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Background

 The current theory suggests that task relevant
information must be maintained in working memory
(WM) in order to effectively implement inhibitory
control (IC).1

Earlier work took an individual differences approach,
vielding stable correlations between the two
factors.?3

Few studies have experimentally tested whether the
two processes are functionally related.

Hypothesis

The set size effect on WM performance will be
most pronounced after inhibition is
successfully employed.

Predicted Results:
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CDT Stimulus SST Stimulus CDT Probe
Subjects (N = 48) completed a combined change detection/stop signal task
L
— =+ I [r— + [— > [r— -+ - — Working Memory Maintenance: change detection task (CDT)
- * WM load manipulated through set size (2 vs. 5 squares)
Individual Mean SSDs Inhibitory Control: stop signal task (SST)
Trial e Stop signal (beep) during arrow task on 25% of trials (signal trials)
Start — * Adaptive procedure used to determine length of stop signal delay (SSD)
0 1(')0 35'0 12'50 * Participants instructed to ignore stop signal in 25% of blocks (all-go blocks)
[SST Response] [CDT Response]

» Successful stopping resulted
in higher CDT accuracy
compared to failed stopping

» This effect was not
influenced by WM load

Stopping Success vs. Failure
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Low WM Capacity Individuals
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High WM Capacity Individuals

F(1,22)=0.14,
p=0.71
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Correlation of WM Measures

Calculated WM Capacity
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» Strong correlation between WM capacity calculated
in baseline and in dual task

Conclusions

»We found no evidence of a functional
relationship between working memory
maintenance and inhibitory control.

»In ongoing work, we are assessing the
overlapping role of attention in these two
processes.
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