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Figure 1: Framework of the dual-task interference patterns based on Plummer & Eskes (2015). Negative dual-task effect Plummer & Eskes, 2015). Patterns of dual-task interference were assessed DV plOttmg the
(DTE) values imply a decrease in performance (ie. dual-task cost) whereas positive DTE values suggest an DTE of the primary and secondary task against each other (pummer & Eskes, 2015). AS
advancement in performance in the dual-task (i.e. dual-task benefit). illustrated in Figure 1 nine distinct patterns can be identified
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Figure 2: Framework of the dual-task interference patterns for the non-prioritizing (blue diamond) and prioritizing (purple circle) group at each listening conditions.

< across listening conditions. These results raised certain reservations about the current usage of dual-task paradigms for listening effort.

‘ - Providing prioritization instructions when performing a dual-task paradigm for listening effort was insufficient to ensure that an individual will mainly focus on the primary task and will stick to this strategy
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