The strategic allocation of working memory and episodic memory
in prospective remembering: A neural network model
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I. Background
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V. WM capacity & strategic WM-EM balance
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VI. Commission errors

Commission errors: PM response is made outside
PM context. We suggest (i) strong encoding of PM

context or (ii) strong EM target-task association can
trigger a bottom-up reaction to a former PM target.

Over time, context activation & hence CEs diminish.
1. High PM context 1ii. High EM association
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Our mechanistic model combines WM & EM strategies to solve the prospective

memory problem, & shows human-like regulation of planned action while perfomring

ongoing tasks. Representations & dynamics derived from the model can be compared to

patterns & dynamics of fMRI data from PM paradigms to test our proposed mechanism.
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