Incidental learning speeds visual search
by lowering response thresholds, not by
improving efficiency

Michael C. Hout & Stephen D. Goldinger
August 22nd 2011

%’ ARIZONA STATE |
UNIVERSITY |







Attention & memory in visual search

A Attention:

A Novel displays; essential for studying guidancet
A How do bottom -up and top-down influences steer our eyes?
A What aspects of a scene capture our attention?

A Memory:

A Fixed scenes; the ubiquitous nature of repeated search.
A How much information is acquired while viewing? 4
A How does that information influence subsequent searches?
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The current investigation
A Repeated visual search is speeded by:

A implicit learning of predictive spatial configurations (i.e.,
contextual cuing),

A knowledge of search item identities, 2
A and the conjunction of spatial and object memory.?3

A Are people more adeptor efficient searcherswhen viewing a
repeated scene?
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A Do we become better locators, view items less frequently?
A Can learning speed item identification?
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Procedure

A Ps searched for a new target(s), among repeated distractors.
A Target present vs. absent?
A Instructions emphasized accuracy (but not speed!).

A 13 potential targets for low, medium, and high WM Load
conditions, respectively. !
A ldentify a single target or search exhaustively.

A 3 blocks (96 total trials):
A Three set sizes (12, 16, 20 item3).

A DVs examined as a function of Epoch (4); each comprised of
25% of the trials per block.

3 - Spatial organization was randomized individually for each subject and block.
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3-- Permuations (i.e., order of presentation of Set Size) counterbalanced across participants.



Method, cont'd

A Stimuli;

A Gray-scaled photographs (2-
2.5’ visual angle).
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A Apparatus:

A E-Prime v1.2 &yelink 1000
g_rznonocular sampling, 1000HZ)

A Surprise recognition memory
test:

A Tested all distractors and subset
of targets.?

A Two-alternative forced-choice
with semantically matched foils.
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