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Distractor	statistics

Target-distractor	mean	difference	(T-D	mean)
Distractor	variance
Minimum	target-distractor	difference	(min	T-D	difference)

Sample vs.										Population

Duncan	&	Humphreys	(1989)
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Model	comparison

Fig.	from	Calder-Travis	&	Ma	(2020)
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Differences	from	Duncan	and	Humphreys
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Limitations

• Saccades
• Complex	
stimuli/scene

Where	are	
the	chairs?

Palmer	et	al.,	2000



Component	processes
Isolate	
objects

Encode	
sensory	
information

Decision	
mechanism

Saccade	
selection

Integration	
of	previous	
saccades

Wolfe,	Alvarez,	Rosenholtz,	Kuzmova	and	Sherman	(2011);	Shen	and	Ma	(2019);	
Najemnik	and	Geisler	(2005)	;	Horowitz	and	Wolfe	(1998)



Conclusions

• Psychophysics	à precise	characterisation	
of	heterogenous	distractor	effects

• Psychophysics	à isolate	a	component	
process	

• Bayesian/SDT	models	provide	a	good	
account	across	visual	search	tasks	and	
contexts

Decision	
mechanism

Fig.	from	Calder-Travis	&	Ma	(2020)	&	
Mihali &	Ma	(2020)	
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