Eye tracking of attention allocation
during prospective remembering
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Combination of memory and control processes
Ongoing Task Performance PM Task Performance Ongoing Task RT PM Costs

How do we perform PM tasks? 1.0 = =+ Non-PM 0.8 p(Difficulty) = 0.10 R R - p(Difficulty) < 0.001**
m— PM
_ p(Interaction) < 0.001** | .

Dynamic Multiprocess View (DMPV)'= of prospective memory suggests: - I
Easy Medium Hard Easy Medium Hard Easy Medium Hard Easy Medium Hard

Proactive Control3 Reactive Control*
Ongoing Task Difficulty Ongoing Task Difficulty Ongoing Task Difficulty Ongoing Task Difficulty

S

o
=N
=
=
=)

0.9

- Strategic Search  ¢= ?=m)p - Cue-Intention Association 0.8

- High Cognitive Cost - Low Cognitive Cost

Ongoing Task
Accuracy

o

N

PM-Cost (ms)

0.77 p(Difficulty) < 0.001**
p(PM-type) = .066~
0.6- p(Interaction) = 0.95

PM Accuracy
o
=
Reaction Time (ms)

O
o

How do we measure PM strategy in the lab?
Often an indirect dual-task interference cost measure: PM Costs
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PM Costs are useful but incomplete®® _ P e rem———
Open questions remain about what PM costs represent’*®
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Project Goals

Future Directions
Are participants:

A) being highly strategic
or
B) using covert attention
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