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Negative repetition effect (i.e. NRE) has been reported in briefly exposed displays, meaning that adjacent distractor identical to

the target decreases the accuracy of target identification. Park (2014) observed that the distractor close to the target showed
positive repetition effect when the target appeared at the low-probability location, but not when at the high-probability location,

and argued that attentional shifting was responsible for this result. This study aims to check his argument by arranging one

attention window at the leftmost and the other at the rightmost position and distractors in between. In Experiment 1, where the

probability of target presentation was the same in the two outer position, distractors produced NRE or null effect depending on

the arrangement. This result was interpreted as related to the attentional shifting in left-to-right direction. In Experiment 2, the
probability of target presentation was varied as high or low in the outer positions, and distractors produced NRE for the target at

highly probable positions, but null effect for the target at slightly probable positions. This result was interpreted as that

attentional shifting was engaged in producing NRE, and could be explained using zoom lens model of spatial attention.
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4 & 0
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Note. Only the letter(s) presented at the outer attention window can be cued as the target by

a postcue. Another letter presented at the central non-attention window position (in gray)

was not post—cued Exp. 1 and 2 used the same arrangements of display.

Figure 1. Percent (Digits inside the Box) of Targets Presented at the Position Cued by the Colored Attention Windows in Exp. 1 and
Exp. 2, and Six Arrangements of a Target (‘O’) and its Distractor (‘(>)
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Table 1. Percent of Accurate Identification and Negative Repetition Effect (NRE) with Arrangement of a Target and its Distractor in

Exp. 1 (standard errors in parentheses)

Only one pre—cued, with a distractor un—cued

Both pre—cued

Near distractor

Far distractor

Display Right Right Left
0—-0 Oo-- =00 Mean O-o- -0-0 Mean
Repetitive 69.5 (3.48) 718 (5.04) 750 377 734 (234 750 (619 654 (6.03)  70.2 (2.10)
Non-Repetitive 84.6 (2.33) 84.6 (338) 731 (269) 788 (1.20) 846 (3.99) 788 (293)  8L7 (3.04)
NRE -151" -12.8° =54 -9.6 -13.5° -11.5"
Result of 2014 study -12.5" -18 -39

* p (.05 **p .01

‘O’ indicates a promising target, and ‘¢’ a distractor.
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Table 2. Percent of Accurate Identification and Negative Repetition Effect (NRE) with Target Probability, Arrangement of a Target and

its Distractor in Exp. 2 (standard errors in parentheses)

A. Targets at Highly probable position

B. Targets at Slightly probable position

Only one pre—cued

Only one pre—cued

Near distractor

far distractor

Near distractor

far distractor

Both pre—cued

Both pre—cued

Display Right  Left Right  Left Right  Left Right  Left
0--0 Oo-—= —00 O-0- -0-0 0—-0 Qo-— —00 O-90o- -¢-0
Repetitive 732 2.15 70.9 (2.30) 68.0 (2.27) 66.7 (2.93) 73.3 (3.17) 61.7 (4..87)
Non—Repetitive 83.3 (1.86) 83.7 (1.1D) 83.5 (1.81) 83.3 (4.07) 74.4 (3.40) 82.8 (3.20)
NRE -10.2" -12.8" -15.6' -16.7 -1.1 -21.1
Result of 2014 study -11.7 18 -3.0 -1377 10.1° (PRE) -10.7
F % p .05 ** p ol
‘O’ indicates a promising target, and ‘¢ a distractor.
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