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BACKGROUND
• Reduced forward simple spans in Deaf signers, but 

backward results  inconsistent1 
• Deaf signers proposed to be able to take advantage of 

visuospatial configuration2 
• Serial recall error patterns have not been well studied3,4 
• M3 model of serial recall motivates tests of position binding 

and activation quality5  

METHOD
• Samples of Deaf (n = 33) and Hearing (n = 32) college 

students matched on age, sex, education
• Sequential and Simultaneous list presentations

DEPENDENT MEASURES
• Span: # letters correctly recalled in order
• Omission errors: % recall positions left blank
• Other Item errors: % correct letters in incorrect position
• Non-Presented Lure (NPL) errors: % non-presented letters 

recalled
• Item Position Binding Score: % correct letters – [% other 

item errors + % NPL errors]
• Item Activation Score: % other item errors + % NPL errors

RESULTS

TAKE-AWAY MESSAGES
• Simultaneous presentation increased span scores for BOTH groups
• Deaf signers uniquely capitalized on simultaneous presentation to differentially reduce omission errors
• Deaf signers show lower item position binding scores, consistent with a positional binding issue in serial recall tasks3
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Letter Span: Deaf < Hearing (ps < .001)6

 Sig. group, recall direction & presentation format 

(ps < .001), no interactions (ps > .15)
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% Omission Errors: Simultaneous 
presentation equates Deaf & Hearing

Item Position Binding: Deaf < Hearing
(p < .001), no sig. diff. Item Activation (p > .64)

Other Item & NPL Errors: 
Deaf < Hearing (ps < .001)

Sig. interaction (p < .05), sig. Deaf comparison (p < .05)
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