Testing the automaticity of predictiveness-driven
, attention: The effect of task difficulty
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Predictiveness-driven attention

Associative learning (learning new cue- Predictible Unpredictable The exact nature of the
outcome pairings) produces changes in outcome outcome predictiveness-driven attention Is
attention (Kruschke, 2003; Le Pelley, 2004) still debated In the literature
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Current Study

S predictiveness-driven attention How does task difficulty affect
automatic or voluntary in nature? predictiveness-driven attention?

Methods Results
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Even when tasks ditfer in difficulty, participants prioritize predictive over non-predictive cues. This
finding, along others (participants attend to the colour despite Its irrelevance, explicit instructions
given before the task) suggest that predictiveness-driven attention Is at least partly involuntary.
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