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INTRODUCTION

Memory and novelty detection are thoroughly intertwined
since novelty detection relies on the capacity to distinguish
what 1s already known from what 1s not. However, the
computational mechanism underlying novelty detection 1s
not understood yet: do novelty and familiarity (.e.,
retrieval based on stimulus strength) signals stem from a
same unique mechanism as the two ends of a single
continuum or from two distinct processes?

HYPOTHESES

Different hypotheses arise from these two options
concerning their temporal dynamics. In the first
case, both processes should display a similar rapid
temporal dynamics with similar characteristics. The
second case would rather suggest dissociations
between novelty and familiarity temporal dynamaics,
novelty being longer than familhiarity.
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DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION

Although the observed differences 1in both accuracy and minimal reaction time would suggest a dissociation
between novelty detection and familiarity, a further interpretation suggest that these differences are mainly due
to an inverse symmetry in the response bias, explaining both a better performance and shorter reaction time for
tamiliarity. As for the correlations, they rather tend to show clear similarities between novelty detection and
tamiliarity-based recognition memory. Taken together, these results lead us to argue 1n favor of a unique
familiarity/novelty discrimination system as the two ends of a single continuum.
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