Supplemental Information

SI-1: Post-experiment long-term memory task 
[bookmark: _Hlk534493000]After the completion of the short-term memory task and following a short break, a long-term memory test was introduced.  In this post-experiment test, on each trial, a single face was presented at the center of the screen and the participants were asked to indicate whether it was presented in the first part of the experiment. Two 68-trials blocks, one in each hands condition, were tested. The rationale was to examine whether the influence of hands position on the short-term task, lingers on to the long-term post-experiment task. Thirty-four faces within each block were HSF and thirty-four were LSF. Importantly, on each block, seventeen HSF and seventeen LSF face were ‘old’, drawn from their respective short-term task condition. That is, the old faces tested in the hands-near long-term memory task were presented only in the hands-near condition during the short-term memory task (and the same for old faces in the hands-far condition). The other seventeen faces per SF, (for a total of thirty-four faces) on each block were ‘new’. That is, new faces in the long-term memory task were not presented at all during the short-term memory task.  Old and new faces were randomly presented. 
[bookmark: _Hlk534492887]Each old face in the long-term memory task was presented on average four times during the short-term memory task, once as a target item and three times as an item that was presented in the short-term sequence but not in the test. Note that due to the limited number of stimuli, the exact amount of face repetition was not controlled.  Because of practical considerations, we started this task only after the ten participants completed only the short-term task.
Results and Discussion
The long-term memory task was rather difficult as the data of additional seven participants had to be excluded due to chance performance (i.e., the overall proportion of correct responses was below 50 percent).  In addition, one group (N=26) was not informed about the long-term task, while the second group was informed that a post-experiment test on some of the faces will be conducted (N=36). There was no significant difference between the two groups and this factor did not interact with hands position and SF (all p's> .2). 
Table S-1:  Accuracy data, mean percentage of correct responses, and standard deviation 
(SD) from the long-term task of Experiment 2. 
 
	Condition 
	LSF faces 
		HSF faces 	  
	

	
	Hands Near 
	Hands Far 
	Hands Near 	Hands Far 
	N  

	
	Mean 	SD 
	Mean 	SD 
	Mean 	SD 	Mean 	SD 
	

	Long-term 
	62.0 	9 
	61.0 	8 
	61.0 	9 	63.0 	10 
	62 



Table S-1 depicts the long-term memory accuracy of the 62 remaining participants as a function of spatial frequency and hands position. A 2x2 Repeated measures ANOVA with spatial frequency (HSF, LSF) and hands position (hands-near, hands-far) as within-subject factors was conducted. None of the main effects was significant, all Fs (1,61)<1, p>.1, There was also no significant interaction between hands position and spatial frequency F(1,61)=2.088, p=.15. Although this test was not the main interest in experiment 2, these results could be taken as an indication that hands position did not yield any noticeable long-term impact on visual memory. 

SI-2: Sensitivity and false-alarms values and analysis
This change detection task also allowed to compute memory sensitivity (i.e., D-prime, Macmillan & Creelman, 2004). Hits were classified as a correct response to a change trial while false-alarms were classified as responding to a change when there was no change in that trial. D-prime was calculated as z(Hits)-z(False-alarms). All t-tests are two-sided.
Table S-2 D prime (d’) sensitivity scores and False-alarm rates. Standard deviation of each measure in parenthesis.
	Table S-2
Experiment
	
Hands-Near
	
Hands-Far
	
t value, p value

	5 - d’
5 – False Alarms rate
	0.978 (.54)
0.223 (.101)
	0.884 (.35)
0.232 (.094)
	t(28) = 0.96, p = .172
t(28) = -0.44, p = .67

	6 – d’ Color
6 – d’ Orientation
6 – Color: False Alarms rate
6 – Orientation: False Alarms rate
	1.25 (.637)
1.107 (.726)
0.192 (.118)
0.179 (.111)
	1.432 (.624)
1.005 (.608)
0.162 (.089)
0.196 (.124)
	t(39) = 1.869, p =.07 
t(39) = 0.915, p =.366
t(39) = -1.8, p = .079
t(39) = 0.887, p = .381

	7 – d’ Color
7 – d’ Orientation
7 –False Alarms rate
	1.45 (.619)
1.422 (.671)
0.214 (.118)
	1.326 (.624)
1.423 (.668)
0.208 (.114)
	t(57)= -2.14, p >.9 (one-sided)
t(57)= -0.02, p > .5 (one-sided)
t(57) = 0.503, p = .617











SI-3: Experiment 7 – Additional Information
Response times
[bookmark: _GoBack]Although this measure of minor interest, we followed Kelly & Brockmole (2014) original analyses which included response time analysis. One participant's data were excluded due to an excess amount of trials without responses (more than 10% of trials). Trials without a response within the 2 seconds response window were removed from the analysis (1% of all trials). 
Response times were submitted to a 2 (Hands position: near, far) by 3 (Change-type: no-change, color, orientation) repeated measures ANOVA.  Table S-5 depicts descriptive statistics. There was no main effect of hands position F(1,62) = .468, p = .497. There was a main effect of change-type F(2,124) = 7.9, p <.001. Importantly, these factors did not interact, F(2,124) = .935, p = .395, suggesting there was no speed-accuracy tradeoff between hands conditions. 
Accuracy
Although the main dependent measure was sensitivity scores (i.e., d’) we report here accuracy measures defined as the percentage of correct responses. Table S-5 depicts these measures for each condition. Proportion of correct responses of the fifty-eight valid participants were submitted to a 2 (Hands position: near, far) by 3 (Change-type: no-change, color, orientation) repeated measures ANOVA. There was no main effect of hands position F(1,57) = 3.099, p = 0.08. There was a main effect of change-type F(2,114) = 18.6, p <.001. These factors did not reach significance cutoff, F(2,114) = 2.971, p = 0.055

Tables S-5 Accuracy data, mean percentage of correct responses and response-times (RT) and standard deviation (SD) of each measure from Experiment 7
	
	Hands far
	Hands near

	
	No change
	Color
	Orientation
	No-change
	Color
	Orientation

	Mean
Correct
	79.2
	66.2
	68.8
	78.6
	70.4
	69.6

	SD
	11.3
	12.4
	14.6
	11.8
	13.3
	15

	RT (ms.)
	858.8
	881.4
	872
	842.6
	879.1
	863.9

	SD (ms.)
	203
	194.2
	189.6
	192.3
	211
	206.4
















SI-4: Bayes Factors values
Table S-4 Across experiments Bayes Factors analysis
	Table S-4
Experiment
	
M-P hypothesis
	
A-P hypothesis
	
No Difference
(Null hypothesis)

	1 – No cue
1 – Retro-Cue
	8.11 (against)
11.7 (against)
	4.6 (against)
16.9 (against)
	5.4 (in favor)
0.54 (in favor)

	2 – Short term task
	27 (against)
	11.7 (against)
	7 (in favor)

	3 – Short encoding + Mask (150ms)
3 – Medium encoding +Mask (500ms)
	8.6 (against)
3.8 (against)
	8.8 (against)
5 (against)
	2.9 (in favor)
4.7 (in favor)

	4 – Long encoding + set-size 16
	7.3 (against)
	9.3 (against)
	2.9 (in favor)

	5 – Objects change-detection
	3.9 (change trials, against)
	3 (overall, against)
	4.3 (in favor)

	6 – Color change-detection
6 – Orientation change-detection
	1.2 (in favor)
3.3 (against)
	14.6 (against)
6 (change trials, against)
	1.5 (in favor)
3.6 (in favor)

	7 – Change-detection overall
7 – Color
7 - Orientation
	
20.7 (against)
7.07 (against)
	1.9 (against)
2.3 (in favor)
	3.3 (in favor)
0.833 (in favor)
6.9 (in favor)








SI-5: Post-hoc between-subjects analysis

To examine whether the near-hands effect rapidly decays or that it is moderated in such a way that it would only be evident in a between-subject design with a small number of trials, we performed a subsequent post-hoc analysis. It should be stressed that our experiments were not designed to examine these possibilities, and therefore this exploratory analysis should be taken with caution due to attrition.  
We sampled the first 40 trials (based on the number of trials in the first block of Experiment 1) of each participant and compared subjects who started with the hands-near condition with subjects who started with the hands-far condition (the order of the starting condition was counterbalanced in all of the experiments). Two-sided Welch independent samples t-test was used. The table S-2 below depicts the result, and as it can be seen, there was no indication that such moderation could explain the present results. 
	Table S-5 
Experiment
	
Hands-Near
	
Hands-Far
	
Welch t-value
	
p-value

	1 – HSF
1 – LSF
	70
73
	62
63
	-1.6
-2.079
	0.109
0.052

	2 – HSF
2 – LSF
	69
65
	69
67
	0.09
0.654
	0.952
0.517

	3 – HSF
3 – LSF
	59
62
	72
63
	1.858
0.215
	0.068
0.831

	4 – HSF
4 – LSF
	61
67
	71
77
	1.741
1.453
	0.095
0.16

	5 – Objects
	53
	47
	-1.013
	0.319

	6 – Color
6 - Orientation
	58
50
	71
45
	2.6
-0.697
	0.017
0.493





