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Background

* Recent models of short-term memory (STM) distinguish
between information in or out of the focus of attention (FOA).
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Do memories retained inside and
outside the focus of attention vary
In precision?
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Participants (N = 34) performed 198 trials of a two-item delayed recall task with

attention retro-cues. Participants saw two arrays of coherently-moving dots followed by 1-Probe

retro-cues (white lines appearing above or below the fixation cross), and responded by orienting Cue-Repeat

a line to the remembered sample direction. A measure of precision was obtained by calculating Cue 2 [Repeat] Delay 4 Recall Probe 1

the difference between the cued sample direction and the response. (45) (35)

Data was then processed with the Mixture Model, which classifies all responses as either a
“Target”, “NonTarget”, or “Uniform” (guess) response, and calculates precision values N

for each response type (Bays & Husain, 2008). Feedback was provided after each response.
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understanding the neural bases of these precision gradations.
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