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Az} @014 gae] vl sl EAG AU 24 o%E wen Pt

e gk A8 gl w Fosith A 4 d3t
Azl B g AFES B JuAe] G2 el gkl 1994
Treisman & Gelade, 1980; Bundesen, 1990). THF-E2] A& ALE A= ATA
AR olele] elE FAIS] Sl B4 7Aool AAE g0l HA Al
50962 173 BekVerghese, 2001). el Q3 AZiRAN BRI} o mee
g g kel SR Fdshy] Hihe g mE ohekebe, 4 $ol uhet

\ﬂ JZi fr

© F9 EEAY e WIHE Zlo] Aldolth

A Al A 2 sl o] Rolx= A|ZFEM EXNS zAlEle AL A7
BEAZ ]t " o] dAAA FoJE Adrh M TN Xeray Het
AAolu A Hee] Ae- TEA Edshe qF ] e A&shHAs F 3t
sl o H A At w= JFS vl Fasith olgd FeAe Ht
Bow T 4 A7E2 g4 #Ac] dote g8 wet AgE 3
Fgol Jolgt dA & HA ZHZE(arget prevalence) TIE Hgh vl 9]

(Wolfe, Horowitz, & Kenner, 2005; Wolfe, Horowitz, Van Wert, Kenner, Place, & Kibbi,
2007; Wolfe & Van Wert, 2010; Gur, Rockette, Armfield, et al., 2003; Godwin, Menneer,

Cave, & Donnelly, 2010; Godwin, Menneer, Cave, Thaibsyah, & Donnelly, 2014). ¥4 =
A%ES FRY WAY HEE Aolsh} drre AFES FEA A% 1
LA

F0] 287 3 50 olae] 48T FUL Al ANE) EAYS B
ol MaHol met ANE EAE A Fohe Ad-Rmbs o] Z7He}
= W, 3E4o] R EdE Z-elst ‘uRIE) 7K E(false alarm rate)©]
20T w9 AsE AddA oldd A 4 NEe B4% PaAI7
A kg ehe W S sensitivity) 7} oPd WHSH IS Wk Sl WHE-7| Fcriterion)
o] o3t Aeo] 3holw v} ATHWolfe et al, 2007, Wolfe & rt, 2010; Godwin
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g 1. M3ATFM ARZE BHEXES ofA[(Wolfe et al., 2007;
Experiment 1, target-absent trial)

9 49 B4 2998 w39 998 249 g A9dTEe 3
o ROPAAI AP FARES Xy FHd A4 ARR THE FUAGS
AEIAATHIY 1. ol 2e AFAES] AL 904 BFYE Foln WA
gol2 AXeted dlol BUE 282 E 4 dou) AT 1 22A Sy
oJnld WFol e 89S BAE] AW THeE Brekn AdHoR de
@ AFS Aol B4 288 B4 FuAd AL JFE 2AG A7

= A9 =59 AHo] AP o|thRich, Kunar, Van Wert, Hidalgo-Sotelo, Horowitz, &
Wolfe, 2008). £3] X-ray EOFAA Ao e /HE gagtEo]l 2722 AlFEA
8%0eg 7], BH, B0l GAEA sk Wik ofue), B A Folut
23 2o YA AlEE ARHER 824 A=59] A 48 w7 A9
FoE frEdte A8 Al A hreat-superiority effect)®] QJEFOZHE] AFETIAL
B 7] o] th(Fox, Griggs, & Mouchlianitis, 2007; Blanchette, 2006; Pourtois, Schwartz,
Seghier, Lazeyras, & Vuilleumier, 2006). Whe}A A AlZeA 3788 2ARRE 2= ¢
e B #AAE 1A ZHIFE g3} 2EAQ AJZdE AH AT v]oles=

A, 3 AZ4A B wWE 2 AW(identification)?] A3 T HkeHEko 7
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Be 2AG FAHOE E A4EA FuAIE Wt o wEAow B
g¥l01e BT @ AnHoz SAH AFE Aedel S48 @4 gohee
A 44, Teln WA ARE BAFeen AAATE ANE W
BRZen, BART ne Joldt BA FAHE ANE 2T A9E FuA
2 Bgo] 2] FEaiTh

T el A 19284129 FFA} 24 (] 10)0] AP FHAsie e
o= 2ol A7 AFEHALE BE FAke 27
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ToAM Fol MgE 3§ AZol Fosiglon, A} AE Ee P wPAE
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X2 mA}

a8 249 £ AFelA ARG AAEA ASTAE Edeisith vkl Tt
T e =Fo] 7 AT PeAF R AMGETE B FEeo] Ayt
£ AR S8 BEAS0E ke F ARl see A dis) e AR
95 A ZRE 2029 e Agetsion, s AAEE Y A=
af ull ZE %910, 90, 180, 270:)9] B Eo] FA R ALHAT A4S
& A7HAERE 60em A YA FARE 120Hz9] 22912] 1CD RUE A AA]
At} A3 A= Matlab Psychophysics ToolboxS E-3 -8 %] 91 THBrainard, 1997).

RE AP FH Sl 500ms T AAHE SARAZ 035° x 03593 &
A AR, SAFe FR9} A FAudo] AAldT Fudele o4 7h9
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& 1o qf
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A g(0.89° Aol T AR 23he] W T i‘:’ﬁ 10.61° x 10.61°9] 94
;51

W PAA A6 FHEA FES AAHAG. FAE L Ho) s27A s
AN olF AT BAEE BT hed AT AA HEA
ARE Boeld FHE A 7 EE o HES Y Rudus A w2

A= FTZ A spatial configuration search) 0.2, A I} WA= 7F AEEA
= THotRR BEAAR stlF MY FE dd =2 A|FE F A Gerial
self-terminating search)S Q73K Chun & Wolfe, 1996; Wolfe, 1998). o] ¢} 7+ Al
S ABE G ARS8 BYLTAN IR B TS
A7A $4S BANE A BAE fAdER B4 FALE 5k )
wf PRl BBAQ A2 B ABAE WGHAR 2] A 2

re _llm

ng, §_§¢§% AR E20%)% FUREG0%) 18]3 BHIEE0%)E etk A
Ao ZA3I], ZHEE b o] D &I carryover effectyE A7) Y& AHI=
| Ztzt gl AriAtEo] e thGodwin et al,

2014). 2 A3 o)A Hs stell 407 Wi9lo] AFAIdS 438
stlom, AFAIGAM e 4 FALES & AZA T 7‘7}@7} gE A
Z 400N o2, T 2FIAFNE, AuE, ZYU5)|

320 T 80A16§ 80 rﬂ 320A13),
bz} 200*1?‘%*49_ TAEAL 4 3 AlE 7 438 g9 vt
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ot

gk 717he] FEA7}

Aot 34 2895 1 vl Aaggol
AZE AT} FQ, 21) = 32.00, p < 001, 17 = .75. o]2|3+ A5 T4 =3}
o] Az w3AIRtdE fov|gh # zolE Yok EF
2.0

2D Tttt EAGHAE A

2

= 13481, p < .001, n = .87, &£

2

sk WHA, F2, 21) =

0, p = 148, i = .17, FE3 717t WAzl fon|gt GE vzl 7]

olglt}, F2, 21) = 122,56, p < 001, 1 = .92. A&t 7]z} vbeA 7L B4 =8

gEo] F7hstel w}ﬂaiﬂu-?%ﬂc, THNE-IRE) oA or A" v,

15> 403, ps < 003, A WA E RE $7 F2AFE ] fond 3}
o7} #AE A &t s < 1.59, ps > .197.

rII,

SAIZE AR B FFo| me} JolsiAl HEE 14 FdEE a9 )
W EASEA Pube e 7174 2 A5HE =& S8 A8EE Hriey
F5F 274 2l Aolsld S on]gitt wEbd g o gk Hr) 2

B A|ZE (Quartile) B A|Zt (Quartile)
18 3. AR®l(quartile; 0-25%, 25-50%, 50-75%, 75-100% T2+ ") HESA|Zo]|
mE #A& E85E Y (A)NEEED (BATE
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BEAE Ao RTE gAEH AAZAS AEAQA HE 3 (information
accumulation) ©. 2 7 ¥ Th(Ratcliff, 1978; Ratcliff & Rouder, 2000; Palmer, Huk, &
Shadlen, 2005). FA® FE7} JAAA Al =dshd whgo] =EEH, o] o
HES-o] AI&EAL EF-E(drift rate; 18 4A) = AMAA 7 Al(decision boundary;
a9 4B) T /A sEnHe] o e weth. EHES DAY Ay
v AEFOR A5t I3 HlEGignal-to-noise ratio)©] A|FE AT ¢ glom,

JALEA AT ¥H22] H A (response conservativeness) = 2P| 3HC} EFE3 oA}

A% AAe Nad 44 A sER] ugzet w7 d 2| 6F 2 2 (Wagenmakers,
Van Der Maas, & Grasman, 2007), v+ Ao #2d Hggt 717 w-3AIZF A5
© W871E olsd e HAFE X9 Ao|E AHE 5 vt
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WA T gk 1 REASS Bl S FEAT Y o]E4 oA &
A Z¥gE fdd gt Bo Jae HFo] o]Fojd Fart o 53] iR
oA T Hat vkt WigE duete EFE&Y gAEA AA gEm
H o] ¥iste A= e g AR 25 2t FAFeR 34 &
Aty St wWE AL 717) ghgAIZEe A o] ER/EL] i wE Aolgt
A 4A), §HEAIt] QS v = B BFEY WA Z ot o) g
St 717} REEAIZEe] B s ARIEA A nRIER o]Fdlel whet WA 9 HEA
o] 2712 Zukd Aoz o AYThSchwarz, 2001; Ratcliff & Smith, 2004; Ratcliff,
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Andrews, S., & Heathcote, A. (2001). Distinguishing common and task-specific processes in
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(Abstract)

Characterizing Information Processing in Visual Search

According to Probability of Target Prevalence

Hyung-Bum Park Han-Gyeol Son Joo-Seok Hyun
Department of Psychology, Chung-Ang University

In our daily life, the probability of target prevalence in visual search varies from very low to
high. However, most laboratory studies of visual search used a fixed probability of target
prevalence at 50%. The present study examined the properties of information processing during
visual search where the probability of target prevalence was manipulated to vary from low (20%),
medium (50%), to high (80%). The search items were made of simple shape stimuli, and search
accuracy, signal detection measures, and reaction times (RTs) were analyzed for characterizing the
effect of target prevalence on the information processing strategies for visual search. The analyses
showed that the rates of misses increased whereas those of false alarms decreased in the search
condition of low target prevalence, whereas the pattern was reversed in the high prevalence
condition. Signal detection measures revealed that the target prevalence shifted response criterion
(c) without affecting sensitivity (d’). In addition, RTs for correct rejection responses in the
target-absent trials became delayed as the prevalence increased, whereas those for hits in the
target-present trials were relatively constant regardless of the prevalence. The RT delay in the
target-absent trials indicates that increased target prevalence made the ‘quitting threshold’ for
search termination more conservative. These results support an account that the target prevalence
effect in visual search arises from a shift of decision criteria and the subsequent changes in search

information processing, while rejecting the account of a speed-accuracy tradeoff.

Key words : visual search, target prevalence, sensitivity, criterion
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