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{Brief report)
Failure of Transferring Target-Prevalence Effect Driven by Visual

Dissimilarity of Search Items between Two Independent Search Tasks

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

The probability of target presence in visual search influences search efficiency by changing the criteria for response-decision making,
and this has been known as target prevalence effect (TPE). Our previous study observed that the TPE in one search task with
varying target prevalence was transferred to the performance of the other concurrent search task. Specifically, the study found a
transfer of the TPE when the search items were visually identical between the search tasks but differed in their target prevalence,
but found no such transfer when they were visually dissimilar. The study accordingly pinpointed to a lack of visual similarity between
the search tasks for the absence of the TPE. Nevertheless, the search tasks did not only differ visually, but also differed in the way
each search task was defined. The present study examined whether the TPE can be transferred across two search tasks where
search-relevant features of the search items were exactly identical to each other but their search-irrelevant features were visually
dissimilar. The results showed no indication of a transfer of the TPE, suggesting that the TPE can only be transferable across the

search tasks where their search items are visually and specifically similar to each other.

Key words : visual search, response-decision making, target prevalence effect (TPE), transfer
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2009, % B FANEA} God FAYS A
oA 22 Aol g HGE(miss race)©]
e BARE AddN £ BAE B
338 Q7 H E(false alarm rate)©] FAJFE
H A7 (correct-rejection)  RTE  TFHHETH
(Godwin, Menneer, Cave, Thaibsyah, & Donnelly,
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Figure 1. (A) Procedure of the present experiment. The search array was presented either at

the left or the right visual hemifield. (B) Search items for Park et al.

(2016)'s Experiment 1A.

Black ‘L's and ‘T's were used for prevalence search (PS) whereas bars with either black or white
colors, or with vertical or horizontal orientations were used for neutral search (NS). (C)
Example of search items in the present experiment. Note that the search items for PS and NS
trials as well as the gap openness of the target Landolt C were counterbalanced across
participants, and the white dotted circle, not present in the display, on the arrays indicates the

target for a given participant.
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= 1350, p < 001, 2 = 41, ¥ HHFF W
Qo] FEI/F #FENCU, R, 39) = 42.27,
p < 001, g7 = 52, BF EFHTE Wl F
B Y R2, 39) = 25, p = 78, 1,2 =
oL 2ev Aot o AR Al FES A
Z33E Ul wE AFE i W, R,
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Figure 2. Results of the experiment. (A) Mean error rates, (B) criterion along sensitivity values,
and (C) difference RTs of the correct rejection trials and hit trials. Note that the difference RTs
were calculated by subtracting the mean hit RTs from the mean correct rejection RTs. ‘Absent
or ‘Present’ represents target presence or absence while PS" or ‘NS’ represents prevalence or
neutral search respectively. The error bars represent standard error of the mean (SEM).
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