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RINFARETER, LLBART W L3508 (object specific previewing benefit, OSPB)/E N H6¥r, %%
FEFFIE LR R B R RF A o SE5 1 0L 1w Bk 8 B S s 25 2 RO WAL 10 454, WP R B FRIE R R
FIVEFH o SE5G 2 fd SR ) Bk B T s 2R R BT, DR RIMBIOFFLR R SRR 3. WREE R
R4, 5280 1 FNS2Es 2 BT OSPB A%, HS2Hs 2 moe s OSPB SN Ik T— Bk % . BFoe 4 £ W
TEN 2 LRI R 5T, (UERME AR IE LR R BE LM B IR IR Fr, EN LRI, e
LR BB EBELR, R RIPOHFIELREE—EME,

FRGRERE, RMFEL R, REB0, FARSCHENE, FARTE R

Bg42

1 515

NPT 3 GE e A% 3 2l ik 0 3l 28 19 AL FR 455
FI G i A A 7 738 A 7 26 R B 25 4 2N 3R THTREAE
R, PRIEFIRRAE R — S RE S, i SE 8L
B ARLRE R (object persistence) (Flombaum, Scholl, &
Santos, 2009). A AFFE i A by I 25 3% 22 1
(spatiotemporal continuity) X} 2 & ff $5¢ HAG o 2 &
S, AR X —AIF 5T A0 X T 4 A 2 1T R AIE (surface
feature) 2k FJ& 5 W 7E & AR PR F5 th 2 A A — ELAF
TEH W o G F ARSI (object file) B H i
23 ¥ Hi R 1% (spatiotemporal dominance hypothesis),
N BEARCRFFROM T % IR 28 2 bk, BT
ZRMEFIEL R A (Kahneman, Treisman, &
Gibbs, 1992; Gao & Scholl, 2010; Mitroff & Alvarez,
2007). MHEJUAEA A/ DI 08, RIAFFEL R
A D YEFF R RIE B i 2, X AR R A
i % & X (Richard, Luck, & Hollingworth, 2008;
Moore, Stephens, & Hein, 2010; Hollingworth &

Franconeri, 2009),
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Kahneman 4§ (1992)#& i () &R SCIFBLIS R &
PR ORI 50 0 e EL S i g A B e . AR 4 i B i,
— PSR S FME B ST —R, BR—1
PN | I B 9 22 1iE (episodic representation) %
TR (object file), XAE—Fi ] 2R RAE, &
TR AR Bt i ] B B, BEAS [R]85 Z2 R 19 25
B R IEAS B, AR TR EHCAZ TR %
BARSEATHER RS B ARRAL . ARSI 2
(8] 2 5| (spatial index)>RARiC B RANE, Iz
[] 28 5 1R 2 R B REAE AR JSORE G R TE L — A58 —
PTG, AR E kAR, 23RS IE [ 3
T, bRICEARRHTALE

BRSO B N N AR AR R 7 S M ) o B
WA 3 IR, B X (correspondence)
PRAE, W00 7R GE o B 23 15 B2 15 3 2ok A W S Hip
FAREFE AT P B IH R RIS R AR, HaR &
“Ial i) (reviewing)#RAE, $EMCAAHTEIHZARMZ AR
S B RRIEE B o B e 2 AN (impletion) A,
4 T AR i AR B R D SR A B LAZE & LA
TE AT R EARIZ Bl sl AR A 3
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Kahneman 5§ (1992) @] 37 T % 44 [a] i i@ =X
(object-reviewing paradigm) K iIF & A SCFFRIE .
mE 1 FoR, e L MM E SRR AR, S
B NS SR TR T IR N S S (BB I s S S
RKIG, MNBEBHEILEL N E, &EELh—1
BRI — AR, BORPS P XA
Bl AP B B ROk I R L, AR
PR Z A (same object condition, SO); = Tl % i AYF
B BAE 53 b — AR b, R B AR S A (different
object condition, DO); 77 H By J& %A T i /Y7
#, HAVLHEL 14 (no match condition, NM), 5%
R SO F&AF T X Bk A 24 3 EERT DO &A%
H1 T SO Il DO A M sl R 7E 5 58 [ BB Hh 8L
if, AR ICEE A 3300 (priming effect)F fif B
X B G R A & 1A TS AR A6 3% (object specific
previewing benefit, OSPB), SO Fl1 DO i A [R] 55 1F
() S5 INE B} 22 2 IR A RN A BN 3 (effect size) o
Kruschke F1 Fragassi (1996) %3k iz 1< #2 s ]
DR B, 75 OSPB &N B &) i ML 5%
B, PIHE S 220953 Bir i >R 40 (Mtroff, Scholl, &
Wynn, 2004, 2005; Mitroff, Arita, & Fleck, 2009). %3 7,
B TR 5 X Bk [ i AT i gk, At
FEALE] TR AN 2 A st A7 180 g bt 09 R, Gy
PRAF 5 500 5 1 AN HL B (Gao & Scholl, 2010;
Hollingworth & Franconeri, 2009),

TiE T B BBl B il E

A o [|mzmzer

iy
- I ﬂ S| A\ o [ ]|FEiksmr

I\ o [V] rucresss

K1 FARE AR E R

B AR IO PR A R 2 (AR SR 2 2 ) O
AR, xR RS MU A BAA T e A HBL A A
— DR, WL B RS m BRSO, 22 )i [aT
AR A BT B A SO RRIESS ., X SO
FAFFR AR FE AT DO SR AR B

OSPB 500, Y H B AT LW 3 (A X > B 22 i
P58 RGN IR B B — DB — 1Y | FP B A
Y544 (Hollingworth & Franconeri, 2009).,

ZAR SO IR TA A B 25 3 282 P 5 B X
PRVER CHELR R, )R X BRSO DG 8EE B
W E SO AR R pR2s”, MARHESS B o B
SO BN AS, JTAAS 380 AR BT 4 2 AR S Y
YER o UEARMNFHIE(S BSUCERT, GnoRet2s d etk
AR, IBA A AR SO AS S 4, i
HU2 TR A 2 5 21 A AL i A AR D
(Kahneman et al., 1992),

VAR 20 (A= % NI BT W @ S R W 3 ]
FRIEL RIWMER VAT TR . Mitroff 1 Alvarez
(2007) KJH T MARAEA R 9 %44, JF 11 1000 ms
125 B ARz s B B () 2), kK BLTC#L51 % OSPB
ROV o ABATT ER HHE IR, A PR A v B AORSE T f 25
B, iR SR Al R 2R T AR AEE S . Moore 4§
(2010)7E 32 B By B 1Y 5 Ji = ot 52 460 26 A 114 25 4 (1]
2), JFEFHEDEAE A . Moore 55 A IA K 4
2L OSPB B A i, Wt vi BH 3R AR AE X T & AR f
Fr EA mEEAE M W5 & B OSPB 2N AN B4 #1 fi],
BB (SO 4544 T 1Y B IR T DO 45440
Y, OSPB 4w i “H—46 ms). Hollingworth
F1 Franconeri (2009) % {4 [2] 3 112 =X 5 Bk 38 2% L
(tunnel effect)fuCAHZ, &, ST 1 % A JL B R Y
TEOL T BRI (E 3) BEIERON 248 a2k —A>
BARTE — P 0 — B i i AP, —BeRf el s
TERIHR 1Y) 05 —h B MR8 il — DAk, IR Aapidsih
R — A B LA AE 1 AR 3 T 5 T % 1B (Wood,
2011), Hollingworth F Franconeri (2009)#fF 5% &
IR B AT LA e 28 48 2Rt ] DRI 326 T AR A
LB 58 L P T A B AT B o

MitroffFll Alvarez (2007)

Moore, StephensfilHein (2010)
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6 ] VREAE S5 PIRRI 28 2R A F T 2 B (R 2 200 20 A A 1 1 651

01 4L B is BB

HEPTEL BB

‘B B S

Kl 3 Hollingworth F1 Franconeri (2009) 8 53 {52

SRIM Mitroff Fl Alvarez (2007)HIWFFE 76 )7 B2
AR, Y, A A DI T Hh e 4T R
Kk 1000 ms, G FMARAEM 25 F & A T B A
Wr, 25 #ail R Z IR SRR R, X —17

SZM AT BEHRIE T 2 H R IE L R B IR R L
MBIRAE . R, RITBYR BRI, il A
FTREXS TR H Sha AT i, TR AL 5T G
5 U SRR T G B O Sl A R T AR I AZ A
ML) F R G, HIRREZL RN AR R 1Y
Y FH AT RE 23 ph 3758 98 68 200 38 A 2k <7 G 5D D 0k 355
Moore Z5(2010) 525 B ARG T & (AR RS 25 (1)
W, ELARFAE S 480 20 AR Y R TR AIE 2 T R AE, X
WAVF 2 EB ™ A P ZE AR S SR S 4o 5 ) B 0 o
Hollingworth F1 Franconeri (2009)f 3555 %7 &
IEARFS bR E AR, A T BRI s R Y
EM .

25 LRTR, TN Z T LA X R R IE LR R AE
AR VR A — BN 458, R TEAAT]
() S 90 TR A AR S A i I S LR BE . T %
LR HFFE L 2R AR B S AE L, SEe it
WA R LAT 3 s (DI SRR KRR, ARExt %
LR X BRI B BRI 51 2 ()R RELE
I 2 8 AR B R THT R AR 2 2R T B Y ) v B e
)R B TC L AT H Sl g i B9 R Lo 78 L5
s, I R R AL R &0 2 [F A7
TERY, 4 B4 TH M 25 S8R TN RRIE 2R B B AR R IR 1Y
YRR, 372G 7E 28 2 BRA R 264 T B 48R TR
ER R I RS | 5 AR I XS Ny 484

H T X A R BIVE R T, ABFR BT
THI—DREIF . WAFEIE KA E AT AR
() B HS T 2H BT R R TE (K] 4). ] 4a TR /52
B S AR AT B XAl R GE, KA AR &
WA E BT H RS H A AR R A S5 A o X el 3 A P
SRR, ANRET | PR AKX ERAE, [F] Y
WA 2 F B kAR, K 4b iRy &izs)
PRAZ AR B S BRIE, o T AR R W T,
BEA T 5 F O ——XF R o 24 % B T R IE I 52
FHFUE, gin] DU A R AR R S I s R b

REYIEEE, RIS RIS B A AR
AT A IR, K 1 XU BRGH,
BEAEM S LRAYFRI AT, RIHEFFAEL
HWAET 514 OSPB A4 M. SCH6 2 i FH i) Bigil, &
SE 2 TH IO R AE LR BRI 28 20 R — By 1 52 A
PR vh 9 B 1 B8 (S B AR I € ), G 2 3 1T 25
ORI B R, 825 — 20
Bt L, vhRIEEE T Y OSPB AU k4 th B A
JEE B D55

a A ] i

b Hji g i

P4 BEIE

2 SEE 1. ISR AR ST
T R BRI L R A B AR LR
1

ARSI 38 Aokl L) B G, 5 58 s R R AN W]
W25, a8 R g0 Hd 3R T A0 R IR 2 &
SRR LR RO R . SR 3 T A R IE 2 R B
BOph X AR AR R AE R, IR 4 7E SE B o B
OSPB ) .

21 A&
211 #Hik

16 AR WP ES I T ASI R, EIRTE

19 & 25 2, Hibg 8 gk, Ira s
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AL SR IE IR . 4 90R7E S R 1%
Fl|— 72 B
212 EWERESHH

SYGAE— P4 kb EEES A R AT, A2
KR R AE 17 SHR A CRT Bonds b % B/R e
(R BB AT PRV E N 1024%768 122, lHHH R K
85 Hz. 25027 ffi[] Presentation {45 o #i
WAR ULER B, PLEE 57 em.,

PRI TR A 5 b SCmh, 5
o Tl 5 B — S X n] R G (1] 4a). IR IE B — R
IR T B ERAMI ) 4 NSRRI AL, Hrp R 2R A Sk
HARAR 7°, WEARR 3.2°, BANMIEA KN
2.1°x1.6°,

it FIA B 1B AR & AR, EARh 180, dk
FL, . sk, WA S R, S EREE R A
AN [R) B €2 1 18] 485 53 30) 2 B B e A A A, P 5
FerP ORI R 7.8, [R5 Rl (o
BEDLIEH . TS AN 5 iR 6 RISl .
XS R 2 R/ R 1.20%1.2°, LA P (04 4% 15 (81 45

R0
PSR

(IR SR PN ES

213 ZXWEFS5EIT

KRNIt R, bRk
2R R R A AN (] 2 € 1 (R A (8] 6), 700
ms J5 BB B A I — A TN 1 48, 1000 ms J5
BIZWR, AR SER L2 300 ms J5 146 ) b
Ferpo s, B E N 9.1°/s, 3 400 ms J5 M
W& T8 KA 3E A RS TE I 58 T 2k o [ AE
Bt LIH e 500 ms S5 LA ] B4 3 2 DA B 3 11 79
A3 O H, 400 ms JEEEE, BT
L IRAE B B PN, SR A T 3 7 A e 28
ARG T, IR e B S . A R A T A
SRS AT BT R (PR B A5, AL B SO &1
KeBits DO 4541, i e 78 7 b A o Be 1] 58 e
TE B 5 B AR ), 5 25 4 1 252 BT 7E 8 i ) 0 6
ANED), DB R Ry AnRAT — A B SRR e A
B A B R 25 ), WU B iy A5 H b 0 T

FREE s BHAESE N, #7id 2000 ms IR A
FRE, AT —AM R

A R, 50%APCHL &6 SO 444
MBI DO #1404 di—2F), 53 50% W AILE A
W0, SO AR W i ik 2K T3 (2, DO 4517k,
SRR I T OSPB &N o 5256 X A B i B i i
17, GAWBA 32 MRk, IERSEEAT 160 MK,
ARSI AAAE 160 MUK % 2 BT BEATL 2R HE,
SEIGHFLEAT ]2 30 min,

22 HRSH

1SR % A 1] 3 9 2 DL R L 2 Y S 6 v
5T 32 BN VT L 457 (SO 254 A DO 4544 i Hi i
%R, BP R < SO BRI (Hollingworth
& Franconeri, 2009; Mitroff & Alvarez, 2007). Hk
FEARVE FLAS AR DAY B, BT —AS38 i )
W, 2 DA T AR = (R IR T R R R,
TCAE I} 25 2 ZR A0 I 1T 9 1IE 28 ZR AR N 23 5% i) X %
LT S o 534, AR SE — SR A
VCHE 255 14 S g i v VSRR 451, AP ER T
X250 DA ARG i A A2 % DG JC 25 42 9 5
T3 AT .

B SN ) IE B P AR T A R (94.80%), Bl
SO S5 B IERf FAIE A DO S5 TE A 240 ik
75 54(94.69% vs. 93.91%), t(15)=0.81, p=0.429, 4
A S AN € R N WA N S S i o= K32
24053 TE A s I B B 1S Y (E bR 22, SRR 3
A 22 DLAM BB, 338 4 B o5 SR Y
1.68%. XF T4 F A9 S o i 508, 4350 48 4% 4~ 5
9 25 AN SN IS Y (E RbR o 22, SRR 1,

P SO 444 T i NI At DO 444 R
Y S B (837 ms vs. 864 ms)S{AC XTEEAS t /556, P
FH2E S E, 1(15)=3.12, p<0.01, £ T OSPB
BN (RN R 27 ms), X 4R 2 B R AE T LA
SIFRARXI N, AERERARRAE LM

3 SLEG 2. RMPIOSRIEL R 5]
23 2R RILAE I AR

Moore 55(2010)7E & 41z 3 F Bt 19 i J B %058
PSR i, T30 OSPB RN i B F%, o1
- B s 2 3R 0 R 4 3R TR AR 2 R 00 4 i JBUAR
T o SR R AR YRR & AR R AR T R X &
EORFE T B TR AER S LB AR, #
TAFFIE LR R R A BIVE ), 7 S50 2R 5 1) ik 1B
A2 ez Wi, 38 A 1 3R AR R L & S )
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700 ms
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1000 ms
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A
® ®
&
@ e ()
1 5 ) 5 A A i KA ARVCRL A

Bl6 525 1 MR R

Fz 1 018 1 B9 AT (ms)F0IE 7 % (%) (M+SD)

VE g 45 2 g B} BRI R
B[R] &k 837+56 94.69+3.15
[PRERE 4N 864+75 93.91+3.41

BRR—BUNE B I AL R vp R B sc i &
R Ei), ZEEMEIER T &M EE" 4 OSPB &%
N, RS —EUESE R A9 OSPB 2 #E47T H#K .
AR R MARE L R WEEM, Ba5—BE5EM
Fe, Mo iBEE T OSPB R ks £ H B b i i
31 A&
311 #Hik

16 ZAFRHAEMHFRAESIN T ALLE, FIHRTE

19 & 27 Z 200, Hofg 8 MR wik. Irhwk
T 7 B TR T TE o 24 BT 58 B 5 )5 1
Bl — 5 B -
312 WEFSHH

RSN ] ST L 2 I )
o A A8 5 S g0 IS S50 1 s A TR .
313 XWEF5’IT

SEEFR T ST RIEE 1 AR . — R
[F] AR S0 2 BB R T AR IE R R S SRR —
HAh SR PR FE TS ST . FE s, PSR
B TR B 38 He T B €

I3 — AR SR [R5 R 25 L S5 2 R 5 1Y
BERE o DA ZS 2R R BTG /s (AR e B0 0% 5 R X6 1 5
FANE R E R AR SA A ST BRS04 SR
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P28 T HE AR 100 W8 AN B e 25 2 1),
i as R F RS SOV Iz, & hitas i
(2 DOYSRAF . LA WP 25 A 5 1 B ] ) 22
{HAER OSPB &h RN . FEvp2EMEEE ., WM
ANBARTLE B TF IR i 384 T 3o, T LAZERT 4SSO
MR, EEEE e &R0 B2 R R Y, 1A
Bf2s DO S5 N, IG5 BT 26 A4 1 2 0, J2 A ]
(B 7)o PRGBS B ], 79 o o o R o
I R AR TR

SEIXH RO AT, SRS AT 32 A
Wk, EXRLEA 320 MR, H£FLELMTE
320 AU 2 BT AL HE, SIS (]
£ 60 min.

32 HRHM

B S ) IE B 2 R b AR (94.96%), 45
AT R IE T 25 25 S o R SO 1Y) SN IR
WA AL TGt . HHE A 290K I v it
AR EE bR RS, HIBR 3 a2 DLIAMAEL
Wi, AR BB 1.19% X TR
FR S, A Ge it A5 A SEE AT SO A S
BIEARfE 2, 250036 2 FIA 8.

PG 2 LR IEAT 2 (B x 2 (A& K)
HEE MR 200, R EREREX —RZEREL
M, F(1, 15)=1.82, p>0.05, — 3G 5EFhge
5458 B SO B G ¥ 35 2% 57(885 ms vs. 891 ms); [f]
SRR — R W FERN W E, F(1, 15)=28.90,
p<0.01, HfZzs DO Z&14F T By S0 A i 3K T AT %8 SO
ZAE TR ET(911 ms vs. 865 ms); i 5 [R5+
FAKEI P2 BEAER B35, F(1, 15)=10.07, p<0.01. f&

UL Ex

iz Bl Kl b B

PN A HT R, —EUE S TR DO A5 SR
B 2 K F AT 2s SO 45BN EF (918 ms vs. 851
ms), F(1, 15)=41.20, p<0.01; #PZRAEE FHf2E DO
A1 BB R 3 K TR A SO AR Y I i i
(904 ms vs. 879 ms), F(1, 15)=5.00, p<0.05. %%
R —HUGFEE M oh 5 1G58 N AR I T OSPB & o
M 2 AT, —3ES T OSPB &N HYAL N 1N
67ms; FZAAL, thoEELEE N OSPB R Iss, 2
N R 25ms, (HEAH E4 R, XUt 5 %
A B HRAE R SR S R . XTPIRNMESE N Y OSPB
BN HEATECXTREAS t K, S50 WoR rh g B
OSPB R b /N T —BUE 8, t(15)=3.173, p<0.01,
X — 25 B IRAE vl 5% BE T 2 1H A RRIE 26 R
B2 2R AE T — T, M5 I 28 e & e e ar
AR IR T RV T 855 o

4 g

TERSL AL I, Hikssiag)), WEHEN
2xiad, RSN IA 2 R A IR B FIZ IR, 55 4%
R AT RERE P, B A E BIFA 584
B o PR 5 G0 e LR X P 34 2 1) Lo g A\
KTV BGESL ) R IR R, SCIFIRGRRE. A TR
R BSF ] L A () e s 300 %) 1 o ) BBk 2 e ok, R vt
RGBT EARFEM N AR — DM FLR, i
AR 2SRRI R S, AP 2WEEH 2 F HIF
25 4R R 5E MUK RN N #4F (Kahneman et al., 1992;
Gao & Scholl, 2010), B¢ )5 H BLA F AR T A 6] —
PNEK, — I RREFIEL R, A E R
AR R MR AE AR ], S A A ] — &R

T B

® ® |
¢ AT
®
®
¢ 2 S
()
A
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+ 2 SLIY 2 B9 R B (ms)FAIE i 2R (%) (M£SD)

VL — U5 R E BT
A RN IERR JRLR; IEAfRR
AP 2[R 851448  94.84+3.38 879+61 95.78+2.86

B8 S 2K 918464  95.47+2.93 904+61 94.53+3.22

940 r —67 ms3y 25 mss P<0.05

90 - Jf "*P<0.01
900 _P

880 %5

B [n] &k
860 - ] %14
820
800

0 %Mk
% e

135

Bl 8 S 2 4545k 1Y e R e

FLIi e (ms)

L
oo
=
=

(Hollingworth & Franconeri, 2009),

R T EROBRAE 5 3R THRRAE 2 R X6 AR DR 1A
JH, 525 1 R FHERIE A 0w R 18 7 2 B s R RN
0 25, 200 v & AR B B 2 i e PE R A B o8 4
FTIr, X & AR O3 AR BEASAE L SO S % 1A%
NARVEIE 5 5. RO R KRR, #l
HREAR I 2 MR IE 2 ZOR A 2R RAE I 2
XFP B E T 2 M 2 AR e X A0, B
IR SRRy VA 1T 2o 7/ = ol U T
AL B 5 A AT — A Y [ BE R 2 AR A Y, B
DAASFETE B T 25 () R 25 3t 30 AN ) 1 T B ) 0 1 28
[EEBREE=viE = SN N o I R iU b & I =2 2
J3 2 o L ZE R AN, i 7R T R 38 S ] e
BAE SR S IE B ANE Ty, R — 23
o A IR A AN 2 T i ) T A S 0
B, el SO AN 23 32 30 J5 (5 i 1) P 1Y)
T o SEHREE R s B[] B AR S5 1 14 B L ) 3
5 BARIRAT 1Y SN I 35 25 5%, OSPB &L 1Y
NN 27 ms, X BB ZS R RIFARRMIE RS
TIEARCRAF O ME— R, I 2s LKA W,
e RGN T SRR E I B R 2l ] R T
L o 1RG5 55T Gk A 1) —SL S
45 A —2, Gordon F1 Vollmer (2010)& ¥, 4%
P08 B A TV E BN 2 T 0 DB I, & A £,
A S IR AR 4 2 E I 38 . Richard 55(2008)
PRR T IR B B P WL 58 22 G2 S AnAn] 2 57 2 AR X
KER, 4R L IEE e R T8 25 Bk

T RE IR A5 S PR 2k R Al BT, 4n SR AR ki 1] Y
Hn a5 T2 AR E I LR R, IA—DTEiE Y
AL E 2R BRI 2 RS e B AR; IR
B FE ) 1 bR T A A SR TR (A € ) e 1Y
TR 2 LA 35 21 R THRFAE 19 2 AR B Ry 2 S 1Y
4K, Hollingworth %(2008)% 18 & ELA K AMERE
R B AR N AR Sl U 8 A2 AR ;R PEAT T 0T, A
SETE L8 TAEICAZ 1) 25 1A TR AR 15 R RE A% 5|
T HRME R PR IRB TN

S 2 T o] R S A P S 2R R WA,
N7 B 23 2 3R OR R THI AR AR 4 R — BURN vp 5 1 T A AN
Mg LT, E—H2 R T2 L RAM AT £
RRIE 20 3R 2 700 B IR PR A A L S A 2 R
AYFAXTE BV, L, DI 2R e s i & 4k
Xof IO ZRAE SR BEE [ 2 (AR S B AR S R A, DA
XA AT B 2NN 8] 9 22 (A S OSPB &80 1Y
RO o TSR R T RRAE L R X B AR R AN AR,
T2 TCIRFARRY B0 215 K284k, OSPB AL
A Z R, —BUEE 5 RIS OSPB 2
LR Y AR Y o TSRS 2 75 A SR IE A AR I,
—HIEBE S RGN OSPB MU AFTES 35 25 57,
XU W AE I 25 28 2% WY A I 3 T AR 1 2 2Rt X % 1A
PRfFE— R . 5280 2 b kB, shRIEEE T
OSPB RN MARE—BUE B T A RIRER TR, (H
I BeAT H B Moore 45(2010) B 38 A AR Ah S 4 B
%, Wp2S [F BARSAT 0 ST R /N T 23 S AR
FAFRI ST o X —E R U, RS RRTEG 2%
PXS R b LR TR LR R 3, B B AR
FELR,

TEHT B ST o X T R 10 R 2 32 5 7E %K
PR EAE A AR A E . Kahneman 45(1992)
N BARCRAFUG T2 1A 1 I 25 2P, R AR
JUPFAEME, 3 — WL RPR Ay 5 i 23 {3 (strong
spatiotemporal hypothesis), Richard 55 (2008) /1~ %¢[F]
AW R, Al AT R T 58 i A R (weak
spatiotemporal hypothesis), TA A2 28 2% Fl 3 1 4
LR AP RE X B AR PRAFAAE I, X MR L F I
FEIS, W2 23R FEAE M . X AR B AR 2) T
—SOSIGUEE, T A 5T R 2 ) T SRR 5 N
23 {8 % (Horowitz et al., 2007; Hein & Cavanagh,
2012; Hollingworth & Franconeri, 2009; Fields, 2011;
Mitroff & Alvarez, 2007; Makovski & Jiang, 2009;
Yi et al., 2008); 7855 # b &K I R GEAL
TE T J5 52 B 1% 3 T8 R AIE — 250i) 25 1K =2 Ji) A S B X
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JNF, T L S S 20 A0 2R AR AR AR DL AR fig
7RSSR R B B X (Hein & Cavanagh, 2012; Hein
& Moore, 2012), AWFFT A045 Bt S 3555 i 2 ik,
Jf i — 2P UE S AE B 28 R R AW 4540 T WL R 48
AR FH R AR R W BB TE i 2 Y B AR RAE, 5
BEMROE

ARG H R T ARSI 00X — R FEE, BR
gish, BIRZMEAEFIESEE . B, Kb, &
HAFRMEFHE ERIB ZES . YEEREAG 2R
FEAER, A0 3 G0 [ B fefT FH 3ok 26 3% I RR IR 4 22 15
Ll B feff FH — b 3R T RRIE 4 R A B T & IR R F
WA T2

5 #Eip

AW 5T R F I Y % 38 % 58 T i) 25 28 RAS B iff
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The Role of Surface Color Feature Cue in Object Persistence under Two Different
Spatiotemporal Conditions
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Abstract

Whether surface feature information could become a cue in object persistence has been a controversial
issue. According to the object file theory by Kahneman, Treisman and Gibbs (1992), spatiotemporal information,
rather than surface feature information, is the key cue in object persistence. This viewpoint was supported by
Mitroff and Alvarez’ (2007) experiments using an object-reviewing paradigm. They found that participants
could not establish object correspondence based on surface feature cues. However, Moore, Stephens and Hein
(2010) exchanged the features of two objects abruptly in their experiments and found that the object
correspondence operation could be established on the basis of surface feature cues. In the present study, the role
of surface feature cues in object persistence was examined under two different conditions. In one condition, the
spatiotemporal cue was ambiguous; in another condition, the spatiotemporal cue and the surface color feature
cue were either congruent or conflicting.

The present study used an object-reviewing paradigm and added a “tunnel” stimulus in order to control the
role of spatiotemporal cues. Each “tunnel” stimulus was composed of a large circle with rectangles located at
four points around the circle, to the left and right of the circle and above and below it. The left and right
rectangles were entrances and the upper and lower rectangles were exits. On each trial, two objects entered the
tunnel at same time from the left and right entrances, and then exited from the upper and lower exits respectively.
The objects were not visible when they were in the tunnel. There were two kinds of tunnels. One was “dual-route
tunnel”; another was “single-route tunnel”. When the dual-route tunnel was used, the two objects moving into
the tunnel would leave the tunnel from the upper and lower exits at random, therefore the spatiotemporal cue
was ambiguous. When the single-route tunnel was used, each object would leave the tunnel from one specific
exit. Several unfamiliar figures were used as the test stimuli to minimize the possibility of verbal encoding of the
stimuli by participants. Participants were instructed to judge whether the two figures on the objects after they
left the tunnel were the same as the two figures on the objects before they entered the tunnel. Object specific
previewing benefit was calculated to estimate the role of the surface feature in object persistence.

Two experiments were conducted. In experiment 1, the dual-route tunnel was used and evidence for OSPB
was found when the spatiotemporal cue was ambiguous. In experiment 2, the single-route tunnel was used and
evidence for OSPB was also found, but the size of the effect was smaller in the conflicting condition than in the
congruent condition.

These results suggest that object persistence could be based on the surface feature cue when the
spatiotemporal cue is ambiguous, and that the surface feature cue could also play a role in object persistence
when the spatiotemporal cue was present.

Key words object persistence; surface feature cue; surface color; object file theory; object-specific preview
benefit



