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EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

Manipulations: list length, cue timing, recall direction

3. RECALL TRANSITIONS

All transitions Following first order error Following recall of second item Following recall of third item

. > : \
In expected order In expected order
Arrom ?O'.ntc?. to tthe E 0.6 == Forward pre-cued, post-cued 0.6 - 0.6- P 0.6- P
—— right to Indicate O Backward pre-cued, post-cued ) : )
. forward recall trials, o © l{
left for backward - -8 04. 0.4 - I 0.4- \ 0.4-
.................. recall S =
= O : _ _
e o o2 0.2- 0.2- ¥ Y 0.2- «
O C - ! = \'\ = /* ‘..\..'“
O O - ' ‘ : # i W SRR T
Q— OO t‘lﬁﬁ‘-’-—?/(/f T T T T OO T T T T T OO | | | | | | | OO | | | | | | |
GCD) -3 -2 0 1 2 3 -1 0 1 2 3 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
= Lag

4. LIST LENGTH EFFECT
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SUBJECTS & METHODS

List length

CONCLUSIONS

* Subjects perform similarly in forward & backward serial recall.

» 48 test lists per session: three list lengths per subject, | | |
two cuing conditions, two recall directions. * Pre-cuing subjects boosts performance in both forward & backward recall.

* Recall performance decreases as list length increases, this being less pronounced in backward recall.

| » Higher accuracy of recall initiation & higher probabillity of fill-in transitions, particularly early in output, suggests recency bias differentially
» Data collected through Amazon Mechanical Turk affects backward recall.

(MTurk)

N =570, each participant contributing one session
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