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WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

Abstract

The differential impact on working memory (WM) performance of distractors presented either
at encoding or during maintenance was investigated in Alzheimer’s (AD), Parkinson’s Disease (PD)
and healthy ageing. Across three studies, 28 AD and 28 PD patients, 28 elderly (EHC) and 28 young
healthy controls (YHC) were enrolled. All participants performed a delayed reproduction task, where
they reported the orientation of an arrow from a study set of either two or three items, with a distractor
present either at encoding or at maintenance. Mean absolute error (the difference between probed and
reported orientation) was calculated as an analogue measure of WM. Additionally, mixture model
metrics i.e., memory precision, target detection, misbinding (swapping the features of an object with
another probed item) and guessing were computed. MRI data was also acquired in AD, PD and EHC
participants, and whole hippocampal volumes were extracted to test whether WM filtering and overall
performance were related to hippocampal integrity.

EHC and PD patients showed good filtering abilities both at encoding and during
maintenance. However, AD patients exhibited significant filtering deficits specifically when the
distractor appeared during maintenance. Healthy ageing and AD were associated with higher rates of
both misbinding and guessing, as well as lower target detection, and memory precision. However, in
healthy ageing there was a prominent decline in WM memory precision, whilst in AD lower target
detection and higher guessing were the main sources of error. Conversely, PD was associated only
with higher guessing rates. Hippocampal volume was significantly correlated with filtering during
maintenance — but not at encoding — as well as with overall mean absolute error, target detection,
guessing and misbinding. These findings demonstrate how healthy ageing and neurodegenerative
diseases exhibit distinct patterns of WM impairment, including differential effects on filtering

irrelevant material presented at encoding and maintenance.

Keywords: Filtering, Ageing, Alzheimer’s Disease, Parkinson’s Disease, Hippocampus.
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1. Introduction

Working memory (WM) is a limited data processing system responsible for encoding and briefly
maintaining information, so that it can still be accessed in the absence of inputs from the
environment.!>* Encoding processes transform transient perceptual representations into a more
durable state, while maintenance mechanisms allow information to be retained so that it can be used
to guide behaviour over brief delays.*> WM performance may decline with ageing,®”® and is further
impaired in several neurological conditions such as Alzheimer’s Disease (AD)*!? and Parkinson’s
Disease (PD).'}!2 In healthy ageing, several components contributing to declining performance in
visual WM have been identified: a reduction in the number of items that can be stored, or WM
capacity'®; a deficit in maintaining the associations (bindings) between individual object features!*
resulting in a higher proportion of misbinding or “swap errors™!*; an increase in random guessing!%!7;
and a decrease in response precision.'®!” Since WM is limited in capacity, items compete for access
to it. Hence, the ability to efficiently filter out irrelevant information is crucial for optimal use of WM
resources, and its impairment constitutes an additional source of decline of WM performance and
capacity, 2021,22,23,24,25,26.27

Filtering out distractors at encoding (i.e., when the items are presented), versus maintenance
(i.e., when they are retained in memory), poses different challenges.?®?° Filtering at encoding has
been envisaged as deployment of a flexible gating system, allowing at the same time relevant targets
to enter WM while keeping distractors out.?>** Filtering during maintenance on the other hand might
rely on the ability to keep the gate shut firmly once targets are successfully encoded, in order to
prevent any further information entering WM and corrupting task-relevant information.?*26-27-3% The
integrity of fronto-striatal networks has been commonly associated with performance in filtering

paradigms,®!3233

and linked to brain structures involved in WM storage including the parietal
cortex.’* However, the contribution of the hippocampus to filtering abilities, despite being crucial
for short-term and long-term memory function,?>36-37-3 has received little attention.

Elderly participants seem to be particularly prone to errors with increasing memory load,!
which has been linked to a decline in their filtering abilities.?’ Some evidence suggests older adults
show poorer performance if distractors are presented during maintenance rather than at encoding.?
It is currently unknown whether this is due to decreased memory fidelity, to a failure in successfully
form a bound, stable representation of an object, or to information exceeding WM capacity, leading

to random guessing. These questions can be addressed using delayed reproduction paradigms that ask

participants to reproduce from memory, using a continuous analogue response space, specific features
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18.19 a5 well as

of items presented at encoding.? Both an age-related decline in memory precision
increased guessing®® have previously been reported using such paradigms. Evidence of increased
misbinding has been more mixed, with some data showing higher rates in healthy ageing,'> while
other have not.*’

Maintenance of bound features seems to be even more impaired in AD compared to healthy
ageing.*! Increased misbinding in patients with both sporadic, late-onset AD and familial AD has

12,35,42,43,44

now been reported using both change-detection and delayed reproduction tasks, and

specifically linked to hippocampal dysfunction.*>-4¢47

An increased vulnerability to distractors is also detectable from the earliest phases of
AD,#49:3051.52 particularly if task instructions need to be maintained over time, pointing towards a
deficit of goal-maintenance processes.’>>* Crucially, comparative data on distractor filtering
presented at encoding or maintenance within the same study are lacking.

PD is also associated with deficits in visual WM. Different paradigms have provided evidence
of reduced WM capacity® as well as greater levels of guessing, rather than misbinding.!?*¢ Further,
PD patients have been shown to exhibit deficits in distractor filtering at encoding, which might be
linked to basal ganglia and prefrontal dysfunction.!>> However, other studies have shown that PD
patients also fail to efficiently manipulate information over the maintenance period, which can be
selectively modulated by replenishing their dopaminergic tone.!”

In summary, healthy ageing, AD and PD have been associated with reduction of filtering
abilities, which impact negatively on their overall WM capacity and performance. Comparative data
on filtering at encoding and maintenance in these groups are currently lacking. Here, using a unified
delayed reproduction task and computational modelling, we investigated whether filtering deficits in
healthy ageing, AD and PD are related to a decline in memory precision, a decreased ability to detect
the correct target, an increased likelihood of misbinding or greater random guessing. We also
examined whether these performance metrics relate to hippocampal integrity, given the crucial role
of the hippocampus in both encoding and maintenance processes.>®>7>8 First, we established normal

performance in young and elderly healthy controls (Study 1). Then, we studied filtering ability in AD
(Study 2) and PD (Study 3).

2. Study 1 | Effects of healthy ageing on working memory filtering

2.1 Materials and methods

Page 4 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

2.1.1 Participants

28 young (YHC) and 28 elderly healthy controls (EHC) were recruited (YHC: 18-35 years and EHC:
50-90 years), through respectively either the departmental online participant recruitment system
(SONA), or open day events. All performed the Filtering at Encoding and Maintenance Task (Figure
1). We also collected a measure of global cognition — the Addenbrooke's Cognitive Examination-III
(ACE-II)* — in the elderly group as baseline screening for cognitive impairment. Participants who
reported any psychiatric or neurological illness, were on psychoactive drugs or scored below the cut-
off for normality (88/100 total ACE-IIl score) were excluded from the study. A summary of

participants’ demographics and tests results is presented in Supplementary Table 1.

For all three studies, the following principles were observed: All participants had normal or corrected-
to-normal vision acuity and no color blindness. All participants gave written informed consent prior
to the start of the study and received financial compensation for their participation. Ethical approval
was granted by the University of Oxford Medical Sciences Inter-Divisional Research Ethics

Committee (MS IDREC).

2.1.2 Filtering at Encoding and Maintenance Task

The Filtering at Encoding and Maintenance Task (Figure 1) had 5 different conditions.

In Set Size 2 (SS2) and Set Size three at Encoding (SS3E) conditions, participants were presented
with either two (SS2) or three (SS3E) different coloured arrows (red, green or blue) and were
instructed to remember their colours and orientations. After a blank delay interval (2000 ms), one of
the target arrows (i.e., the probe) re-appeared in black in its original location but presented in a
random orientation. Participants were instructed to rotate the probe using the left and right arrow keys
on a keyboard back to the remembered orientation. In the Filter at Encoding (FE) condition three
arrows were presented simultaneously, as in the SS3E condition, but now participants were asked to

ignore one of them.
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Figure 1 | Filtering at Encoding and Maintenance Task design

Participants were presented with either two (SS2) or three (SS3E) arrows at encoding and were instructed to
remember the orientations of all arrows (SS2 and SS3E), or to ignore one of them in the Filter at Encoding
(FE) condition. After a blank interval (2000 msec), one of the target arrows (probe) re-appeared in black in its
original location but in a random orientation, which the participants had to rotate to its remembered orientation.
In the Filter at Maintenance (FM) and Set Size three at Maintenance (SS3M) the first two arrows appeared
simultaneously and had to be remembered, and after a 500 msec delay during the maintenance period, a third
arrow appeared for 1000 msec, which either had to be ignored (FM), or remembered (SS3M). After 500 msec
the probe was displayed and had to be rotated to its original orientation.

In the Filter at Maintenance (FM) and Set Size three at Maintenance (SS3M) conditions,
the first two arrows appeared simultaneously and had to be remembered. Subsequently, after a 500
msec delay during the maintenance period, a third arrow appeared for 1000 msec, which either had
to be ignored (FM) or remembered (SS3M) and after 500 msec the probe was displayed. Further task

specifics can be found in Supplementary materials.

2.1.3 Statistical analysis

All analyses were conducted using MATLAB 2019a and JASP (JASP team, 2020). As first step, we
computed the mean absolute error (MAE) for each condition for each participant. This provides an
index of raw error. We then fitted the probabilistic Mixture Model introduced by Bays et al in 2009
to each participant for each condition. The mixture model allows modelling of responses in terms of

probability of correctly identifying the target (target detection), misbinding the features of an object
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with another among the probed items (misbinding or “swap errors”), random guessing (guessing),

and extracts a measure of memory precision, (Supplementary Model 1).°

Key parameters used for statistical analyses

For all variables, Instruction x Condition x Group frequentist mixed ANOVAs were performed,
where:
e Instruction — Refers to 3-item conditions with filtering (FE, FM) vs no filtering (SS3E,
SS3M)
e Condition — All stimuli at encoding (FE, SS3E) vs one presented at maintenance (FM, SS3M)
e Group - YHC vs EHC

We also computed from the MAE a main effect of Set Size, both at Encoding and at Maintenance
and their difference or Set Size Cost:

e Set Size at Encoding = SS3E - SS2

e Set Size at Maintenance = SS3M - SS2

e Set Size Cost = Set Size Encoding - Set Size Maintenance

A main effect of Filtering, or Filtering rate, was calculated separately at Encoding and Maintenance
from MAE as follows:

e Filtering rate at Encoding = FE - SS2

e Filtering rate at Maintenance = FM - SS2

o Filtering rate Cost = Filtering rate at Encoding - Filtering rate at Maintenance
If perfect filtering was achieved, Filtering rate would be zero. The higher the Filtering rate, the worse
the performance. For the ANOVA, effect size was quantified using Eta Squared (n2). Between-group
differences for Set Size and Filtering rate metrics were assessed either with a t-test or Mann-Whitney

U test, and a Bayesian independent sample analysis was performed. For the Bayesian analysis, we

used the default priors for the effects (Fixed effects: r = 0.5, Random effects: r = 1).

2.2 Results

2.2.1 Mean absolute error (MAE)
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EHC performed significantly worse than their younger counterparts across all conditions (main effect
of Group [F (1,48) = 40.46, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.292]; Figure 2A). Furthermore, both groups were
significantly worse in the conditions where all three items had to be remembered (SS3E and SS3M)
compared to when they had to filter an item out (main effect of Instruction [F (1,48) = 17.75, p <
0.001, n2 = 0.049]). There was no significant main effect of Condition, suggesting that overall
Encoding conditions were not more cognitively taxing than Maintenance conditions. However, there
was a significant 3-way Group x Instruction x Condition interaction [(F (1,48) = 8.22, p = 0.006, 2
= 0.014], suggesting EHC performed significantly worse if the three items to be remembered were

presented simultaneously at encoding, compared to maintenance.
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Figure 2 | Mean absolute error (MAE) and mixture model metrics in young (YHC) and elderly
healthy controls (EHC)

Performance of participant groups are shown labeled with different colors, EHC in coral red, YHC in turquoise.
Set Size 2 (SS2), Filtering at Encoding (FE), Filtering at Maintenance (FM), Set Size three at Encoding (SS3E),
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Set Size three at Maintenance (SS3M). 2A: MAE performance across the five different conditions. On the Y-
axis MAE in degrees. Shaded areas represent confidence intervals (CI). 2B: Mixture Model metrics across
conditions in YHC and EHC. Panel a: Precision as concentration parameter k, Panel b: Target probability,
panel c: Misbinding probability, panel d: Guessing probability.

2.2.2 Impact of Set Size at Encoding and Maintenance

EHC exhibited a higher Set Size effect at Encoding compared to YHC (t(48) = -4.548, p < 0.001),
(Supplementary Figure 1A). However, the two groups were not significantly different in Set Size
at Maintenance (t(48) = - 0.936, p = 0.354). YHC had also a significantly lower Set Size Cost
compared to EHC (t(47) = -3.391, p = 0.001). Bayesian independent sample test showed a BFio=
523.1 for the Set Size at Encoding and BF1o= 23.28 for Set Size Cost, providing strong evidence for
these effects.

Overall, performance at remembering three items simultaneously was much worse for older
individuals compared to younger people, while when the WM load of encoding three items was
distributed across the initial encoding and maintenance phases elderly participants were able to cope

with the increased cognitive demand as well as younger ones.

2.2.3 Impact of Filtering at Encoding and Maintenance

Both groups were able to efficiently filter out irrelevant items, shown by the Filtering rates being not
significantly different from zero in both groups at Encoding and Maintenance (Supplementary
Figure 1B). EHC and YHC were not significantly different in Filtering rate at Encoding. However,
EHC had worse performances (higher values) compared to YHC in Filtering rate at Maintenance (U
=205, p = 0.038). Nevertheless, the Filtering rate Cost was not significantly different between the
two groups. Moreover, the Bayesian independent sample test showed a BFio= 1.047, providing no

definitive evidence for a significant difference in Filtering rate at Maintenance between groups.

2.2.4 Analysis of mixture model parameters

Precision
YHC had significantly higher Precision than EHC [F(1, 42) = 59.06, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.399]. There
were no other significant main effects or interactions, suggesting the difference in precision reflects

a pure ageing effect, regardless of task demands (Figure 2B, panel a).

Target detection
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YHC showed significantly better target detection compared to EHC [F(1, 48) =25.38, p <0.001, n2
= 0.198], (Figure 2B, panel b). Across both groups, significantly more targets were detected in the
filtering conditions than in SS3 conditions, indexed by a main effect of Instruction [F (1,48) = 10.01,
p=10.003,7m2 =0.031]. Furthermore, there was a main effect of Condition [F (1,48) = 6.64, p=0.013,
n2 = 0.011], with significantly fewer targets identified at Encoding than during Maintenance.

EHC performed worse than YHC when all three items needed to be remembered compared to
when an item had to be filtered out, as shown by a significant two-way interaction between Instruction
and Group [F (1,48) = 9.62, p = 0.003, n2 = 0.030]. Finally, there was a significant three-way
Instruction x Condition x Group interaction [F (1,48) =4.39, p=0.041,12 = 0.010], with EHC being
worse at detecting targets when 3 items had to be remembered at Encoding compared to Maintenance.
These results suggest that YHC and EHC found it more challenging to detect targets when all three
items had to be encoded, and if the stimuli appeared at Encoding, with EHC paying the highest cost.

Misbinding

There was a significant main effect of Group [F(1, 43) = 15.29, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.103], and of
Instruction [F(1, 43) = 6.74, p = 0.013, n2 = 0.038], with significantly more misbinding errors
committed by both groups in the SS3 conditions compared to the filtering conditions (Figure 2B,
panel ¢). Thus, even in healthy young individuals, misbinding rates were higher if three items had to
be remembered compared to when one could be filtered out, suggesting that filtering can reduce WM

resources consumption.

Guessing

A main effect of Group (F(1, 44) =7.32, p=0.010, n2 = 0.070], no main effects of either Instruction
or Condition, but significant 2-way Instruction x Group (F(1, 44) =4.329, p=0.043,112=0.016] and
Instruction x Condition [F(1,44)=5.391, p=0.025, 12 = 0.017] interactions were found (Figure 2B,
panel d). This suggests that EHC guessed more than YHC, and more so in the more taxing SS3
conditions, independently of being presented during the Encoding or the Maintenance phase.
Moreover, filtering during the Encoding phase led to more guessing in both groups, compared to

when filtering had to be carried out during Maintenance.

Overall, Study 1 showed that both EHC and YHC were able to filter out distractors efficiently. EHC
benefited from encoding three items non-simultaneously, and there was a weak effect of increased

difficulty in Filtering during Maintenance compared to YHC. Overall, EHC made more errors
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compared to YHC, and this was due to worse performance across all types of errors: decline in
memory Precision, reduced Target detection, increased Misbinding rates and increased Guessing.
Filtering out an item was clearly beneficial in term of increased rates of target detection and reduced
misbinding rates across the two groups. EHC also guessed more, especially when one item could not
be filtered out. Memory precision was lower in EHC across all conditions and was the metric that
showed the highest effect size, suggesting it might be a good marker of ageing, rather than reflecting

task complexity or underlying filtering abilities.

3. Study 2 | Filtering in Alzheimer’s disease

3.1 Materials ad methods

3.1.1 Participants

Twenty-eight patients with Alzheimer’s clinical syndrome, defined as per®!, i.e., AD group, and 28
EHC (the same as Study 1) were recruited respectively from the Oxford Centre for Cognitive
Disorders and through open day events. Participants underwent the Filtering at Encoding and
Maintenance Task, a neuropsychological battery (Table 1), and a subset of patients (48/56) consented
to perform a 3T MRI brain scan.

The neuropsychological battery comprised measures of global cognition, verbal short-term
memory, depression, apathy and fatigue. These included ACE-III, Digit Span (DS),% Apathy
Motivation Index (AMI),* Beck’s Depression Inventory (BDI),% Hospital Anxiety and Depression
Scale (HADS),% Snaith-Hamilton Pleasure Scale (SHAPS),% Mood Scale (MS), i.e. the 15-Item
Geriatric Depression Scale (GDS-15),%” Fatigue Severity Scale (FSS),°® Visual Analogue Fatigue
Scale (VAFS),% Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index (PSQI),”® World Health Organisation Five Well-
Being Index (WHO-5)"! and Cantril Ladder (CL).”? A summary of participants’ demographics and
tests results is presented in Table 1. EHC and AD were not significantly different with respect to age,
gender and handedness. All elderly healthy controls had global cognitive scores within the normal

range, and none was significantly depressed.

EHC AD p-value
Age 7036 (7.7)  70.79 (9.5)  0.854
Gender (M/F) 16/12 15/13 0.793
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Education 17.75(6.5) 15.11(5.5)  0.036*
Handedness (R/L/A) 22/6/0 23/3/2 0.859
ACE-III 97.82 (1.8) 78.75(11.8) *<0.001
DS 17.36 (3.6) 16.04 (4.3) 0.223
AMI 1.08 (0.4) 1.7 (0.7) *<0.001
BDI 4.6 (4.5) 10.86 (9.0)  *0.002
HADS 5.1(3.0) 8.69 (6.2) *0.040
SHAPS 18.32 (4.7) 20.79(3.9)  *0.021
MS 1.29 (1.5) 3.3(3.5) *0.005
FSS 2.8(1.2) 3.05(1.5) 0.591
VAFS 84.14 (21.1) 67.86(24.2)  *0.005
PSQI 436(3.2) 44132 0.905
WHO-5 78.0 (11.5) 62.7(20.8)  *0.009
CL 8.44(1.2) 7.79(1.6) 0.149
Disease duration - 4.73.1) -

Table 1 | EHC and AD demographics and tests.

Results are presented as mean, with standard deviation. According to normality of data, p-values were
computed either by independent sample t-test or Mann-Whitney U test. Gender: M = male, F = Female.
Education: years of full-time education. Handedness: Right-handed, Left-handed, Ambidextrous. n/a = not
applicable. Addenbrooke’s Cognitive Examination-III (ACE-III), Digit Span (DS), Apathy Motivation Index
(AMI), Beck’s Depression Inventory (BDI), Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS), Snaith-Hamilton
Pleasure Scale (SHAPS), Mood Scale (MS), Fatigue Severity Scale (FSS), Visual Analog Fatigue Scale
(VAEFS), Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index (PSQI), World Health Organisation Five Well-Being Index (WHO-
5), Cantril Ladder (CL) measure of life satisfaction. Disease duration: years since onset of symptoms.

3.1.2 MRI acquisition and analysis

The MRI protocol and pipeline used to calculate head-size-corrected hippocampal volumes have been

described elsewhere,* and can be found in Supplementary materials.

3.1.3 Statistical analysis

For MAE, Precision, Target detection, Misbinding, and Guessing, we performed 2
(Imstruction: Filter and SS3) x 2 (Condition: Encoding and Maintenance) x 2 (Group: EHC, AD)
mixed ANOVAs. We followed the same principles described in Study 1 in computing Set Size and

Filtering rate metrics. Between-group differences were assessed through frequentist and Bayesian
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ANCOVAs using age, sex, education and handedness as covariates. The same principles were applied

in Study 3.

3.2 Results

3.2.1 Mean absolute error (MAE)

There was a main effect of Group [F (1,52) =43.01, p<0.001,12=0.361], (Figure 3) and Instruction
[F (1,52) = 16.54, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.022], with higher errors in the conditions where three items had
to be remembered compared to when one item could be filtered out. There was no main effect of
Condition, implying an overall equal number of errors at Encoding or Maintenance. Nevertheless,
there was a significant Condition x Group interaction [(F (1,52) = 4.26, p = 0.044, n2 = 0.004], with
AD performing worse at Maintenance, while EHC performing worse at Encoding. There was also a
significant Instruction x Condition interaction [(F (1,52) = 11.79, p = 0.001, n2 = 0.010], with
Filtering at Maintenance and Set Size at Encoding being challenging conditions compared to their

counterparts Filtering at Encoding and Set Size at Maintenance.
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Figure 3 | Mean absolute error (MAE) and mixture model metrics in EHC and AD

Performance across the five different conditions: Set Size 2 (SS2), Filtering at Encoding (FE), Filtering at
Maintenance (FM), Set Size three at Encoding (SS3E), Set Size three at Maintenance (SS3M). The two groups
are shown as EHC in coral red, AD in green. 3A: On the Y-axis MAE in degrees. Note in particular the
differential effect of Filtering at Maintenance (FM) compared to Filtering at Encoding (FE) within the AD
group compared to within the EHC group. Further, in AD, FM performance (when a to-be-ignored distractor
was presented during maintenance) was equivalent to that Set Size three at Maintenance (SS3M, when the new
item had to be retained). 3B: a | Precision as concentration parameter k. b | Target probability. ¢ | Misbinding
probability. d | Guessing probability.
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Overall, AD patients performed worse than EHC, and regardless of the diagnosis, participants made
more errors when three items had to be remembered compared to when one had to be filtered out.
Across both groups, filtering seemed to be more taxing during Maintenance, while remembering three
items was more difficult if they appeared simultaneously at Encoding. AD patients experienced

greater difficulty at Maintenance, whereas EHC performed worse at Encoding.

3.2.2 Impact of Set Size at Encoding and Maintenance

AD patients showed a greater Set Size effect at Maintenance [F (1,49) = 4.35, p = 0.042] compared
to EHC, but no difference in Set Size at Encoding, or their Cost (Supplementary Figure 2A). The
Bayesian ANCOVA showed low evidence for this effect (BFm = 3.160). This low effect is also in

line with the absence of a difference in Set Size Cost.

3.2.3 Impact of Filtering at Encoding and Maintenance

There was no difference in Filtering rate at Encoding between the two groups, but groups were
different in Filtering rate at Maintenance [F (1,48) = 8.94, p = 0.004] and Filtering rate Cost [F (1,48)
=4.63, p = 0.036], with AD having higher Filtering rates at Maintenance and lower Filtering rate
Cost, indicative of worse performances at Maintenance (Supplementary Figure 2B). The Bayesian
ANCOVA showed a BFv=5.762 for Filtering rate at Maintenance and BFv = 3.324 for Filtering rate

Cost, therefore providing evidence for a significant difference.

3.2.4 Analysis of mixture model parameters

Precision

AD patients had lower Precision compared to EHC [F (1,39) =4.34, p = 0.044, 12 = 0.039] (Figure
3B, panel a). There were no main effects of Instruction or Condition, nor any significant interactions.

Therefore, AD had lower precision compared to EHC regardless of the condition.

Target detection

For Target detection, a main effect of Group [F (1,52) = 36.66, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.291], with AD
patients exhibiting worse performance compared to EHC, was found (Figure 3B, panel b). There
was also a main effect of Instruction [F (1,52) = 10.20, p = 0.002, n2 = 0.021], with less targets
detected in SS3 than in the filtering conditions. While AD patients were worse at detecting targets

compared to EHC, both groups benefitted from filtering one item out.

Page 16 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

Misbinding

There was a main effect of Group [F (1,52) = 7.87, p = 0.007, n2 = 0.047], with higher misbinding
rates in AD patients compared to EHC (Figure 3B, panel ¢) and a main effect of Instruction [F (1,52)
=6.02, p=0.018, n2 = 0.029], with more misbinding in SS3 than in the filtering conditions for both

groups.

Guessing
A main effect of Group [F (1,48)=31.27, p <0.001,m2 = 0.241], with AD patients performing worse
than EHC (Figure 3B, panel d), was found.

In the AD group there was no correlation between disease duration and filtering abilities, working

memory capacity or any other WM metric.

Overall, in line with Study 1, Study 2 showed that filtering out an item was clearly beneficial in term
of increased rates of Target detection and reduced Misbinding across the two groups but was unable
to increase memory Precision. Filtering at Maintenance was worse in AD patients compared to EHC,
with AD patients showing similar performances in FM as in the SS3M condition (Figure 3). AD
patients showed impairment across all multiple metrics compared to EHC: reduced memory Precision
and Target detection, increased Misbinding and Guessing. However, in this case Target detection and
Guessing, and not memory Precision as in healthy ageing, showed the strongest effect size in group

comparisons.

4. Study 3 | Filtering in Parkinson’s disease

4.1 Materials and methods

4.1.1 Participants

Twenty-eight patients with idiopathic Parkinson’s Disease, diagnosed as per’®, were recruited from
the Cognitive Disorder Clinic and the Oxford Parkinson's Disease Centre Discovery Cohort, based at
the John Radcliffe Hospital in Oxford. Their performance was compared to the EHC group of Study
1 and 2. We recruited only PD patients with no evidence of cognitive impairment (ACE-III total score
> 88/100), to avoid potential confounding factors in results’ interpretation. Nevertheless, further
studies including a wider range of cognitively intact PD patients, PD with mild cognitive impairment

and PD patients with dementia would be advisable. PD patients were tested in ‘ON’ state, i.e. within
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3 hours of their usual dopaminergic medications. Participants underwent the same assessments
described in Study 2, and a subset (43/56) consented to MRI brain scanning. In addition, we collected
data on Unified Parkinson's Disease Rating Scale (UPDRS) scores and total Levodopa dose, to
investigate whether disease stage or dopaminergic medications could impact performance.
Participants’ demographics and test scores are presented in Table 2. PD patients had lower ACE

scores, but still within normal ranges (above 88/100 total).

EHC PD p-value
Age 70.36 (7.7) 70.79 (6.2) 0.831
Gender (M/F) 16/12 16/12 1
Education 17.75 (6.5) 14.82 (3.5) *0.023
Handedness (R/L/A) 22/6/0 26/1/0 0.156
ACE-III 97.82(1.8) 94.64 (3.4) *<0.001
DS 17.36 (3.6) 18.18 (3.9) 0.419
AMI 1.08 (0.4) 1.90 (0.9) *<0.001
BDI 4.6 (4.5) 9.57 (6.9) *0.002
HADS 5.1(3.0) 7.14 (4.9) 0.083
SHAPS 18.32 (4.7) 19.30 (3.6) 0.391
MS 1.29 (1.5) 2.89(3.0) *0.025
FSS 2.8(1.2) 3.57(1.3) *0.035
VAFS 84.14 (21.1) 68.6 (20.3) *0.007
PSQI 436 (3.2) 6.86 (3.99) *0.012
WHO-5 78.0 (11.5) 67.4 (15.6) *0.006
CL 8.44(1.2) 7.25 (1.6) *0.004

UPDRS: total

51.31(23.12)

part 1 - 7.75 (5.79) -

part IT - 10.39 (7.83) -

part II1 - 31.58 (1.23) -

part IV - 1.52 (2.64) -

Levodopa dose (mg /daily) - 375 (220) -
Disease duration - 8.2(7.3) -

Table 2 | EHC and PD demographics and tests.
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Results are presented as mean and SD in brackets. According to normality of the data, p-values were computed
either by independent sample t-test or Mann-Whitney U test. Gender: M = male, F = Female, shown as
male/female ratio. Education is expressed in years of full-time education. Handedness: Right-handed, Left-
handed, Ambidextrous. n/a = not applicable. Addenbrooke's Cognitive Examination-I1I (ACE-III), Digit Span
(DS), Apathy Motivation Index (AMI), Beck's Depression Inventory (BDI), Hospital Anxiety and Depression
Scale (HADS), Snaith-Hamilton Pleasure Scale (SHAPS), Mood Scale (MS), Fatigue Severity Scale (FSS),
Visual Analog Fatigue Scale (VAFS), Pittsburgh Sleep Quality Index (PSQI), World Health Organisation Five
Well-Being Index (WHO-5), Cantril Ladder (CL) measure of life satisfaction, Unified Parkinson's Disease
Rating Scale (UPDRS). Disease duration: years since onset of symptoms.

4.2 Results

4.2.1 Mean absolute error (MAE)

There was no significant group difference between EHC and PD patients in MAE (Figure 4A).
However, there was a main effect of Instruction [F (1,49) =27.07, p <0.001, n2 = 0.079], with more
targets detected filtering conditions. There was an Instruction x Condition interaction [F (1,49) =

8.12, p=0.006, n2 = 0.016], suggesting remembering three items was more difficult at Encoding.

4.2.2 Set Size and Filtering strategies
There was no significant difference in Set Size at Encoding, Maintenance, or their Cost, nor in

Filtering rate at Encoding, Maintenance and their Cost, among the two groups.

4.2.3 Analysis of mixture model parameters

Precision

No main effect of Group, Instruction or Condition, but a significant Instruction x Condition
interaction [F (1,38) = 4.58, p = 0.039, n2 = 0.022] was found, suggesting that overall participants
were more precise during Set Size three at Maintenance rather than Set Size three at Encoding (Figure

4B, panel a). Therefore, memory Precision does not seem to be affected in PD.

Target detection

There were no main effects of Group, or Condition, but a main effect of Instruction [F (1,49) = 29.60,
p < 0.001, n2 = 0.090], with less target detected in conditions where three items needed to be

remembered compared to when one item could be filtered out (Figure 4B, panel b).

Misbinding
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No main effects of Group, or Condition, but a main effect of Instruction [F (1,46) = 7.72, p = 0.008,
n2 = 0.046] was seen, with misbinding occurring more frequently when three items need to be

remembered (Figure 4B, panel c).

Guessing

There was a main effect of Group [F (1,45) = 9.43, p = 0.004, n2 = 0.074], with PD guessing
significantly more than EHC, and a main effect of Instruction [F (1,45) = 8.50, p =0.006,12 = 0.037],
with more Guessing occurring in the conditions when all three items had to be remembered (Figure

4B, panel d).

In the PD group, we found no correlation between UPDRS, Levodopa dose or disease duration and

filtering abilities, working memory capacity or any of the WM metrics.
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Figure 4 | Mean absolute error (MAE) and mixture model metrics in EHC and PD

Performance across the five different conditions: Set Size 2 (SS2), Filtering at Encoding (FE), Filtering at
Maintenance (FM), Set Size three at Encoding (SS3E), Set Size three at Maintenance (SS3M). Different
participant groups are labeled with different colors, i.e. EHC in coral red, PD in violet. 4A: On the Y-axis,
MAE in degrees for the two groups. 4B: a | Precision as concentration parameter k. b | Target probability. c |
Misbinding probability. d | Guessing probability.
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In agreement with Study 1 and 2, Study 3 showed that filtering out an unwanted item improved Target
detection, and reduced Misbinding, while having no effect on memory Precision. The key result was
that PD patients exhibited a selective increase in Guessing compared to EHC, but otherwise had
comparable performances in terms of WM filtering efficiency and capacity, memory Precision,
Target detection and Misbinding rates. Another novel finding compared to Study 1 and 2, is that in
Study 3 filtering out an item was beneficial also to reduce Guessing rates in EHC and PD if taken

together.

5. Transdiagnostic analysis of cognitive measures and hippocampal

volumes

We next investigated the interplay between WM capacity, filtering abilities, different sources
of error derived from the Mixture Model, and hippocampal volumes using a transdiagnostic approach.
Cumulative metrics for each Mixture Model variable were calculated by averaging the performance
across all five conditions (SS2, FE, FM, SS3E, SS3M). Correlations between variables were
computed using a generalized linear model, with age, sex, handedness and education included as

covariates of no interest.

5.1 Relationship between hippocampal volumes and filtering ability

Across groups, Filtering at Maintenance was significantly negatively correlated with whole
hippocampal volume (WHV) (r = —0.404 p = 0.002), (Figure 5a, Figure 6). Figure 6 displays the
relationship between Filtering at Maintenance and hippocampal volumes, with participants with
higher Filtering at Maintenance (on the right side), having lower hippocampal volumes (bottom of
the graph). There was no significant correlation between hippocampal volume measures with
Filtering at Encoding or with Set Size, either at Encoding or Maintenance. Thus, Filtering at
Maintenance was strongly related to hippocampal volume, which is often used as an important marker
of AD (as age effects were regressed out in this analysis). To validate this result, we looked at whether
Filtering at Maintenance was correlated with whole brain volume, and there was no such correlation

(r=-0.116, p = 0.392).

5.2 Relationship between hippocampal volume and other WM performance metrics
WHYV was negatively correlated with MAE (WHV: r=-0.473, p<0.001), Misbinding (WHV:
r=-0.476, p < 0.001) and Guessing (WHV: r = —-0.578, p < 0.001) and positively correlated with
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Target detection (WHV: r=0.474, p <0.001), (Figure 5b, Figure 6 for MAE). Figure 6 shows how
higher MAE is negatively correlated with hippocampal volumes, as the regression plane goes from
higher hippocampal values (top if the image) to lower values (bottom) with increasing MAE values
(from back to front of the image on the Y-axis). No association between hippocampal volume and
Precision was found (WHV: r = -0.057, p = 0.710). In this case, both MAE (r =—-0.319, p = 0.014),
Target detection (r = 0.310, p = 0.017) and Guessing (r = -0.335, p = 0.015) were correlated with

whole brain volume, while Misbinding was not.
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Figure 5 | Mixture model parameters correlations with hippocampal volumes

a | Correlation between Filtering rate at Maintenance and whole hippocampal volume (WHV). b | Correlation
between Mixture Model metrics and whole hippocampal volume. On the X-axis the volume in mm® of the
whole hippocampus. In b, the Y-axis represent from left to right respectively MAE in degrees, probabilities of
Target detection, Misbinding and random Guessing.

We then performed a stepwise regression analysis to determine which metric was the best
predictor of hippocampal volume, with WHV as dependent variable, MAE, Misbinding, Guessing,
and Filtering at Maintenance as covariates. Target detection was not included for avoiding collinearity
in multiple regression, which arises from how Target, Misbinding and Guessing probabilities are

calculated. Overall, WHV was better explained by Guessing (r = 0.526, p <0.001).
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Figure 6 | Filtering and MAE stratified by WHYV and diagnosis

FM on the X-axis, MAE on the Y-axis, hippocampal volumes (WHV) on the Z-axis. Subjects with higher
WHYV (top of the image) have lower MAE (back of the image), lower Filtering at Maintenance scores (on the
left) and are predominantly represented by elderly healthy subjects (in coral red), and PD patients (in violet).
On the other end of the spectrum, AD patients (in green) have higher Filtering at Maintenance scores (on the
right), higher MAE (front of the image), and have lower hippocampal volumes (bottom of the image).

6. Discussion

This study, using a novel delayed reproduction task, compared WM filtering performance at encoding

and maintenance in healthy ageing, AD and PD.
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Previous evidence suggests that filtering abilities are tightly related to higher WM
capacity.?%7* Our data support this view, as shown by Figure 6, where there is a positive correlation
between mean absolute error and filtering at maintenance. Elderly controls showed preserved filtering
abilities if the distractor was presented at Encoding (Figure 2A). However, their ability to filter out
a distractor during the Maintenance period might not be as efficient, as suggested by the small age-
related effect in decline in Filtering at Maintenance (Supplementary Figure 1B). This is in line with
previous evidence of an age-dependent decline in performance during maintenance,?® but in our case,
the Bayesian analysis did not provide strong evidence to draw a firm conclusion. This might be due
to our elderly participants being thoroughly screened for depression, apathy and cognitive
impairment, which might lead to a potential inflation of their cognitive abilities compared to large,
community-based studies.

AD patients on the other hand showed much clearer WM deficits if they had to filter out an
irrelevant distractor during the Maintenance phase (Figure 3A, Supplementary Figure 3B). AD
patients have been found to struggle to prioritize relevant over irrelevant visual information across
different tasks where an optimal inhibitory control is required to avoid unwanted attentional
capture’>’67"-78  Qur study was able to show not only that filtering abilities are impaired in AD
patients, but that their deficit is specifically limited to the maintenance phase.

In contrast, PD patients showed excellent filtering ability both at Encoding and Maintenance.
All our PD patients were tested in an ON Levodopa state (when dopaminergic medications are
effective). Other studies have reported an impaired filtering ability in PD patients OFF Levodopa,>
so it is possible that there is a beneficial effect of dopamine replenishment on ignoring or filtering in
PD.!” The integrity of WM maintenance processes in PD concurs with previous data on visual pattern
tasks that likely require both object and spatial processing,” and our results suggest that PD patients
are able to manipulate information successfully during the maintenance period, unlike AD patients.
Since we did not specifically test for a delay effect, we cannot exclude that at longer delay PD patients
could also suffer from delay-dependent declines in maintenance performances as previous evidence
suggests.3

Overall, healthy elderly participants performed worse compared to younger participants and
were specifically impaired when three items had to be encoded simultaneously (Figure 2,
Supplementary Figure 1A), in line with a well-known age-related decline in WM capacity.'®?° AD
patients showed overall lower performances compared to elderly controls. Unlike the latter, however,

they seemed to cope well with increased Set Size at Encoding (Figure 3, Supplementary Figure
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2A), but were mildy impaired during the Maintenance phase, as reflected by the weak Set Size effect
at Maintenance.

Mixture Model analysis revealed that healthy ageing is associated with different types of
errors: reduced memory Precision, decreased Target detection, increased Misbinding and increased
Guessing (Figure 2B). But while filtering out an item was beneficial in increasing the numbers of
detected targets, and reducing Misbinding, it was not able to help maintaining a high memory
Precision, which declined invariably across all conditions in elderly subjects (Figure 2B, panel a).
Filtering out a distractor was also beneficial in reducing Guessing, and that was true specifically for
EHC, with YHC not showing such effect. A possible interpretation is that the task was more taxing
for the EHC, who had to deploy a cognitive strategy to free up space in WM. These results support
the idea that memory Precision could be considered as a marker of ageing, as previously reported by
other groups.!>1%19-20 In this study, we were also able to show that not only memory Precision declines
with ageing, but also that AD patients have a further drop in memory precision compared to age-
matched healthy controls, albeit of a much smaller magnitude, while this does not occur in PD
patients.

Another memory feature that seems to decline with ageing is the ability to correctly identify
a target.!>8182 Our results are consistent with this view since a clear decline in Target detection was
observed in elderly compared to younger controls across all conditions (Figure 2B, panel b). There
was also a synergic detrimental effect in ageing, as reflected by a significant three-way Instruction x
Condition x Group interaction in Study 1, suggesting that elderly controls were worse at detecting
targets when three items had to be remembered, and when this had to be accomplished during the
Encoding phase. AD patients were even less likely to correctly identify a target compared to age-
matched controls (Figure 3B, panel b). This supports previous findings of reduced correct object
identity recognition in familial AD3’ as well as sporadic, late onset AD.** 83

In line with previous data,'>!8 Misbinding increased in healthy ageing, particularly if more
items had to be remembered (Figure 2B, panel ¢). Misbinding was further increased in AD patients
compared to healthy controls (Figure 3B), unlike in PD patients (Figure 4B). Previous data show

1244 exhibit increased rates of Misbinding.

that both familial®>> and sporadic late onset AD patients
Whilst confirming that object binding is a feature that is frail in healthy ageing, and more so, in AD,
we also found that filtering out an item decreases Misbinding rates in EHC, AD and PD.

Lastly, Guessing rates were higher in healthy ageing, AD and PD patients (Figure 2B, 3B,
4B, panel d), and it was the only metric which could differentiate between PD patients and EHC.

This supports previous evidence showing that Guessing is primarily affected in PD, but can be
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increased in AD patients.* Filtering out an item was able to help Guessing less in EHC but not YHC,
in Study 1, was ineffective in AD patients in Study 2, and was beneficial in EHC and PD in Study 3.

Previous studies have specifically linked increased misbinding to hippocampal
dysfunction.*>47:848586 Qur results support this view (Figure 5b), and the lack of correlation with
whole brain volume, unlike other metrics such as mean absolute error or target detection, also
reinforces the idea that this metric reflects hippocampal integrity.

In our dataset Guessing was the best predictor across the WM examined. Notably, our sample
consisted of an heterogeneous population, comprising also PD patients, which are more prone to
guessing, as well more cognitively impaired AD patients compared to similar studies.>>* For
misbinding errors to occur, at least a partial memory of the object (its identity) must be retained, while
the memory of its location might be lost. When no mnemonic trace is left, Guessing remains the only
viable option, and therefore its rates might be higher in more cognitively impaired populations.

While higher Target detection was associated with higher hippocampal volumes, this was not
the case for memory Precision. Independent findings suggest that the parietal cortex rather than the
hippocampus could be primarily involved in maintaining information with high detail of precision
over time,*”#’, and therefore we cannot exclude that this could be the reason underlying the lack of
structural associations with Precision in our sample.

Our data demonstrate also that filtering ability during maintenance — but not encoding — is
related to hippocampal volume (Figure Sa, 6), suggesting that the hippocampus might protect the
contents of WM, once encoded. This is further supported by the lack of correlation between Filtering
at Maintenance and whole brain volume, pointing towards a specific contribution of the hippocampus

in WM filtering during maintenance.

7. Conclusion

Elderly participants and PD had relatively preserved filtering abilities both at encoding and during
maintenance. In AD, however, there were significant filtering deficits specifically when the distractor
appeared during maintenance. Healthy ageing was associated with a more prominent decline in
memory precision. In AD patients higher guessing and lower target detection were the leading sources
of memory error while PD patients showed only higher guessing rates. Finally, hippocampal volume
correlated significantly with filtering ability during maintenance — but not at encoding, as well as
other mixture model metrics of WM performance, providing further evidence for the role of the

hippocampus in WM.

Page 27 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in
perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

Data Availability

The fully anonymized dataset of this study can be found at: https://osf.io/3s6ze/.

Competing interests

The authors have no conflict on interest to declare in relation to this work.

Acknowledgements and Funding

This work was supported by a Wellcome Trust Principal Research Fellowship to Masud Husain and
by the NIHR Oxford Biomedical Research Centre. This research was funded in whole, or in part, by
the Wellcome Trust [Grant Number: 206330/Z/17/Z]. For the purpose of Open Access, the author
has applied a CC BY public copyright licence to any Author Accepted Manuscript version arising

from this submission.

Author contributions

Sofia Toniolo: Conceptualization, Methodology, Formal analysis, Investigation, Resources, Data
curation, Writing - Original Draft, Writing - Review & Editing, Visualization, Project administration.
Robert Udale: Conceptualization, Methodology, Software, Validation, Formal analysis, Resources.
Verena Svenja Klar: Data curation.

Maria Raquel Maio: Data curation.

Bahaaeddin Attaallah: Data curation.

George Tofaris: Resources.

Michele Tao-Ming Hu: Resources.

Sanjay George Manohar: Resources, Supervision.

Masud Husain: Resources, Writing - Review & Editing, Supervision, Funding acquisition.

Page 28 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

References

10.

11.

12.

13.

Nobre AC, Stokes MG. Premembering Experience: A Hierarchy of Time-Scales for
Proactive Attention. Neuron. 2019. doi:10.1016/j.neuron.2019.08.030

Ma W/J, Husain M, Bays PM. Changing concepts of working memory. Nat Neurosci. 2014.
doi:10.1038/nn.3655

Baddeley A. Working memory: Looking back and looking forward. Nat Rev Neurosci. 2003.
doi:10.1038/nrn1201

Bays PM, Gorgoraptis N, Wee N, Marshall L, Husain M. Temporal dynamics of encoding,
storage, and reallocation of visual working memory. J Vis. 2011. doi:10.1167/11.10.1

Nyberg L, Eriksson J. Working memory: Maintenance, updating, and the realization of

intentions. Cold Spring Harb Perspect Biol. 2016. doi:10.1101/cshperspect.a021816

Klencklen G, Banta Lavenex P, Brandner C, Lavenex P. Working memory decline in normal
aging: Memory load and representational demands affect performance. Learn Motiv. 2017.

do0i:10.1016/j.1mot.2017.09.002

Hasher L, Zacks RT. Working Memory, Comprehension, and Aging: A Review and a New
View. Psychol Learn Motiv - Adv Res Theory. 1988. doi:10.1016/S0079-7421(08)60041-9

Nyberg L, Lovdén M, Riklund K, Lindenberger U, Biackman L. Memory aging and brain
maintenance. Trends Cogn Sci. 2012. doi:10.1016/j.tics.2012.04.005

Baddeley A, Logie R, Bressi S, Sala S Della, Spinnler H. Dementia and Working Memory. Q
J Exp Psychol Sect A. 1986. doi:10.1080/14640748608401616

Carlesimo GA, Fadda L, Lorusso S, Caltagirone C. Verbal and spatial memory spans in
Alzheimer’s and multi-infarct dementia. Acta Neurol Scand. 1994. doi:10.1111/5.1600-
0404.1994.tb01648.x

Biundo R, Weis L, Antonini A. Cognitive decline in Parkinson’s disease: the complex

picture. npj Park Dis. 2016. doi:10.1038/npjparkd.2016.18

Zokaei N, Sillence A, Kienast A, et al. Different patterns of short-term memory deficit in
Alzheimer’s disease, Parkinson’s disease and subjective cognitive impairment. Cortex.

2020;132:41. doi:10.1016/J.CORTEX.2020.06.016

Brockmole JR, Logie RH. Age-related change in visual working memory: A study of 55,753

Page 29 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

participants aged 8-75. Front Psychol. 2013. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00012

Cowan N, Naveh-Benjamin M, Kilb A, Saults JS. Life-span development of visual working
memory: When is feature binding difficult? Dev Psychol. 2006. doi:10.1037/0012-
1649.42.6.1089

Pertzov Y, Heider M, Liang Y, Husain M. Effects of healthy ageing on precision and binding
of object location in visual short term memory. Psychol Aging. 2015. doi:10.1037/a0038396

Peters B, Rahm B, Kaiser J, Bledowski C. Differential trajectories of memory quality and

guessing across sequential reports from working memory. J Vis. 2019. doi:10.1167/19.7.3

Fallon SJ, Mattiesing RM, Muhammed K, Manohar S, Husain M. Fractionating the
neurocognitive mechanisms underlying working memory: Independent effects of dopamine

and Parkinson’s disease. Cereb Cortex. 2017. doi:10.1093/cercor/bhx242

Peich MC, Husain M, Bays PM. Age-related decline of precision and binding in visual
working memory. Psychol Aging. 2013. doi:10.1037/a0033236

Korkki SM, Richter FR, Jeyarathnarajah P, Simons JS. Healthy Ageing Reduces the
Precision of Episodic Memory Retrieval. Psychol Aging. 2020. doi:10.1037/pag0000432

McNab F, Zeidman P, Rutledge RB, et al. Age-related changes in working memory and the
ability to ignore distraction. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2015. doi:10.1073/pnas.1504162112

Jost K, Mayr U. Switching between filter settings reduces the efficient utilization of visual

working memory. Cogn Affect Behav Neurosci. 2016. doi:10.3758/s13415-015-0380-5

Vogel EK, McCollough AW, Machizawa MG. Neural measures reveal individual differences

in controlling access to working memory. Nature. 2005. doi:10.1038/nature04171

Geng JJ, Won BY, Carlisle NB. Distractor Ignoring: Strategies, Learning, and Passive
Filtering. Curr Dir Psychol Sci. 2019. doi:10.1177/0963721419867099

Fallon SJ, Mattiesing RM, Dolfen N, Manohar SG, Husain M. Ignoring versus updating in
working memory reveal differential roles of attention and feature binding. Cortex.

2018;107:50-63. doi:10.1016/j.cortex.2017.12.016

Lin PH, Luck SJ. The influence of similarity on visual working memory representations. Vis

cogn. 2009;17(3):356-372. doi:10.1080/13506280701766313

Oberauer K. Working Memory and Attention — A Conceptual Analysis and Review. J Cogn.
2019;2(1):1-23. doi:10.5334/joc.58

Page 30 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

Myers NE, Stokes MG, Nobre AC. Prioritizing Information during Working Memory:
Beyond Sustained Internal Attention. Trends Cogn Sci. 2017;21(6):449-461.
doi:10.1016/j.tics.2017.03.010

Tabi YA, Maio MR, Fallon SJ, et al. Impact of processing demands at encoding,
maintenance and retrieval in visual working memory. Cognition. 2021;214.

doi:10.1016/J.COGNITION.2021.104758

McNab F, Dolan RJ. Dissociating distractor-filtering at encoding and during maintenance. J

Exp Psychol Hum Percept Perform. 2014. doi:10.1037/a0036013

Chatham HC, Badre D. Multiple gates on working memory. Curr Opin Behav Sci. 2015;(1).
doi:10.1016/j.cobeha.2014.08.001.Multiple

McNab F, Klingberg T. Prefrontal cortex and basal ganglia control access to working

memory. Nat Neurosci. 2008. doi:10.1038/nn2024

Cools R, Sheridan M, Jacobs E, D’Esposito M. Impulsive personality predicts dopamine-
dependent changes in frontostriatal activity during component processes of working memory.

J Neurosci. 2007. doi:10.1523/INEUROSCI.0601-07.2007

Minamoto T, Osaka M, Osaka N. Individual differences in working memory capacity and
distractor processing: possible contribution of top-down inhibitory control. Brain Res.

2010;1335:63-73. doi:10.1016/J.BRAINRES.2010.03.088

Berron D, Frithholz S, Herrmann M. Neural control of enhanced filtering demands in a
combined Flanker and Garner conflict task. PLoS One. 2015;10(3).
doi:10.1371/JOURNAL.PONE.0120582

Liang Y, Pertzov Y, Nicholas JM, et al. Visual short-term memory binding deficit in familial
Alzheimer’s disease. Cortex. 2016. doi:10.1016/j.cortex.2016.01.015

Ranganath C, D’Esposito M. Medial temporal lobe activity associated with active
maintenance of novel information. Neuron. 2001;31(5):865-873. doi:10.1016/S0896-
6273(01)00411-1

Richter FR, Cooper RA, Bays PM, Simons JS. Distinct neural mechanisms underlie the
success, precision, and vividness of episodic memory. Elife. 2016. doi:10.7554/eLife.18260

Stevenson RF, Zheng J, Mnatsakanyan L, et al. Hippocampal CA1 gamma power predicts
the precision of spatial memory judgments. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S 4. 2018;115(40):10148-
10153. doi:10.1073/pnas.1805724115

Page 31 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

Tas AC, Costello MC, Buss AT. Age-Related Decline in Visual Working Memory: The
Effect of Nontarget Objects During a Delayed Estimation Task. Psychol Aging. 2020.
doi:10.1037/pag0000450

Brockmole JR, Parra MA, Sala S Della, Logie RH. Do binding deficits account for age-
related decline in visual working memory? Psychon Bull Rev. 2008.

doi:10.3758/PBR.15.3.543

Parra MA, Abrahams S, Fabi K, Logie R, Luzzi S, Sala S Della. Short-term memory binding
deficits in Alzheimers disease. Brain. 2009. doi:10.1093/brain/awp036

Della Sala S, Parra MA, Fabi K, Luzzi S, Abrahams S. Short-term memory binding is
impaired in AD but not in non-AD dementias. Neuropsychologia. 2012.
doi:10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2012.01.018

Parra MA, Abrahams S, Logie RH, Méndez LG, Lopera F, Della Sala S. Visual short-term
memory binding deficits in familial Alzheimer’s disease. Brain. 2010.

doi:10.1093/brain/awq148

Tabi YA, Maio MR, Attaallah B, et al. Vividness of visual imagery questionnaire scores and
their relationship to visual short-term memory performance. Cortex. 2022;146:186-199.
doi:10.1016/J.CORTEX.2021.10.011

Yonelinas AP. The hippocampus supports high-resolution binding in the service of
perception, working memory and long-term memory. Behav Brain Res. 2013.

do0i:10.1016/5.bbr.2013.05.030

Pertzov Y, Miller TD, Gorgoraptis N, et al. Binding deficits in memory following medial
temporal lobe damage in patients with voltage-gated potassium channel complex antibody-

associated limbic encephalitis. Brain. 2013. doi:10.1093/brain/awt129

Zokaei N, Nour MM, Sillence A, et al. Binding deficits in visual short-term memory in

patients with temporal lobe lobectomy. Hippocampus. 2019. doi:10.1002/hipo.22998

Baddeley AD, Baddeley HA, Bucks RS, Wilcock GK. Attentional control in Alzheimer’s
disease. Brain. 2001;124(8):1492-1508. doi:10.1093/brain/124.8.1492

Simone PM, Baylis GC. Selective attention in a reaching task: Effect of normal aging and
alzheimer’s disease. J Exp Psychol Hum Percept Perform. 1997;23(3):595-608.
doi:10.1037//0096-1523.23.3.595

Aurtenetxe S, Garcia-Pacios J, del Rio D, et al. Interference Impacts Working Memory in

Page 32 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

Mild Cognitive Impairment. Front Neurosci. 2016;10(0OCT):443.
doi:10.3389/fnins.2016.00443

Fernandez-Duque D, Black SE. Attentional networks in normal aging and Alzheimer’s

disease. Neuropsychology. 2006. doi:10.1037/0894-4105.20.2.133

Wylie SA, Ridderinkhof KR, Eckerle MK, Manning CA. Inefficient response inhibition in
individuals with mild cognitive impairment. Neuropsychologia. 2007;45(7):1408-1419.
doi:10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2006.11.003

Fernandez-Duque D, Black SE. Selective attention in early Dementia of Alzheimer Type.

2007. doi:10.1016/j.bandc.2007.08.003

Bélanger S, Belleville S, Gauthier S. Inhibition impairments in Alzheimer’s disease, mild
cognitive impairment and healthy aging: Effect of congruency proportion in a Stroop task.

Neuropsychologia. 2010;48(2):581-590. doi:10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2009.10.021

Lee EY, Cowan N, Vogel EK, Rolan T, Valle-Inclan F, Hackley SA. Visual working
memory deficits in patients with Parkinson’s disease are due to both reduced storage capacity
and impaired ability to filter out irrelevant information. Brain. 2010.

doi:10.1093/brain/awq197

Zokaei N, Mcneill A, Proukakis C, et al. Visual short-term memory deficits associated with

GBA mutation and Parkinson’s disease. Brain. 2014. doi:10.1093/brain/awul143

Aly M, Turk-Browne NB. Attention promotes episodic encoding by stabilizing hippocampal
representations. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2016;113(4):E420-E429.
doi:10.1073/pnas.1518931113

Jeneson A, Mauldin KN, Hopkins RO, Squire LR. The role of the hippocampus in retaining
relational information across short delays: The importance of memory load. Learn Mem.

2011;18(5):301-305. do0i:10.1101/Im.2010711

Hsieh S, Schubert S, Hoon C, Mioshi E, Hodges JR. Validation of the Addenbrooke’s
Cognitive Examination III in Frontotemporal Dementia and Alzheimer’s Disease. Dement

Geriatr Cogn Disord. 2013;36(3-4):242-250. doi:10.1159/000351671

Bays PM, Catalao RFG, Husain M. The precision of visual working memory is set by
allocation of a shared resource. J Vis. 2009. doi:10.1167/9.10.7

Jack CR, Bennett DA, Blennow K, et al. NIA-AA Research Framework: Toward a biological
definition of Alzheimer’s disease. Alzheimer’s Dement. 2018. doi:10.1016/].jalz.2018.02.018

Page 33 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

Wambach D, Lamar M, Swenson R, Penney DL, Kaplan E, Libon DJ. Digit Span. In:
Encyclopedia of Clinical Neuropsychology. ; 2011. doi:10.1007/978-0-387-79948-3 1288

Ang YS, Lockwood P, Apps MAJ, Muhammed K, Husain M. Distinct subtypes of apathy
revealed by the apathy motivation index. PLoS One. 2017.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0169938

Beck AT, Ward CH, Mendelson M, Mock J, Erbaugh J. An inventory for measuring
depression. Arch Gen Psychiatry. 1961.

Skapinakis P. Hospital Anxiety and Depression Scale (HADS). In: Encyclopedia of Quality
of Life and Well-Being Research. ; 2014. doi:10.1007/978-94-007-0753-5 1315

Snaith RP, Hamilton M, Morley S, Humayan A, Hargreaves D, Trigwell P. A scale for the
assessment of hedonic tone. The Snaith-Hamilton Pleasure Scale. Br J Psychiatry. 1995.
doi:10.1192/bjp.167.1.99

Lesher EL, Berryhill JS. Validation of the geriatric depression scale-short form among
inpatients. J Clin Psychol. 1994. do1:10.1002/1097-4679(199403)50:2<256::AID-
JCLP2270500218>3.0.CO;2-E

Lerdal A. Fatigue Severity Scale. In: Encyclopedia of Quality of Life and Well-Being
Research. ; 2014. doi:10.1007/978-94-007-0753-5 1018

Lee KA, Hicks G, Nino-Murcia G. Validity and reliability of a scale to assess fatigue.
Psychiatry Res. 1991. doi:10.1016/0165-1781(91)90027-M

Buysse DJ, Reynolds CF, Monk TH, Berman SR, Kupfer DJ. The Pittsburgh sleep quality
index: A new instrument for psychiatric practice and research. Psychiatry Res. 1989.

doi:10.1016/0165-1781(89)90047-4

World Health Organisation. Wellbeing Measures in Primary Health Care/ The Depcare
Project. Rep a WHO Meet. 1998.

Cantril H. Pattern of Human Concerns Data, 1957-1963. Rutgers Univ Press. 2006.
doi:10.3886/ICPSR07023.v1

Postuma RB, Berg D, Adler CH, et al. The new definition and diagnostic criteria of
Parkinson’s disease. Lancet Neurol. 2016. doi:10.1016/S1474-4422(16)00116-2

Cowan N, Morey CC. Visual working memory depends on attentional filtering. Trends Cogn

Sci. 2006. doi:10.1016/j.tics.2006.02.001

Page 34 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

3.

&4.

85.

86.

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

Finke K, Myers N, Bublak P, Sorg C. A biased competition account of attention and memory
in alzheimer’s disease. Philos Trans R Soc B Biol Sci. 2013. doi:10.1098/rstb.2013.0062

Lenoble Q, Corveleyn X, Szaffarczyk S, Pasquier F, Boucart M. Attentional capture by
incongruent object/background scenes in patients with Alzheimer disease. Cortex. 2018.

do0i:10.1016/j.cortex.2018.06.002

Peltsch A, Hemraj A, Garcia A, Munoz DP. Saccade deficits in amnestic mild cognitive
impairment resemble mild Alzheimer’s disease. Eur J Neurosci. 2014.

doi:10.1111/ejn.12617

Ben-David BM, Tewari A, Shakuf V, Van Lieshout PHHM. Stroop effects in Alzheimer’s
disease: Selective attention speed of processing, or color-naming? A meta-analysis. J

Alzheimer’s Dis. 2014. doi:10.3233/JAD-131244

Owen AM, Roberts AC, Hodges JR, Robbins TW. Contrasting mechanisms of impaired
attentional set-shifting in patients with frontal lobe damage or parkinson’s disease. Brain.

1993. d0i:10.1093/brain/116.5.1159

Fallon SJ, Gowell M, Maio MR, Husain M. Dopamine affects short-term memory corruption
over time in Parkinson’s disease. npj Park Dis. 2019. doi:10.1038/s41531-019-0088-2

Feng J, Craik FIM, Levine B, Moreno S, Naglie G, Choi HS. Differential age-related
changes in localizing a target among distractors across an extended visual field. Eur J

Ageing. 2017. doi:10.1007/s10433-016-0399-7

Gruber N, Miiri RM, Mosimann UP, et al. Effects of age and eccentricity on visual target

detection. Front Aging Neurosci. 2014. doi:10.3389/thagi.2013.00101

Caterini F, Della Sala S, Spinnler H, Stangalino C, Turnbull OH. Object recognition and
object orientation in Alzheimer’s disease. Neuropsychology. 2002. doi:10.1037/0894-
4105.16.2.146

Olson IR, Page K, Moore KS, Chatterjee A, Verfaellie M. Working Memory for
Conjunctions Relies on the Medial Temporal Lobe. J Neurosci. 2006;26(17):4596.
doi:10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1923-05.2006

Watson PD, Voss JL, Warren DE, Tranel D, Cohen NJ. Spatial reconstruction by patients
with hippocampal damage is dominated by relational memory errors. Hippocampus.

2013;23(7):570. doi:10.1002/HIPO.22115

Koen JD, Borders AA, Petzold MT, Yonelinas AP. Visual short-term memory for high

Page 35 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107; this version posted June 19, 2024. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

87.

perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

WM filtering in ageing, AD and PD

resolution associations is impaired in patients with medial temporal lobe damage.

Hippocampus. 2017;27(2):184. doi:10.1002/HIPO.22682

Mackey WE, Devinsky O, Doyle WK, Golfinos JG, Curtis CE. Human parietal cortex
lesions impact the precision of spatial working memory. J Neurophysiol. 2016.
do0i:10.1152/jn.00380.2016

Page 36 of 36


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.18.24309107
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

