Reqularity and Stimulus Salience Jointly but Independently Shape
Attentional Prioritization
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Introduction Results
Selection history built on statistical learning has been proposed as a Experiment 1a
third factor guiding attention, parallel to goal-driven and stimulus-driven
Se|eCtIOnS [1 -3] Adjusted IES = IE Sstructured(random) - |E Sbaseline = Adjusted IES,....,, - Adjusted IES
@) L o0r (B) 1500, 20000 i e
L L . . - ® %)
Within this framework, how history-driven factors (e.g., statistical regular- . — . 1000-.*’ BN BiE ) |
ities) interact with stimulus-driven effects (e.g., physical salience) to influ- L} 500 : W 0| | R g
ence attentional selection remain largely unclear. é o : 3 0 E b i - — 5 ook
N 8 o 8 8
S5 ° : - B ° 3 S 8
: : : = . .= -500} : O X
Thus, the current research investigated the mutual impacts between Zsook  ° < oo 8 € +1000}
regularity and stimulus salience on attentional selection (Experiment 1) Z ool = o
-1000 -15 -

and the Way these attentiona| effects interact to Shape attentiona| priority Structured Random Cooperation ~ Pure  Competition Cooperation Pure Competition

computation (Experiment 2). Experiment 1b
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€ When operating separately, both regularity and cue salience elicited
prioritized attention selection.

Visual search task, 16 trials per block

JES. . vs. IES € When the two factors coexisted, they exhibited mutual yet asymmetric

. IEShon-saiience VS. |IES IES = RT/ACC ImpaCtS _ . : c e .
The attention effect was augmented during cooperation but diminished
(b) Baseline / -driven during competition, where history-driven selection exerted a weaker
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Influence than stimulus-driven selection.
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¢ History- and stimulus-driven selections jointly shape attention priority
without being modulated by the level of stimulus salience.
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observed attention effects.
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