis

that sensitivity is greater for unfamiliar faces than familiar faces for all
participants in Experiments 1, 2, 3, and 5. Bayes factor is calculated as each
of the 214 participants is added to the analysis, in chronological order of
participants tested, with vertical dashed lines segmenting cohorts from the
four experiments. Further details of this analysis are provided in main text.



