The Effect of Spatial Location on Goal Representation and Maintenance
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maintenance may be improved in the AX-CPT when the cue
and target are separated by an event boundary (i.e., a
location shift) events, thereby reducing interference. If this is
the case, cue (goal) representation should be better when the
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the representation and/or maintenance of goal information.
When they were in different locations, goal information (i.e.,
cues) was represented and maintained in working memory
better than when they were in the same location. This was
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Each experiment used a version of the AX-CPT in which
sequences of letters are given as cue-probe pairs (See Figure
1). The object of the task is to press a “Yes” key to a target
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