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ÅAttention:  

 

ÅNovel displays; essential for studying guidance. 1 

ÅHow do bottom -up and top-down influences steer our eyes? 2 

ÅWhat aspects of a scene capture our attention? 3 

 

 

ÅMemory: 

 

ÅFixed scenes; the ubiquitous nature of repeated search. 

ÅHow much information is acquired while viewing? 4 

ÅHow does that information influence subsequent searches? 5 

 
1 - Treisman, A., & Gelade, G.  (1980).  A feature integration theory of attention.  Cognitive Psychology, 12, 97-136. 
2 - Wolfe, J. M.  (1998).  Visual Search.  In H. Pashler (Ed.), Attention  (pp. 13-74). 
3 - Theeuwes, J., Kramer, A. F., Hahn, S., & Irwin, D. E.  (1998).  Our eyes do not always go where we want them to go: Capture of the eyes by new objects.  Psychological Science, 9, 379-385. 
4 ɀ Hollingworth , A., & Henderson, J. M.  (2002).  Accurate visual memory for previously attended objects in natural scenes.  Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and 
Peformance, 28, 113-136. 
5 - Hout , M. C., & Goldinger, S. D.  (2010).  Learning in repeated visual search.  Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 72, 1267-1282. 



ÅRepeated visual search is speeded by: 
 

Å implicit learning of predictive spatial configurations (i.e., 
contextual cuing), 1  

Åknowledge of search item identities, 2  
Åand the conjunction of spatial and object memory. 3 

 

ÅAre people more adept or efficient searchers when viewing a 
repeated scene? 
 

Å7ÈÁÔȭÓ ÈÁÐÐÅÎÉÎÇ ÔÏ ÖÉÅ×ÉÎÇ ÂÅÈÁÖÉÏÒȩ 
 

ÅDo we become better locators, view items less frequently? 
ÅCan learning speed item identification? 

 

1 - Chun, M. M., & Jiang, Y. (1998).  Contextual cueing: Implicit learning and memory of spatial context guides spatial attention.  Cognitive Psychology, 36, 28-71. 
2 - Mruczek, R. E. B., & Sheinberg, D. L.  (2005).  Distractor familiarity leads to more efficient visual search for complex stimuli.  Perception & Psychophysics, 67, 1016-1031. 
3 - Hout , M. C., & Goldinger, S. D.  (In press).  Incidental learning speeds visual search by lowering response thresholds, not by improving efficiency: Evidence from eye movements.  Journal of 
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance. 
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Please remember these targetsé 
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ÅPs searched for a new target(s), among repeated distractors. ɜ 

ÅTarget present vs. absent? 

Å Instructions emphasized accuracy (but not speed!). 

 

Å1-3 potential targets for low, medium, and high WM Load 
conditions, respectively. 1 

Å Identify a single target or search exhaustively. 

 

Å3 blocks (96 total trials): 
ÅThree set sizes (12, 16, 20 items). ɝ 

ÅDVs examined as a function of Epoch (1-4); each comprised of 
25% of the trials per block. 

 
ɜ - Spatial organization was randomized individually for each subject and block. 
1 - Menneer, T., Barrett, D. J. K., Phillips, L, Donnelly, N., & Cave, K. R.  (2007).  Costs in searching for two targets: Dividing search across target types could improve airport security screening.  
Applied Cognitive Psychology, 21, 915-932. 
ɝ - Permuations (i.e., order of presentation of Set Size) counterbalanced across participants. 



ÅStimuli:  
ÅGray-scaled photographs (2 - 

2.5° visual angle). 

 

ÅApparatus:  
ÅE-Prime v1.2 & Eyelink 1000 

(monocular sampling, 1000HZ) 
1-2 

 

ÅSurprise recognition memory 
test: 
ÅTested all distractors and subset 

of targets. ɜ 

ÅTwo-alternative forced-choice 
with semantically matched foils. 

 
1 - Schneider, W., Eschman, A. & Zuccolotto, A. (2002).   E-0ÒÉÍÅ 5ÓÅÒȭÓ 'ÕÉÄÅȢ  Pittsburgh, PA: Psychology Software Tools Inc. 
2 - SR Systems Research Ltd., Mississauga, Ontario, Canada. 
ɜ - Pooled-random presentation 

ñWhich item have you seen before?ò 


