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Abstract: Several studies have shown enhanced performance in change detection tasks when spatial
cues indicating the probe’s location are presented after the memory array has disappeared (i.e.,
retro-cues) compared with spatial cues that are presented simultaneously with the test array (i.e.,
post-cues). This retro-cue benefit led some authors to propose the existence of two different stores
of visual short-term memory: a weak but high-capacity store (fragile memory (FM)) linked to the
effect of retro-cues and a robust but low-capacity store (working memory (WM)) linked to the effect
of post-cues. The former is thought to be an attention-free system, whereas the latter would strictly
depend on selective attention. Nonetheless, this dissociation is under debate, and several authors
do not consider retro-cues as a proxy to measure the existence of an independent memory system
(e.g., FM). We approached this controversial issue by altering the attention-related functions in the
right superior parietal lobule (SPL) by transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS), whose effects were
mediated by the integrity of the right superior longitudinal fasciculus (SLF). Specifically, we asked
whether TMS on the SPL affected the performance of retro cues vs. post-cues to a similar extent. The
results showed that TMS on the SPL, mediated by right SLF-III integrity, produced a modulation of
the retro-cue benefit, namely a memory capacity decrease in the post-cues but not in the retro-cues.
These findings have strong implications for the debate on the existence of independent stages of
visual short-term memory and for the growing literature showing a key role of the SLF for explaining
the variability of TMS effects across participants.

Keywords: visual short-term memory; superior parietal lobe (SPL); superior longitudinal fasciculus
(SLF); transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS); spatial attention

1. Introduction

Classical theories of visual short-term memory (VSTM) usually distinguish between
two main systems: working memory, which is a low-capacity but durable memory system
that lasts seconds to minutes and is robust enough to prevent visual interference, [1] and
visual sensory memory, better known as iconic memory, which is a highly detailed but
brief memory system that lasts around 500 ms and is not resistant to visual masking [2,3].

In typical visual working memory (WM) paradigms, such as change detection tasks [1],
participants are presented with a memory array of visual items. After a retention interval,
a test array is presented, and participants are asked to determine whether one of the items
has changed or not. Working memory capacity in these conditions typically does not
surpass the limit of 3–4 items. However, previous studies have shown that task execution
significantly improves when a cue indicates which one of the memory items will be probed
in the test display during the retention interval [4,5]. Given that this type of cue is presented
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after the memory array has disappeared, its effect is retrospective, and for this reason, it is
usually called a retro-cue.

One of the interpretations of the so-called retro-cue benefit is that it results from
a fragile but large-capacity visual short-term memory store (i.e., fragile memory (FM)),
which would be an intermediate system between the iconic and visual working memory
(WM) [5–7]. More specifically, the multiple store theory [6,7] hypothesizes that the lower
task performance in change detection paradigms in the absence of retro-cue trials (i.e.,
when the memory probe is presented simultaneously or right after the test array in the
so-called post-cue trials) [7] reflects the visual WM. This can be defined as a durable and
robust but low-capacity storage system whose content would represent the information that
has resisted the visual masking produced by the test display via endogenous attentional
mechanisms [8]. On the other hand, performance in the retro-cue trials would gauge a
high-capacity short-term memory system that stores the existing visual representations
before the masking produced by the test array, and it is therefore fragile against visual
interference. FM, which is considered a sensory memory store [9], would have a lower—but
still high—capacity than iconic memory but a longer duration (up to 4 s), and it would be
resistant to light masks [6].

The multiple store theory postulates a differential impact of the attention selection
mechanisms in the two memory stores. More specifically, this theory proposes that FM
traces are formed without the need for selective attention, while visual WM traces actually
depend on selective attention to be created. Retro-cues would be just a tool to report, but
not to build, the fragile memory representations. This assumption has been defended
by Vandenbroucke et al. [7], who manipulated the availability of attentional resources
during the encoding phase of a change detection task by either increasing the temporal
uncertainty about the moment in which the memory array would be presented or by re-
quiring participants to simultaneously perform another task. They showed that attentional
diversion at encoding produced more costs in the post-cue trials, which were supposed
to measure WM, than in the retro-cue trials, which were supposed to assess FM, wherein
performance was slightly but reliably affected. These results were interpreted as an index
of a structural dissociation between WM, whose content would be actively maintained by
selective spatial attention through the recurrent activation of the visual and frontoparietal
regions [10–12], and FM, wherein visual icons would be maintained in visual cortical area
V4 [13] independent of the attentional focus.

Even though the multiple store theory conceptualizes retro- and post-cue trials as
two different tools to gauge two independent memory systems—the formation of which
is considered independent of and dependent on attentional processes, respectively—this
dissociation is not unanimously accepted. Many studies (e.g., see Souza and Oberauer [14]
for a review) have, in fact, extensively considered subtraction between retro and post-cue
trials (i.e., the retro-cue benefit) as a way to investigate how focusing attention retrospec-
tively affects WM representations, thus not considering retro-cues as a proxy to prove
the existence of FM as an independent memory system free of attention [15]. Souza and
Oberauer [14] suggested that retro-cues simply enhance the allocation of attention to VSTM
representations, thus strengthening and stabilizing individual items against perceptual
interference. Moreover, despite the multiple store theory supporting the hypothesis that
retro-cues protect memory representations from perceptual interference, according to Souza
and Oberauer [14], it is possible to assume a single WM system wherein representations can
be stored with a different degree of robustness, and focusing attention on them increases
their robustness.

While the existence of FM as an independent and attention-free memory system is
under debate [16–19], the intimate interplay between selective attention and visual WM has
been largely demonstrated by a huge number of studies [20,21]. As suggested by several
authors [22–24], the neural substratum supporting this interaction might correspond to
the dorsal frontoparietal attention network [25], whose main role would be to trigger and
sustain endogenous control of attention signals over time in order to bias the processing of
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task-relevant stimulus features and locations along the sensory cortex on the basis of the
current task’s goals [26].

Crucially, involvement of the dorsal frontoparietal attention network has been con-
sistently observed during WM tasks [12,23], thus strengthening the idea that attention
and WM share a common substrate [22–24,27–29]. The dorsal frontoparietal attentional
network bilaterally involves the superior parietal lobule (SPL), the intraparietal sulcus
(IPS) and the frontal eye fields (FEFs) [26,30]. Moreover, white matter connectivity stud-
ies [31–33] highlighted the role of the superior longitudinal fasciculus (SLF) as the most
important white matter tract connecting the above-mentioned parietal and frontal atten-
tional areas [31]. Importantly, the integrity of the SLF—particularly the first and the third
branches (SLF-I and SLF-III)—has been reliably associated with the efficiency of attentional
orienting, both in healthy participants and brain-damaged patients [34–36]. Moreover,
previous transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) experiments have also shown that the
integrity of the SLF represents an important factor to attenuate the temporal modulation
produced by the TMS on the activity of the attentional regions [37–40], with larger TMS
effects on participants with lower integrities of the SLF.

Aims of the Present Study

In the present study, we aimed to investigate through a causal approach the role of
selective spatial attention in visual short-term memory with vs. without retrospective
prioritization. More specifically, we asked whether and how endogenous top-down spatial
attention might dissociate the performance in retro-cue trials (hypothetically gauging FM)
from the performance in post-cue trials (hypothetically gauging WM). We applied online
TMS to the right SPL to interfere with attentional orienting while measuring participants’
memory capacities in a change detection task with retro-cue vs. post-cue trials. TMS pulses
were applied online, either to the right SPL or to an active control site (the vertex). The right
SPL was selected, as this area has consistently been involved in the endogenous control
of attentional orienting toward both external (perceptual) and internal (WM) objects [11].
Previous TMS studies have also shown that repetitive TMS (rTMS) over the right posterior
parietal cortex (PPC), including the SPL, interferes with visuo-spatial WM, whereas rTMS
over the left PPC does not [41–43].

To specifically understand how and whether the temporal modulation of the atten-
tional function produced by SPL stimulation affects the encoding or maintenance phases,
TMS pulses were delivered either before or after the memory array presentation (see
magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) and TMS protocol and Figure 1B). Since previous
studies have shown strong influence by the SLF on the modulation of visual attention and
WM [44–47], as well as over the impact of TMS on affecting performance in attentional
tasks [37–40], the integrity of the right SLF was included in the data analysis as a likely
modulator of the observed results.

We hypothesized that if FM traces were formed and maintained independently of
focal attention, then the disruption of the activity of the right SPL should only affect the
memory content in the post-cue trials, when endogenous attention—at encoding and
maintenance—is supposed to be necessary to protect the memory traces from interference,
leaving the performance unaffected in the retro-cue trials. Furthermore, TMS modulation
of the right SPL attentional function is specifically expected from participants with reduced
integrity of the right SLF (either in right SLF-III, SLF-I or in both), who should be more
prone to TMS effects. Data will be analyzed and discussed, taking into account both the
multiple store theory approach [7] by comparing retro vs. post-cues and the theory of the
single WM store [14] by analyzing the modulation of the retro-cue benefit (the difference
between retro-cue and post-cue trials).
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Figure 1. A) Sequence of the events in a given trial. The black and gray boxes represent retro-cue and post-cue trials, 
respectively. B) Transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) protocol: a burst of four TMS pulses at 8 Hz, administered either 
during the encoding phase or during the maintenance phase. C) TMS sites: vertex (left panel) and right superior parietal 
lobe (SPL) (right panel). 
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Figure 1. (A) Sequence of the events in a given trial. The black and gray boxes represent retro-cue and post-cue trials,
respectively. (B) Transcranial magnetic stimulation (TMS) protocol: a burst of four TMS pulses at 8 Hz, administered either
during the encoding phase or during the maintenance phase. (C) TMS sites: vertex (left panel) and right superior parietal
lobe (SPL) (right panel).

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Participants

A total of 17 right-handed, healthy volunteers (8 women, with a mean age of 25.5 years,
SD = 4.3 years) took part in the study. The sample size was established on the basis of the
previous literature, employing a similar sample size and obtaining reliable effects [6,7,19,48]
and power analysis, performed with the G*Power 3.1.9.2 program [48] on the data from a
behavioral pilot study conducted with 16 participants, which showed that with an alpha
level = 0.05 and a beta level = 0.8, a minimum of 11 participants was needed to obtain
a large effect size. All participants did not know the aim of the study, which lasted for
approximately 60 min. They had normal or corrected-to-normal visual acuity, normal color
discrimination and no history of head injuries or neurological or psychiatric problems. All
participants were tested before the experimental session for TMS and magnetic resonance
imaging (MRI) exclusion criteria [49]. Participants signed an informed consent form to
participate for monetary compensation (10 euros/hour). They were informed that they
were free to abandon the experiment whenever they wanted without being penalized.
Data from two participants were excluded from the analyses due to technical problems in
MRI data acquisition, leading to a final sample of 15 participants (6 women, mean age of
25.5 years, SD = 4.5 years). The experiment was conducted following the ethical guidelines
of the University of Granada and in accordance with the ethical standards of the 1964
Declaration of Helsinki (last update: Seoul, 2008) as part of a research project approved by
the University of Granada Ethical Committee (536/CEIH/2018).

2.2. Apparatus and Stimuli

The experiment was run on a computer with a 1 GHz Pentium III processor. The
stimuli were presented and the data were acquired by E-prime software [50]. The stimuli
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appeared on a light gray background on a 19-inch color VGA monitor (Benq T903, 19” wide,
1280 × 1024, 60 Hz). The distance between the video monitor and the head of the participant
was approximately 80 cm. A 0.61◦ × 0.61◦ fixation cross was continuously displayed at
the center of the screen. The memory and test arrays consisted of six 0.93◦ × 0.93◦ letters
presented inside 1.2◦ × 1.2◦ placeholders (see Figure 1). The placeholders consisted of
squares evenly spaced around an imaginary circle, centered at fixation with a radius
of approximately 3◦. The letters were uppercase and were randomly picked from the
BCDFGHJKLNPQRSTVZ set (i.e., all the consonants of the Spanish alphabet except M, Ñ
and W, which were not used in order to avoid possible confusion between similar letters).
The retro-cue and the post-cue were black lines (0.06◦ × 1.6◦) that pointed from the central
fixation to one of the six possible placeholders.

2.3. Behavioral Procedure

The behavioral procedure (see Figure 1) was similar to the one used in Botta et al. [16].
Participants were seated on a comfort TMS robot’s armchair (http://www.axilumrobotics.
com/en/, accessed on 30 June 2019) and asked to maintain their gaze on the central cross
during all of the trial. At the beginning of each trial, six placeholders and a central red
fixation cross that turned black after 500 ms were presented. After 1000 ms, the six letters
constituting the memory array were then presented for 250 ms within the placeholders.
The participants were required to remember as many letters as possible. We tested the
participants’ memory for letters instead of line orientations to minimize the grouping
or chunking effects [15], increase the task’s difficulty [6] and consequently decrease the
likelihood of ceiling effects. After the offset of the memory display, a blank retention
display was presented for 800 ms. Up to this time point, there were no differences between
conditions. Then, for the retro-cue trials, a 250 ms and 100% predictive spatial cue indicating
the location of the potentially changing item was presented. After another blank display
with 800 ms of delay, the test array, including the spatial (post) cue, was presented for
5000 ms or until a response was given. For the post-cue trials, no retro-cue was presented,
but rather a 250 ms blank display. Then, for these trials, only the second spatial cue (i.e., the
post-cue) was presented, along with the test array. Therefore, the retro-cue and post-cue
trials only differed in the presentation of the retro-cue 800 ms after the memory array offset.
The participants had to press with their left hand one of two keys located on the left side
of the keyboard in order to report whether or not the letter indicated by the retro-cue or
by the post-cue matched the letter presented at the corresponding location in the memory
array. The probed letter changed in 50% of the trials. After each response, participants
were required to use the mouse with their right hand to establish the degree of confidence
about their objective response: (1) not confident, (2) slightly confident, (3) quite confident,
and (4) very confident.

Since previous research suggested that training participants to use a retro-cue was
necessary to guarantee a proper measure of fragile memory [19], participants received a
training session before the experiment. Specifically, prior to the start of the training session,
participants performed 2 blocks of 12 practice trials. In the first block, the memory array was
presented for 1000 ms, and participants received visual feedback on their response accuracy.
If necessary, the first practice block was repeated until participants fully understood how
to perform the task. In the second practice block, participants were presented with trials
identical to the training trials. The training session consisted of 2 blocks of 60 trials. The
experiment was then performed in a separate session right after training and consisted of
384 trials (48 trials for each combination of cue type (retro-cue vs. post-cue), stimulation
site (right SPL vs. vertex) and stimulation time window (encoding vs. maintenance)).

2.4. MRI and TMS Protocol

Structural T1-weighted anatomical magnetic resonance (MR) scans of all participants
were acquired at the Mind, Brain and Behavior Research Center (CIMCYC) at the University of
Granada. We used a 3-T Siemens magnetization-prepared rapid gradient echo (flip angle = 7,
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repetition time (RT) = 2530 ms, echo time (TE) = 3.5 ms, slice thickness = 1 mm, and field of
view (FOV) = 256 mm). Prior to the TMS experimental session, we determined the hotspot
for the first dorsal interosseous (FDI), defined as the optimum site over the primary motor
cortex (M1) which evoked the highest contralateral motor evoked potentials (MEPs) in the
relaxed FDI. Afterward, we calculated the individual resting motor threshold (rMT), which
was the minimum stimulus intensity eliciting MEPs >50 µV in five out of ten consecutive
trials [51–53]. Electromyography (EMG) and MEPs were recorded from the left FDI using
snap surface electrodes (Natus Neurology, Middleton, WI, United States). Focal TMS over
the right M1 was performed with a 70 mm TMS figure-of-eight, connected to a biphasic
stimulator (Super Rapid 2, Magstim 2002, Whitland, UK) and tangentially located on the
scalp at an angle of approximately 45◦ from the midline [54].

In each trial, we applied a burst of four TMS pulses at 8 Hz either during the encoding
phase (250 ms and 125 ms before the memory array, simultaneous with the onset of the
memory array (0 ms), and 125 ms after the onset of the memory array) or during the
maintenance phase at 0, 125, 250 and 375 ms after the onset of the first blank retention
interval (see Figure 1). This protocol was similar to others previously used with similar
stimulation parameters [55,56], allowing us to cover a long temporal range either during
(and linked to) encoding or maintenance and keeping well within the published safety
limits for TMS [49]. During the experiment, we stimulated each participant at 120% of her
or his rMT (mean intensity = 67% of the maximum stimulator output (MSO) in the total
sample (SD = 8.3)).

The scalp coordinates of the stimulation sites were localized by using the native space
of each participant’s T1-weighted anatomical MRI scans. The TMS coil was controlled by a
robotic arm (TMS Robot, Axilum Robotics, http://www.axilumrobotics.com/en/, accessed
on 30 June 2019) and a TMS neuronavigation system (Brainsight, Rogue Systems, Montreal,
QC, Canada), which allowed us to estimate and track in real time the relative position,
orientation and tilting of the coil on the sectional and 3D reconstructions of the participants’
MRIs with a precision of 5 mm. The TMS robot warranted the precise stimulation of
the selected brain regions (the right SPL and the vertex) by automatically readjusting the
position of the coil if a movement larger than 5 mm was detected.

The selected TMS stimulation site (see Figure 1) corresponded to MNI coordinates of
x = 16, y = −63 and z = 47 (right superior parietal gyrus and lobe and right SPL [57]). The
control stimulation site was the vertex (MNI coordinates of x = 0, y = −34 and z = 78 [58]),
which was not expected to induce any specific behavioral effects based on previous re-
ports [59–62]. The right SPL and the vertex were stimulated in two sequential blocks, the
order being counterbalanced across participants.

2.5. Diffusion Tensor Imaging (DTI) Analysis

DTI analyses were performed following the previously reported procedure (see Sup-
plementary Methods in Thiebaut de Schotten et al. [31]). A total of 70 near-axial slices
were acquired using a sequence of white matter fully optimized for DTI (based on spher-
ical deconvolution [63]), providing isotropic (2 × 2 × 2 mm3) resolution and coverage
of the whole head with a posterior–anterior phase of acquisition (echo time = 88 ms and
repetition time = 8400 ms). At each slice location, 6 images were acquired with no dif-
fusion gradient applied and 60 diffusion-weighted images, in which gradient directions
were uniformly distributed in space. The diffusion weighting was equal to a b-value
of 1500 s/mm2. In each slice, diffusion-weighted data were simultaneously registered
and corrected for motion and geometrical distortion, adjusting the gradient accordingly
(ExploreDTI: http://www.exploredti.com, accessed on 30 June 2019). Then, individual
dissections of the tracts were carried out with TrackVis software (http://www.trackvis.org,
accessed on 30 June 2019). Both branches (SLF-I and SLF-III) were isolated using a multiple
region of interest (ROI) approach. Parietal and frontal ROIs (superior frontal region) and
parietal and frontal ROIs (inferior frontal gyri) were delineated around the white matter
for both the SLF-I and the SLF-III, respectively. A no-part ROI in the temporal white matter
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was also used to exclude streamlines of the arcuate fasciculus projecting to the temporal
lobe [31,64]. Finally, the index employed as a surrogate for tract microstructural organiza-
tion (i.e., mean hindrance modulated orientational anisotropy (HMOA) [63]) was extracted
from each dissected tract (SLF-I and SLF-III) for both the right and left hemisphere. It
should be noted that the left SLF-I and SLF-III were used as controls for the right SLF’s
specificity. The mean HMOA is defined as the absolute amplitude of each lobe of the fiber
orientation distribution and is considered highly sensitive to the axonal myelination, fiber
diameter and axonal density [63].

2.6. Design and Data Analysis

The behavioral performance was analyzed by calculating the memory capacity K
index of each participant by using Cowan’s K formula [65]: K = [(% hits on change trials −
chance) + (% correct rejections on no-change trials − chance) × current set size. A powerful
aspect of the K index is related to the intrinsic correction for guessing, different from the
percentages of response accuracy [8]. Data points two standard deviations (SDs) below
or above the mean value of each possible combination of cue type, stimulation site and
stimulation time window were considered outliers (5% of trials overall) and replaced by
values thresholded at ± 2 SDs to the mean value of that combination [66]). This procedure
allowed us to avoid our results being biased by extreme (i.e., outlier) values [67].

All statistical analyses were conducted by using linear mixed effect models (LMMs),
which constitute a statistically powerful method that takes into account both fixed factors
(the variables of interest) and random effects (variation that is not explained by the variables
of interest). In particular, one of the advantages of the linear mixed model is that it resolves
the issue of independence among repeated measures by controlling for individual variation
among the participants [68]. In other words, LMMs not only estimate the main effects and
interactions between fixed effect parameters (i.e., the ones that are manipulated, as is done
by traditional ANOVAs), but also estimate and simultaneously control for the variance and
covariance components of random effects caused by inter-participant variability.

Thus, we constructed linear mixed models using the lmer function of the lme4 R
package, version 1.1–21 [69], with participants as the random factor and the cue type (retro-
cue vs. post-cue), stimulation site (right SPL vs. vertex) and stimulation time window
(encoding vs. maintenance) as the fixed factors. To assess the contribution of the integrity
of the right SLF, the HMOA index of both the right and left SLF-III and SLF-I were also
included as fixed factors in two different models for both memory capacity and confidence
ratings, considering the left HMOA indexes as a control for the expected right SLF-specific
modulations. More specifically, the fixed full structure of each model was composed of two
four-way interactions (cue-type × stimulation side × stimulation time window × right
SLF + cue-type × stimulation side × stimulation time window × left SLF).

To determine the best structure for the random and fixed components, we followed a
well-known procedure [70]. Specifically, as a first step, for keeping the full fixed structure,
we searched for the best random structure using restricted maximum likelihood (REML).
Second, for keeping the established random structure, we searched for the best fixed
structure using backward stepwise model comparison from the four-way interaction model
to the main effect model. We selected the model with lower Bayesian information criteria
(BIC) and significant χ2 tests for the log likelihood, using the maximum likelihood. The p
values of the significant fixed effects were provided by the ANOVA function of the lmerTest
R package, version 3.1–0 [71], using the REML. To follow up on four-way interactions, we
divided the data into subsets according to the levels of the stimulation time window, while
for three-way interactions, data were divided into subsets depending on the stimulation
site. To qualify two-way interactions, we ran pairwise Bonferroni-corrected comparisons
with the test interactions function of the phia R package [72]. Because our predictions
were mainly related to the cue type (retro-cue vs. post-cue) and stimulation site (right SPL
vs. vertex), for the sake of clarity, here we report and discuss only significant interactions
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involving at least these two factors. For a complete overview of the results, see the online
supplementary material (Tables S1–S4).

3. Results
3.1. Retro-Cue vs. Post-Cue Analysis

The analysis of the memory capacity showed a final model with significant four-way
interaction between the cue type, stimulation site, stimulation time window and right
SLF-III integrity (i.e., HMOA index) (F1,90 = 7.10, p = 0.009, η2

p = 0.072). To follow up
on this four-way interaction, we first split the data by the stimulation time window. As
can be observed in Figure 2, the three-way interaction between the cue type, stimulation
site and right SLF-III integrity was not significant when the stimulation was applied at
the maintenance phase (F1,38 = 0.06, p = 0.80, η2

p = 0.002) (Figure 2A, lower panels). In
contrast, a highly significant three-way interaction was observed when the TMS was ap-
plied at the encoding phase (F1,38 = 12.6, p = 0.001, η2

p = 0.23) (Figure 2A, upper panels).
Once more, to examine the significant three-way interaction, we divided the analysis by
stimulation site. The analysis performed revealed a significant interaction between the
cue type and the right SLF-III integrity when the right SPL was stimulated (F1,12 = 10.3,
p = 0.007, η2

p = 0.39) (Figure 2A, upper right panel), but not when the vertex was stimu-
lated (F1,12 = 0.57, p = 0.43, η2

p = 0.032) (see Figure 2A, upper left panel). Further models
indicated that these interactions were not significantly affected by the order in which the
right SPL and the vertex were stimulated, all ps > 0.1. Post-hoc analysis revealed that
when the right SPL was stimulated, the memory capacity in the post-cue trials decreased
as a function of the reduced right SLF-III integrity (p = 0.018), while performance in the
retro-cue trials remained unaffected (p = 0.56). It should be noted that the analysis did
not show any association with the right SLF-I. Figure 2C represents the virtual in vivo
dissection of the right SLF III using deterministic tractography. It is important to note that
the sensitivity analysis demonstrated that when considering α = 0.05 and 1 − β = 0.80, the
critical F for the highest interaction model with a numerator df of 1 and a denominator df
of 90 was F = 3.94, which is indeed smaller than the one observed here for the four-way
interaction between the cue type, stimulation site, stimulation time window and right
SLF-III integrity (F1,90 = 7.10).

3.2. Retro-Cue Benefit Analysis

The analysis of the retro-cue benefit, calculated as the difference between the retro-
cue trials and the post-cue trials, showed a significant three-way interaction between
the stimulation site, stimulation time window and right SLF-III integrity (F1,39 = 9.1,
p = 0.004, η2

p = 0.11). To follow up on this three-way interaction, we split the data by the
stimulation time window. The analysis showed that the interaction between the stimulation
site and the right SLF-III integrity was not significant when the stimulation was applied
at the maintenance phase (F1,13 = 0.06, p = 0.80, η2

p = 0.002). A significant interaction
between the stimulation site and the right SLF-III integrity was instead found when TMS
was applied during the encoding phase (F1,26 = 12.6, p = 0.001, η2

p = 0.32). Bonferroni-
corrected comparisons showed that vertex stimulation during encoding did not produce
any modulation of the retro-cue benefit, depending on the right SLF-III integrity (p = 0.1),
while SPL stimulation significantly increased the retro-cue benefits of those participants
with lower right SLF-III integrities (p = 0.004) (Figure 2B). This result is interesting because
it seems to paradoxically indicate that TMS produced an increase in retro-cue benefits when
the integrity of the right SLF-III decreased. However, on the basis of the analysis performed
in the previous section, it is important to highlight that this effect was mostly due to the
TMS-driven decrease of the capacity in the post-cue trials, rather than an increase of the
capacity in the retro-cue condition.
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4. Discussion

In the present study, we used a causal approach to investigate whether and how
endogenous top-down spatial attention might dissociate performance in retro-cue trials
(supposedly gauging FM) from performance in post-cue trials (supposedly gauging WM).
With this aim, while participants performed a change detection task measuring both types
of short-term memories, we disrupted their attention with online TMS, applied to the right
SPL (in comparison with a control area) during both the encoding and maintenance phases.
We found that applying TMS over the right SPL during the encoding phase caused a
decrease of the memory capacity in the post-cue condition, especially for those participants
with lower right SLF-III integrities, while memory capacity in the retro-cue trials was
unaffected. These findings are in good agreement with the previous literature showing
that TMS effects are dramatically modulated by interindividual variability in white matter
connectivity [32,37–40,73]. The HMOA index, used here to measure the integrity, has been
shown to be strongly sensitive to the axonal density, myelination and diameter of the
fibers [63], which are critical factors for the conduction speed across white matter tracts.
Moreover, previous findings have also found that interindividual variability in performance
can be related to the white matter characteristics underlying attentional networks [74,75].
In light of the above and related evidence [37–40], we consider that memory capacity in
post-cue trials is protected against TMS stimulation in those participants with higher right
SLF-III integrities, while participants with lower right SLF-III integrities are more strongly
affected by TMS stimulation [37,38,73]. Note that we did not find any association with the
right SLF-I. Given that the coordinate used for stimulating SPL seemed to also be part of
the posterior intraparietal sulcus (right posterior IPS and SLP [57]), we speculate that the
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stimulation of this specific coordinate could have been mainly affected by the integrity of
the SLF-III rather than the SLF-I.

In general, the present findings fit well with the multiple store theory [6], which
proposes that retro-cueing is a way to assess a fragile short-term memory system separated
from WM. More specifically, according to this theoretical model, fragile memory would
be a sensory memory system subserved by the recurrent activity of the visual regions,
particularly V4 [13], and unlike WM, it would be mostly independent of attention [7,9,19].
Consistent with this view, TMS modulation over the right SPL—one of the core nodes
of the dorsal frontoparietal dorsal attentional network [25]—only affected the memory
capacity in the post-cue trials (supposedly gauging WM), leaving the memory capacity in
the retro-cue trials unaltered. Moreover, this effect depended on the right SLF-III integrity—
the tract connecting the parietal lobe with the ventral premotor, ventral prefrontal and
dorsolateral prefrontal cortex [47]—in agreement with theories highlighting the importance
of the frontoparietal connections for conscious access of information in WM via attentional
modulations [10,76].

However, if the results are observed from a different perspective by looking at the
individual differences between the retro-cue and post-cue trials (the retro-cue benefit),
another explanation that does not necessarily imply the existence of fragile memory as
a system independent from spatial attention and WM is possible. As was previously
mentioned, TMS over the right SPL led to a decrease in memory capacity in the post-cue
condition associated with the right SLF-III integrity, along with an increase of the retro-cue
benefit. Thus, a possible alternative interpretation of this result is that the reduction of the
memory capacity in the post-cue trials produced by TMS stimulation during encoding was
compensated by the action of the retro-cues. Previous research has indeed suggested that
retro-cues boost the accessibility of short-term memory representations to levels higher
than those acquired after encoding [14] by at least four hypothetical mechanisms which are
under debate and not mutually exclusive: (1) freeing short-term memory capacity by re-
moving irrelevant information (all the uncued items [77–80]); (2) strengthening the memory
trace of the retro-cued item by improving the binding with its context [11,81–83]; (3) al-
lowing retrieval to start ahead of testing, thus increasing the time for the accumulation of
evidence in short-term memory before a response decision in comparison with the post-cue
condition [84]; and (4) by protecting the retro-cued item from visual interference [6,85,86].
From this point of view, the retro-cue would prompt a series of processes that increase
the likelihood of information being transferred into WM, rather than as a tool gauging an
independent visual short-term memory system.

It could be speculated that post-cue trial performance likely depends on the initial
distribution of the attentional resources at the encoding phase. Since the participants
did not know which item would be probed until the presentation of the test array in the
post-cue trials, attention in this condition should not be focused on any specific location
but distributed rather homogeneously across the different placeholders. The previous
literature has suggested that the attentional weight associated with memory array items
and generated by spatial selection criteria are computed in the PPC [28,85–87]. Therefore,
one possible interpretation of the present data is that modulation over the right SPL led to
a general reduction of the attentional weights pre-assigned to each item location during
encoding, thus decreasing their accessibility to consciousness and, consequently, their
reportability. Since TMS was administered before the retro-cue presentation, and since
the retro-cue and post-cue trials were identical up to that point, the alteration of the
attentional function exerted by the right SPL during encoding must have been similar in
both conditions. For this reason, it is plausible that the reduction of attentional resources
during encoding produced by the stimulation was compensated by the action of the retro-
cue, which could have boosted up and resurrected the cued item. This interpretation is
consistent with previous studies showing that retro-cues could bring to consciousness
sub-threshold targets which would otherwise have gone unperceived [88]. Coherently, the
beneficial effect of the retro-cue was particularly strong in those participants who, due to a
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lower right SLF integrity, were more susceptible to being affected by TMS stimulation, and
they were particularly weak in those participants in which a higher right SLF-III integrity
could provide stronger protection from the temporal alteration of the right SPL.

Finally, the present findings show no TMS effect when the SPL was stimulated at the
maintenance phase. Apparently, this result is in contrast with the attentional rehearsal
theory [20], which suggests that the active maintenance of visuospatial information is
accomplished by means of focal shifts of spatial attention toward memorized locations.
However, it is possible that more frontal areas, such as the FEFs, are involved in rehearsal
mechanisms during the maintenance phase, with the SPL activity being more related to
the generation of endogenous attentional signals during the encoding phase. Consistent
with this, it was suggested in Postle et al. [89] that even though the SPL is involved with
attention-based rehearsal circuits, the source of the rehearsal mechanism could likely be
located in more frontal areas, such as the FEFs and the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex
(DLPFC). This fits well with previous data showing that TMS stimulation over the DLPFC
during the maintenance phase produced a significant reduction in memory capacity in the
post-cue trials but not in the retro-cue trials [8]. Future studies should more directly test this
hypothesis by comparing the stimulation of the SPL and frontal regions (FEFs or DLPFC)
during memory encoding and maintenance. Moreover, ad-hoc paradigms should be used
to determine the causal relationship between retro-cueing mechanisms, such as short-term
memory capacity freeing, memory trace strengthening, retrieval anticipation and protection
from visual interference, and specific regions along the frontoparietal networks.

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, by a causal approach with TMS we have shown that online SPL stimu-
lation during encoding reduced the memory capacity in post-cue trials depending on the
right SLF-III integrity: the more reduced the right SLF-III integrity, the more decreased the
memory capacity in post-cue trials, leaving the performance in retro-cue trials unaffected.
This pattern of results further demonstrated that the memory benefit of retrospectively
attending to internal representations of previously observed stimuli (the retro-cue bene-
fit) can be altered by TMS over the right SPL at encoding, depending on the individual
structural characteristics of long-range white matter connections. No modulations were
observed when SPL was stimulated during memory maintenance, thus suggesting that the
attention role of SPL is more related to the encoding phase. The present findings provide
new information for the better comprehension of the interplay between spatial attention
and VSTM, suggesting an important role of SPL during encoding and highlighting the
necessity of considering individual differences in the structural characteristics of the white
matter connections.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/2076-3
425/11/2/252/s1. Table S1: Model 1. Type III Analysis of Variance Table with Satterthwaite’s
method of the final model found on memory capacity (K) and with the HMOA (hindrance mod-
ulated orientational anisotropy) index of both the right and left SLF-III as fixed factors, Table S2:
Model 2. Type III Analysis of Variance Table with Satterthwaite’s method of the final model found on
confidence ratings and with the HMOA (hindrance modulated orientational anisotropy) index of
both the right and left SLF-III as fixed factors, Table S3: Model 3. Type III Analysis of Variance Table
with Satterthwaite’s method of the final model found on memory capacity (K) and with the HMOA
(hindrance modulated orientational anisotropy) index of both the right and left SLF-I as fixed factors,
Table S4: Model 4. Type III Analysis of Variance Table with Satterthwaite’s method of the final model
found on confidence ratings and with the HMOA (hindrance modulated orientational anisotropy)
index of both the right and left SLF-I as fixed factors.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, F.B., J.L., E.M.-A.; data curation, F.B. and E.M.-A.; formal
analysis, F.B.; funding acquisition, F.B.; investigation, J.L., V.S. and E.M.-A.; methodology, E.M.-A.;
resources, J.L.; supervision, J.L.; writing—original draft, F.B.; writing—review and editing, F.B., J.L.,
V.S. and E.M.-A. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

https://www.mdpi.com/2076-3425/11/2/252/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/2076-3425/11/2/252/s1


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 252 12 of 15

Funding: Funding was provided by the Spanish Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness and by
the European Regional Development Fund: PSI2015-73503-JIN.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The experiment was conducted in accordance with the
ethical guidelines laid down by the University of Granada, in accordance with the ethical standards
of the 1964 Declaration of Helsinki (last update: Seoul, 2008), as part of a research project approved
by the University of Granada Ethical Committee (536/CEIH/2018).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: Data available in a publicly accessible repository that does not issue
DOIs. Publicly available datasets were analyzed in this study. This data can be found here:
https://osf.io/3s5qd/.

Acknowledgments: F.B. was supported by the Spanish Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness
and by the European Regional Development Fund (research project PSI2015-73503-JIN). J.L. was
supported by the Spanish Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness (PSI2017-84926-P). E.M.-A. was
supported by a Juan de la Cierva postdoctoral fellowship from the Spanish Ministry of Economy,
Industry and Competitiveness (IJCI-2015-23204).

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Luck, S.J.; Vogel, E.K. The Capacity of Visual Working Memory for Features and Conjunctions. Nature 1997, 390, 279–281.

[CrossRef]
2. Averbach, E.; Coriell, A.S. Short-Term Memory in Vision. Bell Syst. Tech. J. 1961, 40, 309–328. [CrossRef]
3. Sperling, G. The Information Available in Brief Visual Presentations. Psychol. Monogr. Gen. Appl. 1960, 74, 1–29. [CrossRef]
4. Griffin, I.C.; Nobre, A.C. Orienting Attention to Locations in Internal Representations. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 2003, 15, 1176–1194.

[CrossRef]
5. Landman, R.; Spekreijse, H.; Lamme, V.A.F. Large Capacity Storage of Integrated Objects before Change Blindness. Vis. Res. 2003,

43, 149–164. [CrossRef]
6. Sligte, I.G.; Scholte, H.S.; Lamme, V.A.F. Are There Multiple Visual Short-Term Memory Stores? PLoS ONE 2008, 3, e1699.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
7. Vandenbroucke, A.R.E.; Sligte, I.G.; Lamme, V.A.F. Manipulations of Attention Dissociate Fragile Visual Short-Term Memory

from Visual Working Memory. Neuropsychologia 2011, 49, 1559–1568. [CrossRef]
8. Sligte, I.G.; Wokke, M.E.; Tesselaar, J.P.; Steven Scholte, H.; Lamme, V.A.F. Magnetic Stimulation of the Dorsolateral Prefrontal

Cortex Dissociates Fragile Visual Short-Term Memory from Visual Working Memory. Neuropsychologia 2011, 49, 1578–1588.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Vandenbroucke, A.R.E.; Sligte, I.G.; Barrett, A.B.; Seth, A.K.; Fahrenfort, J.J.; Lamme, V.A.F. Accurate Metacognition for Visual
Sensory Memory Representations. Psychol. Sci. 2014, 25, 861–873. [CrossRef]

10. Lamme, V.A.F. Why Visual Attention and Awareness Are Different. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2003, 7, 12–18. [CrossRef]
11. Lepsien, J.; Griffin, I.C.; Devlin, J.T.; Nobre, A.C. Directing Spatial Attention in Mental Representations: Interactions between

Attentional Orienting and Working-Memory Load. Neuroimage 2005, 26, 733–743. [CrossRef]
12. Pessoa, L.; Gutierrez, E.; Bandettini, P.A.; Ungerleider, L.G. Neural Correlates of Visual Working Memory: FMRI Amplitude

Predicts Task Performance. Neuron 2002, 35, 975–987. [CrossRef]
13. Sligte, I.G.; Scholte, H.S.; Lamme, V.A.F. V4 Activity Predicts the Strength of Visual Short-Term Memory Representations. J.

Neurosci. 2009, 29, 7432–7438. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. Souza, A.S.; Oberauer, K. In Search of the Focus of Attention in Working Memory: 13 Years of the Retro-Cue Effect. Atten. Percept.

Psychophys. 2016, 78, 1839–1860. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Makovski, T. Are Multiple Visual Short-Term Memory Storages Necessary to Explain the Retro-Cue Effect? Psychon. Bull. Rev.

2012, 19, 470–476. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
16. Botta, F.; Martín-Arévalo, E.; Lupiáñez, J.; Bartolomeo, P. Does Spatial Attention Modulate Sensory Memory? PLoS ONE 2019,

14, e0219504. [CrossRef]
17. Mack, A.; Erol, M.; Clarke, J. Iconic Memory Is Not a Case of Attention-Free Awareness. Conscious. Cogn. 2015, 33, 291–299.

[CrossRef]
18. Mack, A.; Erol, M.; Clarke, J.; Bert, J. No Iconic Memory without Attention. Conscious. Cogn. 2016, 40, 1–8. [CrossRef]
19. Pinto, Y.; Vandenbroucke, A.R.; Otten, M.; Sligte, I.G.; Seth, A.K.; Lamme, V.A.F. Conscious Visual Memory with Minimal

Attention. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 2017, 146, 214–226. [CrossRef]
20. Awh, E.; Jonides, J. Overlapping Mechanisms of Attention and Spatial Working Memory. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2001, 5, 119–126.

[CrossRef]
21. Awh, E.; Vogel, E.K.; Oh, S.-H. Interactions between Attention and Working Memory. Neuroscience 2006, 139, 201–208. [CrossRef]

https://osf.io/3s5qd/
https://osf.io/3s5qd/
http://doi.org/10.1038/36846
http://doi.org/10.1002/j.1538-7305.1961.tb03987.x
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0093759
http://doi.org/10.1162/089892903322598139
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0042-6989(02)00402-9
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0001699
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18301775
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.12.044
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.12.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21168424
http://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613516146
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(02)00013-X
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2005.02.026
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0896-6273(02)00817-6
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0784-09.2009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19515911
http://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-016-1108-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27098647
http://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-012-0235-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22415524
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0219504
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2014.12.016
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2015.12.006
http://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000255
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(00)01593-X
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2005.08.023


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 252 13 of 15

22. Hopfinger, J.B.; Woldorff, M.G.; Fletcher, E.M.; Mangun, G.R. Dissociating Top-down Attentional Control from Selective
Perception and Action. Neuropsychologia 2001, 39, 1277–1291. [CrossRef]

23. LaBar, K.S.; Gitelman, D.R.; Parrish, T.B.; Mesulam, M. Neuroanatomic Overlap of Working Memory and Spatial Attention
Networks: A Functional MRI Comparison within Subjects. Neuroimage 1999, 10, 695–704. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Nee, D.E.; Jonides, J. Common and Distinct Neural Correlates of Perceptual and Memorial Selection. Neuroimage 2009, 45, 963–975.
[CrossRef]

25. Corbetta, M.; Shulman, G.L. Control of Goal-Directed and Stimulus-Driven Attention in the Brain. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 2002, 3,
201–215. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Corbetta, M.; Patel, G.; Shulman, G.L. The Reorienting System of the Human Brain: From Environment to Theory of Mind.
Neuron 2008, 58, 306–324. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Naghavi, H.R.; Nyberg, L. Common Fronto-Parietal Activity in Attention, Memory, and Consciousness: Shared Demands on
Integration? Conscious. Cogn. 2005, 14, 390–425. [CrossRef]

28. Santangelo, V.; Di Francesco, S.A.; Mastroberardino, S.; Macaluso, E. Parietal Cortex Integrates Contextual and Saliency Signals
during the Encoding of Natural Scenes in Working Memory. Hum. Brain Mapp. 2015, 36, 5003–5017. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Santangelo, V.; Macaluso, E. The Contribution of Working Memory to Divided Attention. Hum. Brain Mapp. 2013, 34, 158–175.
[CrossRef]

30. Vossel, S.; Geng, J.J.; Fink, G.R. Dorsal and Ventral Attention Systems: Distinct Neural Circuits but Collaborative Roles.
Neuroscientist 2014, 20, 150–159. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Thiebaut de Schotten, M.; Dell’Acqua, F.; Forkel, S.J.; Simmons, A.; Vergani, F.; Murphy, D.G.M.; Catani, M. A Lateralized Brain
Network for Visuospatial Attention. Nat. Neurosci. 2011, 14, 1245–1246. [CrossRef]

32. Chica, A.B.; Thiebaut de Schotten, M.; Bartolomeo, P.; Paz-Alonso, P.M. White Matter Microstructure of Attentional Networks
Predicts Attention and Consciousness Functional Interactions. Brain Struct. Funct. 2018, 223, 653–668. [CrossRef]

33. Umarova, R.M.; Saur, D.; Schnell, S.; Kaller, C.P.; Vry, M.-S.; Glauche, V.; Rijntjes, M.; Hennig, J.; Kiselev, V.; Weiller, C. Structural
Connectivity for Visuospatial Attention: Significance of Ventral Pathways. Cereb. Cortex 2010, 20, 121–129. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Bourgeois, A.; Chica, A.B.; Migliaccio, R.; de Schotten, M.T.; Bartolomeo, P. Cortical Control of Inhibition of Return: Evidence
from Patients with Inferior Parietal Damage and Visual Neglect. Neuropsychologia 2012, 50, 800–809. [CrossRef]

35. Doricchi, F.; Thiebaut de Schotten, M.; Tomaiuolo, F.; Bartolomeo, P. White Matter (Dis) Connections and Gray Matter (Dys)
Functions in Visual Neglect: Gaining Insights into the Brain Networks of Spatial Awareness. Cortex 2008, 44, 983–995. [CrossRef]

36. Carretié, L.; Ríos, M.; Periáñez, J.A.; Kessel, D.; Álvarez-Linera, J. The Role of Low and High Spatial Frequencies in Exogenous
Attention to Biologically Salient Stimuli. PLoS ONE 2012, 7, e37082. [CrossRef]

37. Martín-Arévalo, E.; Lupiáñez, J.; Narganes-Pineda, C.; Marino, G.; Colás, I.; Chica, A.B. The Causal Role of the Left Parietal Lobe
in Facilitation and Inhibition of Return. Cortex 2019, 117, 311–322. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Martín-Signes, M.; Pérez-Serrano, C.; Chica, A.B. Causal Contributions of the SMA to Alertness and Consciousness Interactions.
Cereb. Cortex 2019, 29, 648–656. [CrossRef]

39. Quentin, R.; Chanes, L.; Migliaccio, R.; Valabrègue, R.; Valero-Cabré, A. Fronto-Tectal White Matter Connectivity Mediates
Facilitatory Effects of Non-Invasive Neurostimulation on Visual Detection. Neuroimage 2013, 82, 344–354. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. Quentin, R.; Elkin Frankston, S.; Vernet, M.; Toba, M.N.; Bartolomeo, P.; Chanes, L.; Valero-Cabré, A. Visual Contrast Sensitivity
Improvement by Right Frontal High-Beta Activity Is Mediated by Contrast Gain Mechanisms and Influenced by Fronto-Parietal
White Matter Microstructure. Cereb. Cortex 2016, 26, 2381–2390. [CrossRef]

41. Hong, K.S.; Lee, S.K.; Kim, J.Y.; Kim, K.K.; Nam, H. Visual Working Memory Revealed by Repetitive Transcranial Magnetic
Stimulation. J. Neurol. Sci. 2000, 181, 50–55. [CrossRef]

42. Kessels, R.P.; d’Alfonso, A.A.; Postma, A.; de Haan, E.H. Spatial Working Memory Performance after High-Frequency Repetitive
Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation of the Left and Right Posterior Parietal Cortex in Humans. Neurosci. Lett. 2000, 287, 68–70.
[CrossRef]

43. Prime, S.L.; Vesia, M.; Crawford, J.D. Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation over Posterior Parietal Cortex Disrupts Transsaccadic
Memory of Multiple Objects. J. Neurosci. 2008, 28, 6938–6949. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Kastner, S.; Ungerleider, L.G. Mechanisms of Visual Attention in the Human Cortex. Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 2000, 23, 315–341.
[CrossRef]

45. Cavada, C.; Goldman-Rakic, P.S. Posterior Parietal Cortex in Rhesus Monkey: I. Parcellation of Areas Based on Distinctive Limbic
and Sensory Corticocortical Connections. J. Comp. Neurol. 1989, 287, 393–421. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Cavada, C.; Goldman-Rakic, P.S. Posterior Parietal Cortex in Rhesus Monkey: II. Evidence for Segregated Corticocortical
Networks Linking Sensory and Limbic Areas with the Frontal Lobe. J. Comp. Neurol. 1989, 287, 422–445. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Schmahmann, J.D.; Pandya, D.N.; Wang, R.; Dai, G.; D’Arceuil, H.E.; de Crespigny, A.J.; Wedeen, V.J. Association Fibre Pathways
of the Brain: Parallel Observations from Diffusion Spectrum Imaging and Autoradiography. Brain 2007, 130, 630–653. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

48. Faul, F.; Erdfelder, E.; Buchner, A.; Lang, A.-G. Statistical Power Analyses Using G*Power 3.1: Tests for Correlation and Regression
Analyses. Behav. Res. Methods 2009, 41, 1149–1160. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/S0028-3932(01)00117-8
http://doi.org/10.1006/nimg.1999.0503
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10600415
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2009.01.005
http://doi.org/10.1038/nrn755
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11994752
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2008.04.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18466742
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2004.10.003
http://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22984
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26333392
http://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.21430
http://doi.org/10.1177/1073858413494269
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23835449
http://doi.org/10.1038/nn.2905
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00429-017-1511-2
http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhp086
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19406904
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2012.01.014
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2008.03.006
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0037082
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2019.04.025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31185374
http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhx346
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.05.083
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23707586
http://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhv060
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-510X(00)00412-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3940(00)01146-0
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0542-08.2008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18596168
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.neuro.23.1.315
http://doi.org/10.1002/cne.902870402
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2477405
http://doi.org/10.1002/cne.902870403
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2477406
http://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awl359
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17293361
http://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 252 14 of 15

49. Rossi, S.; Hallett, M.; Rossini, P.M.; Pascual-Leone, A. Safety of TMS Consensus Group Safety, Ethical Considerations, and
Application Guidelines for the Use of Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation in Clinical Practice and Research. Clin. Neurophysiol.
2009, 120, 2008–2039. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

50. Schneider, W.; Eschman, A.; Zuccolotto, A. E-Prime: User’s Guide. Reference Guide. Getting Started Guide; Psychology Software
Tools, Incorporated: Sharpsburg, PA, USA, 2002.

51. Chen, R.; Yung, D.; Li, J.-Y. Organization of Ipsilateral Excitatory and Inhibitory Pathways in the Human Motor Cortex. J.
Neurophysiol. 2003, 89, 1256–1264. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

52. Rossini, P.M.; Burke, D.; Chen, R.; Cohen, L.G.; Daskalakis, Z.; Di Iorio, R.; Di Lazzaro, V.; Ferreri, F.; Fitzgerald, P.B.; George,
M.S.; et al. Non-Invasive Electrical and Magnetic Stimulation of the Brain, Spinal Cord, Roots and Peripheral Nerves: Basic
Principles and Procedures for Routine Clinical and Research Application. An Updated Report from an I.F.C.N. Committee. Clin.
Neurophysiol. 2015, 126, 1071–1107. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

53. Triggs, W.J.; Calvanio, R.; Macdonell, R.A.; Cros, D.; Chiappa, K.H. Physiological Motor Asymmetry in Human Handedness:
Evidence from Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation. Brain Res. 1994, 636, 270–276. [CrossRef]

54. Di Lazzaro, V.; Restuccia, D.; Oliviero, A.; Profice, P.; Ferrara, L.; Insola, A.; Mazzone, P.; Tonali, P.; Rothwell, J.C. Magnetic
Transcranial Stimulation at Intensities below Active Motor Threshold Activates Intracortical Inhibitory Circuits. Exp. Brain Res.
1998, 119, 265–268. [CrossRef]

55. Köhler, S.; Paus, T.; Buckner, R.L.; Milner, B. Effects of Left Inferior Prefrontal Stimulation on Episodic Memory Formation: A
Two-Stage FMRI-RTMS Study. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 2004, 16, 178–188. [CrossRef]

56. Feredoes, E.; Tononi, G.; Postle, B.R. Direct Evidence for a Prefrontal Contribution to the Control of Proactive Interference in
Verbal Working Memory. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2006, 103, 19530–19534. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

57. Kincade, J.M.; Abrams, R.A.; Astafiev, S.V.; Shulman, G.L.; Corbetta, M. An Event-Related Functional Magnetic Resonance
Imaging Study of Voluntary and Stimulus-Driven Orienting of Attention. J. Neurosci. 2005, 25, 4593–4604. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

58. Heinen, K.; Ruff, C.C.; Bjoertomt, O.; Schenkluhn, B.; Bestmann, S.; Blankenburg, F.; Driver, J.; Chambers, C.D. Concurrent
TMS-FMRI Reveals Dynamic Interhemispheric Influences of the Right Parietal Cortex during Exogenously Cued Visuospatial
Attention. Eur. J. Neurosci. 2011, 33, 991–1000. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

59. Harris, I.M.; Benito, C.T.; Ruzzoli, M.; Miniussi, C. Effects of Right Parietal Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation on Object
Identification and Orientation Judgments. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 2008, 20, 916–926. [CrossRef]

60. Kalla, R.; Muggleton, N.G.; Cowey, A.; Walsh, V. Human Dorsolateral Prefrontal Cortex Is Involved in Visual Search for
Conjunctions but Not Features: A Theta TMS Study. Cortex 2009, 45, 1085–1090. [CrossRef]

61. Muggleton, N.G.; Cowey, A.; Walsh, V. The Role of the Angular Gyrus in Visual Conjunction Search Investigated Using Signal
Detection Analysis and Transcranial Magnetic Stimulation. Neuropsychologia 2008, 46, 2198–2202. [CrossRef]

62. Ortiz-Tudela, J.; Martín-Arévalo, E.; Chica, A.B.; Lupiáñez, J. Semantic Incongruity Attracts Attention at a Pre-Conscious Level:
Evidence from a TMS Study. Cortex 2018, 102, 96–106. [CrossRef]

63. Dell’Acqua, F.; Simmons, A.; Williams, S.C.R.; Catani, M. Can Spherical Deconvolution Provide More Information than Fiber
Orientations? Hindrance Modulated Orientational Anisotropy, a True-Tract Specific Index to Characterize White Matter Diffusion.
Hum. Brain Mapp. 2013, 34, 2464–2483. [CrossRef]

64. Rojkova, K.; Volle, E.; Urbanski, M.; Humbert, F.; Dell’Acqua, F.; Thiebaut de Schotten, M. Atlasing the Frontal Lobe Connections
and Their Variability due to Age and Education: A Spherical Deconvolution Tractography Study. Brain Struct. Funct. 2016, 221,
1751–1766. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Cowan, N. The Magical Number 4 in Short-Term Memory: A Reconsideration of Mental Storage Capacity. Behav. Brain Sci. 2001,
24, 87–114, discussion 114–185. [CrossRef]

66. Field, A. Discovering Statistics Using IBM SPSS Statistics; SAGE: Newbury Park, CA, USA, 2013; ISBN 1-4462-7458-6.
67. Miller, J. Reaction Time Analysis with Outlier Exclusion: Bias Varies with Sample Size. Q. J. Exp. Psychol. 1991, 43, 907–912.

[CrossRef]
68. Koerner, T.K.; Zhang, Y. Application of Linear Mixed-Effects Models in Human Neuroscience Research: A Comparison with

Pearson Correlation in Two Auditory Electrophysiology Studies. Brain Sci. 2017, 7, 26. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
69. Bates, D.; Mächler, M.; Bolker, B.; Walker, S. Fitting Linear Mixed-Effects Models Using Lme4. arXiv 2014, arXiv:1406.5823.
70. Zuur, A.; Ieno, E.N.; Walker, N.; Saveliev, A.A.; Smith, G.M. Mixed Effects Models and Extensions in Ecology with R; Springer:

Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2009; ISBN 0-387-87458-5.
71. Kuznetsova, A.; Brockhoff, P.B.; Christensen, R.H.B. LmerTest Package: Tests in Linear Mixed Effects Models. J. Stat. Softw. 2017,

82, 1–26. [CrossRef]
72. De Rosario-Martinez, H.; Fox, J.; Team, R.C.; De Rosario-Martinez, M.H. Package ‘Phia’. CRAN Repos. Retrieved 2015, 1, 2015.
73. Chica, A.B.; Bartolomeo, P.; Valero-Cabré, A. Dorsal and Ventral Parietal Contributions to Spatial Orienting in the Human Brain.

J. Neurosci. 2011, 31, 8143–8149. [CrossRef]
74. Tuch, D.S.; Salat, D.H.; Wisco, J.J.; Zaleta, A.K.; Hevelone, N.D.; Rosas, H.D. Choice Reaction Time Performance Correlates

with Diffusion Anisotropy in White Matter Pathways Supporting Visuospatial Attention. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2005, 102,
12212–12217. [CrossRef]

75. Walhovd, K.B.; Fjell, A.M. White Matter Volume Predicts Reaction Time Instability. Neuropsychologia 2007, 45, 2277–2284.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2009.08.016
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19833552
http://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00950.2002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12611955
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinph.2015.02.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25797650
http://doi.org/10.1016/0006-8993(94)91026-X
http://doi.org/10.1007/s002210050341
http://doi.org/10.1162/089892904322984490
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0604509103
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17151200
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0236-05.2005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15872107
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2010.07580.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21324004
http://doi.org/10.1162/jocn.2008.20513
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2009.01.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2008.02.016
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2017.08.035
http://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.22080
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00429-015-1001-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25682261
http://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X01003922
http://doi.org/10.1080/14640749108400962
http://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci7030026
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28264422
http://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v082.i13
http://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5463-10.2010
http://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0407259102
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2007.02.022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17428508


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 252 15 of 15

76. Dehaene, S.; Changeux, J.-P.; Naccache, L.; Sackur, J.; Sergent, C. Conscious, Preconscious, and Subliminal Processing: A Testable
Taxonomy. Trends Cogn. Sci. 2006, 10, 204–211. [CrossRef]

77. Kuo, B.-C.; Stokes, M.G.; Murray, A.M.; Nobre, A.C. Attention Biases Visual Activity in Visual Short-Term Memory. J. Cogn.
Neurosci. 2014, 26, 1377–1389. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

78. LaRocque, J.J.; Lewis-Peacock, J.A.; Drysdale, A.T.; Oberauer, K.; Postle, B.R. Decoding Attended Information in Short-Term
Memory: An EEG Study. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 2013, 25, 127–142. [CrossRef]

79. Lewis-Peacock, J.A.; Drysdale, A.T.; Oberauer, K.; Postle, B.R. Neural Evidence for a Distinction between Short-Term Memory
and the Focus of Attention. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 2012, 24, 61–79. [CrossRef]

80. Souza, A.S.; Rerko, L.; Lin, H.-Y.; Oberauer, K. Focused Attention Improves Working Memory: Implications for Flexible-Resource
and Discrete-Capacity Models. Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 2014, 76, 2080–2102. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

81. Kuo, B.-C.; Yeh, Y.-Y.; Chen, A.J.-W.; D’Esposito, M. Functional Connectivity during Top-down Modulation of Visual Short-Term
Memory Representations. Neuropsychologia 2011, 49, 1589–1596. [CrossRef]

82. Nobre, A.C.; Griffin, I.C.; Rao, A. Spatial Attention Can Bias Search in Visual Short-Term Memory. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 2007, 1,
4. [CrossRef]

83. Rerko, L.; Oberauer, K. Focused, Unfocused, and Defocused Information in Working Memory. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn.
2013, 39, 1075–1096. [CrossRef]

84. Souza, A.S.; Rerko, L.; Oberauer, K. Getting More from Visual Working Memory: Retro-Cues Enhance Retrieval and Protect from
Visual Interference. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 2016, 42, 890–910. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

85. Bundesen, C.; Habekost, T.; Kyllingsbaek, S. A Neural Theory of Visual Attention: Bridging Cognition and Neurophysiology.
Psychol Rev 2005, 112, 291–328. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

86. Gottlieb, J. From Thought to Action: The Parietal Cortex as a Bridge between Perception, Action, and Cognition. Neuron 2007, 53,
9–16. [CrossRef]

87. Nardo, D.; Santangelo, V.; Macaluso, E. Stimulus-Driven Orienting of Visuo-Spatial Attention in Complex Dynamic Environments.
Neuron 2011, 69, 1015–1028. [CrossRef]

88. Sergent, C.; Wyart, V.; Babo-Rebelo, M.; Cohen, L.; Naccache, L.; Tallon-Baudry, C. Cueing Attention after the Stimulus Is Gone
Can Retrospectively Trigger Conscious Perception. Curr. Biol. 2013, 23, 150–155. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

89. Postle, B.R.; Awh, E.; Jonides, J.; Smith, E.E.; D’Esposito, M. The Where and How of Attention-Based Rehearsal in Spatial Working
Memory. Cogn. Brain Res. 2004, 20, 194–205. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2006.03.007
http://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00577
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24456394
http://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00305
http://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00140
http://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-014-0687-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24874258
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2010.12.043
http://doi.org/10.3389/neuro.09.004.2007
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0031172
http://doi.org/10.1037/xhp0000192
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26752731
http://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.112.2.291
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15783288
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2006.12.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2011.02.020
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2012.11.047
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23246406
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogbrainres.2004.02.008

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Apparatus and Stimuli 
	Behavioral Procedure 
	MRI and TMS Protocol 
	Diffusion Tensor Imaging (DTI) Analysis 
	Design and Data Analysis 

	Results 
	Retro-Cue vs. Post-Cue Analysis 
	Retro-Cue Benefit Analysis 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

