Are items in working memory stored with long-term memory mechanisms?
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Experiment 1: MVPA of fMRI during WM Experiment 1: Surprise

target (2 s)
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Functional Mask (Voxels Sensitive to Stimulus Category)

False Alarm Rate: Words = 19%, Faces = 38% False Alarm Rate: Words = 29%, Faces = 43%

GLM on Phase 1,
main effect of

stimulus category,

uncorrected p <.
0000001; Mean #
voxels = 10,225

Structural Mask (Parahippocampal Gyrus)
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Experiment 2: WM Task

Two-item delayed recall task with prioritization cues
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Recall Performance Estimate = 99.9% correct
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Conclusions

- MVPA evidence for only the
item(s) in focal attention (AMIs);
no evidence for UMIs.

- Information about stimulus
category was not present in the
hippocampus at any time point;
iInformation was present in the
parahippocampal gyrus,
primarily during encoding and
retrieval.

- Subsequent declarative LTM
was not better for UMIs than
AMIs; it was better for items that
were cued/tested at least once
than for items that were uncued/
untested (UMI/UMI) (see aiso, LaRocque et
al., in press, Memory & Cognition).

- Subsequent nondeclarative
LTM was insensitive to cueing or
delay.

- Unattended memory items are
not preferentially represented in
LTM.
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Results are consistent with the
SynaptIC ThEOfy Of WM (Mongillo, Barak,

& Tsodyks (2008) Science; Itskov, Hansel, & Tsodyks (2011)
Front. Comp. Neuro.)
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