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FPO with 4 items

What makes two items look different? FPO with 4 heterogeneous item pairs

Grouping can make identical items look different, and it A. B. : Two tasks using the same displays: 4 Singleton Pattern-breaker
can cause False Pop Out (FPO). Task: F1r.1d_ the qgadrant B | 7
that 1s different in each . .
Same or different? : 1. Find the Pattern-breaking target ( )
display.

2. Find the singleton target ( )

et e - singleton octagon starburst letters
DISPLAY A percept of a square to help
(no FPO) find the distractor in non-
FPO displays.
Emergent Feature Displays

(e.g., symmetry, colinearity)

RT (msec)

All the same?

When the square wasn’t
clearly disrupted... ..the rectangle was.

.. .. | — Subjects were faster at finding the Pattern-
breaking target despite its being one of the

DISPLAY B
(FPO) _ _ . .
False Pop Out (FPO): nn “ T : A ]Islos:t cforr;mon d1.t§ms. If Pop Out is bised or]gy c1>2
One or more distractors in a singleton display poses as a ingletion visplays etter Displays a:[s1c €a uie 1Iierences, comimon 1tems snou
target. - - 0 not pop out.
= correct response %; = 1ncorrect response %
FPO with 3 items: Initial observations sSummary
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| | : ' More analysis of the 3-item FPO displays 1is

| 1119 | 79.85 | 896 necessary, but preliminary observations reveal
[I certain analogous arrangements as receiving
the same response patterns, suggesting the

780 83 69 8_51 presence of a common emergent feature or

] combination of features, the perception of
:D:D D which precludes basic feature pop out.
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False Pop Out 1n multiple types of displays 1is
converging evidence toward the Theory of Basic
Gestalts as providing a more comprehensive
explanation of Pop Out.

15 of 17 sets of analogous dot arrangements showed the same patterns of
performance (A, above). Only 2 arrangements did not share performance
patterns (B and C, above).
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seemmgly similar d1sp1ays. - Images in intro: Akiyoshi Kitaoka (taken from: http://
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