<« In short-term memory but outside the focus of attention: A role for long-term memory
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Introduction

Several memory models suggest a distinc-
tion between items in and out of the focus
of attention (FoA).
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MVPA analyses of delayed recognition with
prioritization cues have found no evidence
for active neural representation of uncued
items despite their retention in STM (fMRI:

Lewis-Peacock et al., 2012; EEG: LaRocque et

al., 2013). . .
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To test this question, we administered an
STM experiment (“session 1”) followed
by a surprise test of LTM one week later
("session 2").
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Manipulate whether a target is in the FOA as an at-
tended memory item (AMI) or out of the FOA as an
unattended memory item (UMI).
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Participants completed 84 trials over 4 blocks (22,
22, and 40 of trial type a, b, and c respectively).

No significant differences in STM performance for
probe 1, probe 2 (cue-repeat), or probe 2
(cue-switch).
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SeSSion 2 (1 week later)e Surprise 2AFC for

items from Session 1 vs. “state-changed” foils
(modeled after Brady et al., 2008).
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Total of 168 trials (1 trial/memory item) over 2 blocks.
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Conclusions

Lack of LTM benefit for
UMIs suggests that items

outside the FOA are not
transferred into LTM.

Perhaps UMIs are held in
a transient structural trace
that is not dependent on
the hippocampus?
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