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— Prioritised information competes with recent information to occupy FoA

Summary of the ACT-R account
« Experimental effects related to probability of items occupying the FoA at test

— Reduced recall for SP4 due to maintenance of prioritised items in FoA » FoA is identified with the imaginal module and limited to one chunk

« Experiment 2, no significant difference in effects of prioritising one or two items + Items can be maintained in FoA and activation boosted by executive process

— Attentional refreshing alternates between two prioritised items, moving them « Effects of prioritisation and suffix due to relative chunk activations at retrieval

in turn to the episodic buffer (and the FoA) NOT competition for space in FoA during trial or at test

« Anderson, J. R. (2007). How can the human mind occur in the physical universe? Oxford University Press.
« Baddeley, A. (2000). The episodic buffer: A new component of working memory? Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 4(11), 417—423.

« Hitch, G. J., Hu, Y., Allen, R. J., & Baddeley, A. D. (2018). Competition for the focus of attention in visual working memory: Perceptual recency versus executive control. Annals of the New York Academy of
Sciences, 1424(1), 64-75.

« Hu, Y., Hitch, G. J., Baddeley, A. D., Zhang, M., & Allen, R. J. (2014). Executive and perceptual attention play different roles in visual working memory: Evidence from suffix and strategy effects. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 40(4), 665—-1678.



