Does a new assessment paradigm exploring everyday memories better reflect subjective memory complaints?
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INTRODUCTION
areobserved between and at traditional cognitive tasks.(!) This is notably the case when exploring memory functioning.(2)

2 possibleexplanations: (1) Other psychological factorsinterfere with self-assessment of cognitive functioning.

To explore this second explanation, the development of a more naturalistic memory assessmenttool is needed.

Question: Does a new ecological assessment of everyday memory better reflect subjective memory complaints than validated memory tasks?
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Our new everyday memory task seems to better discriminate between participants with subjective
memory complaints and healthy controls than a widely validated memory task, suggesting an
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