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Previous research has suggested that people learn to selec- [r=.481 lr=.314
tively attend to specific cues, in the associative learning , —
phenomena oblocking and highlighting (Kruschke, 1996, Blocking Gaze «r =.385— ‘ Highlighting Gaze*
2003b; Kruschke & Blair, 2000). A connectionist model that

implements attentional shifting and learning has fit a wgrie _. ' L .
. . Figure 2. Correlations, across individuals, of magnitude of block-
of detailed choice data (Kruschke, 2001a, 2001b, 2003a). Ifhg or highlighting, assayed by choice or gaze pre%erence.

all that research, however, attention is assumed to be atcove

cognitive process that corresponds to certain intervevanig

ables in a mathematical model. outcomes O O

The research described here is based on two additional hy-

potheses: First, overt eye gaze reflects covert attentiec: S ,I&ias‘grc];(?cions
ond, the degree of attentional shifting and learning varies

across individuals, but is relatively stable within indiuals. Attention

We measured eye gaze (see Figure 1) while people learned

both blocking and highlighting procedures. ,I&iicr)rc]g?cions

Cues
Figure3. Architecture for connectionist models of attention.
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