Inter-item distraction dissociates temporal and semantic organization in free recall
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We examined whether a distracting task between studied items can disrupt
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(Howard & Kahana 1999), we predicted that temporal clustering would not Category Category
be affected by the addition of inter-item distraction. In contrast, we pre- 0.2 0.2 Clustered Isolated Cluster Cluster

Subsequently recalled items were divided based on whether they were recalled as
part of a cluster of same-category items.

dicted that the addition of an interitem distraction task would disrupt for-
mation of a category-specific retrieval cue, resulting in decreased category
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after each presented item, followed by free recall. 1 0 —T— 0.55 This suggests that category-specific represen- This may reflect a decreased use of
10 participants each studied and recalled 30 lists, 15 from each condition. IFR — CDFR IFR - CDFR IFR CDFR tations active during encoding influence sub- category-specific cues during recall.
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Scalp EEG Methods traction condition. tion condition. tion.
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rely less on category cues in contrast, category-specific activity at encoding does not predict recall perfor-
We recorded scalp EEG using a 128 electrode cap. Independent components analysis order to reduce interference. mance in the inter-item distraction condition. This may reflect a decreased use
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