Working memory is robust to
distractor interference but not
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Found effect of stimulus noise only: Making the task harder with a more dynamic distractor

* Main effect stimulus noise (BF,; = 7.15 x 107, n,2 = 0.23) revealed effect of stimulus noise and distractor:

e No main effect of distractor (BF,, = 0.06, r]pz = 0.004)  Main effect stimulus noise (BFy, = 9.16 x 107, npz = 0.27)

* No interaction (BFy, = 0.06, n,?> = 0.01) * Main effect of distractor contrast (BFy; = 4.30, n,? = 0.05)

* No interaction (BFy; = 0.04, n,? = 0.01)

Expt 3 — long delay, fast distractor Expt 4 — dual task, short delay, fast distractor
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500 ms 3500 or 12000 ms 20 participants, 360 trials per participant Making the task harder with a longer delay, still only an Making the task harder with a dual task revealed effect of
effect of stimulus noise: stimulus noise and distractor:
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Stimulus Noise Manioulation Main effect stimulus strength (BF; = 456, n 2 = 0.24) Ma!n effect Stlm.U|US noise (BFy; = 1.38 x 10°, n,
P «  No main effect of distractor (BFy, = 0.35, np2 = 0.02) * Main effect of distractor presence (BF,, = 4.77, npz = 0.1)
» No interaction (BF,, = 0.57, n,2 = 0.03) * No interaction (BFy, = 0.14, n,?> = 0.002)
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- Representations of sensory stimuli and remembered stimuli compete. § E
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is largely insulated from new sensory inputs, irrespective of how ‘fragile’ the memory is. E4 vV X

Step 1: Generate random white noise
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