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Theeuwes (2010) summarizes an impressive number of studies
demonstrating interference by irrelevant visual singletons in computer experiments with humans. In these studies, if participants
search for a relevant singleton target, such as the single diamond
among circles (i.e., a shape singleton), an irrelevant singleton
distractor, such as the single red circle among the green stimuli (i.e.,
a color singleton), delays the correct response to the target (cf.
Theeuwes, 1991, 1992). If this distractor – as was the case in the
relevant experiments – does not predict the likely target position, it is
said to be irrelevant. Theeuwes (2010) argues that the interference by
the irrelevant distractor reﬂects stimulus-driven or exogenous
capture of attention by singletons or feature contrasts, which he
assumes to occur early during the feed-forward phase of visual
processing.
According to this explanation, a stimulus initially captures
attention exogenously (i.e., in a stimulus-driven way) to its position,
to the degree to which it is salient. Salience in turn is deﬁned as the
summed local contrast in terms of color, luminance, and orientation
difference to the surrounding stimuli or the background (cf. Bergen &
Julesz, 1983; Itti & Koch, 2001). Theeuwes (2010) assumes that this
salience-driven capture of attention is fast and occurs within 150 ms
since singleton onset, during the feed-forward phase of visual
processing (cf. Lamme, 2003).
In contrast to Theeuwes (2010), we think that top–down
contingent capture is the rule and explains initial and fast attention
capture effects in the ﬁrst feed-forward phase of visual processing.
During a later phase and under some conditions exogenous capture of
attention possibly follows. At the same time, we propose that the
evidence presented by Theeuwes fails to support exogenous orienting
because it fails to exclude a top–down contingent capture explanation. We present our arguments in two sections. First, we review the
evidence directly supporting our claim that salience capture is subject
to top–down control. From this evidence we derive the exogenouscapture criterion that must be met by experiments for demonstrating
exogenous spatial attention, and show that this criterion in not met by
the studies reviewed by Theeuwes. Second, we review studies
showing attentional capture by stimuli during the feed-forward
phase, and conclude that only top–down contingent capture but no
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exogenous-capture can be observed during the feed-forward phase of
visual processing.
1. The exogenous-capture criterion
A number of visual search studies demonstrated that participants
exert top–down control over attentional capture (reviewed recently
by Burnham, 2007). In the corresponding studies, the experimenter
secures the participant's top–down control over attention by
declaring a speciﬁc visual feature as deﬁning the target, or at least
as being informative for ﬁnding the target. The amount of attentional
capture can then be compared under two conditions: with stimulus
features (or feature contrasts) that match the search templates of the
participants (i.e., their top–down control settings for attentional
capture) and with stimulus features (or feature contrasts) that do not
match the top–down control settings. In these studies, researchers
inferred top–down control over attentional capture from stronger or
even exclusive attentional capture by stimuli with matching features
or feature contrasts (cf. Bacon & Egeth, 1994; Folk, Remington, &
Johnston, 1992).
Folk et al. (1992), for instance, presented irrelevant red distractors
prior to red targets in some of their blocks, and prior to white targets
in other blocks. These distractors were irrelevant because they were
not informative about the likely target location. Top–down controlled
attentional capture was demonstrated in that study: The red
distractors captured the participants' attention if they searched for
the red color targets but not if they searched for the white targets. This
ﬁnding was replicated many times and in different laboratories (e.g.,
Ansorge & Heumann, 2003; Eimer & Kiss, 2008; Folk & Remington,
1998).
The ﬁnding that attentional capture depends on the match
between the attentional control settings and features of the
attention-capturing stimulus has implications for proofs of exogenous
attention, too. That is, from these studies follows that demonstrating
exogenous or stimulus-driven attentional capture requires that no
relevant task set to search for the attention-capturing feature or
feature contrast of a distractor stimulus exists (cf. Bacon & Egeth,
1994; Folk et al., 1992). This is the exogenous-capture criterion.
Importantly, the exogenous-capture criterion is not met by the
studies that have been reviewed by Theeuwes (2010). This is
because all of Theeuwes' reviewed studies used singletons – a
stimulus which is salient on a particular dimension – as the relevant
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targets and as the irrelevant distractors. Thus, if participants searched
for the target by looking for a singleton – that is by using a top–down
controlled singleton-detection mode – attentional capture would not
be exogenous, but instead endogenously controlled by top–down
attentional set (Bacon & Egeth, 1994; Leber & Egeth, 2006). By
implication, an experimental set up that allows singleton-detection
mode to ﬁnd the targets is inadequate to assess the exogenous
attentional capture by a salient stimulus.
To recapitulate the well-known key ﬁnding, Bacon and Egeth
(1994) conﬁrmed that participants can exert top–down control over
feature singleton search (or search for feature contrasts). Bacon and
Egeth's participants had to either search for a shape singleton (i.e., the
one square-shaped target among circular distractors) or for a shape
feature (i.e., the square-shaped target among circular, triangular, and
diamond-shaped distractors). These authors found that participants
oriented towards color singletons (i.e., the one red stimulus among
green stimuli) if they searched for shape singletons but not if they
searched for a speciﬁc target shape. As it is the case with top–down
control settings for particular features (e.g., colors; cf. Folk et al., 1992)
participants' attention was thus solely captured by feature singletons
(or feature contrasts) if the participants actively searched for feature
singletons in a top–down controlled manner.
This form of top–down control over attentional capture (i.e.,
singleton-detection mode) was possible in all studies that Theeuwes
(2010) reviewed (e.g., Belopolsky, Schreij, & Theeuwes, 2010; Hickey,
McDonald, & Theeuwes, 2006; Maljkovic & Nakayama, 1994; Ogawa &
Komatsu, 2004; Schreij, Owens, & Theeuwes, 2008). For instance,
Belopolsky et al. (2010) reported that their participants' attention
was captured by uninformative singleton distractors when searching
for singleton targets in (an adapted form of) Folk et al.'s (1992)
paradigm. True, this ﬁnding is at odds with that of Folk et al., in that
the exact feature of the distractor did not modulate attentional
capture by the distractor; yet this result does not necessarily
demonstrate exogenous attentional capture. Participants could well
have searched for all targets as singletons in a top–down controlled
manner.
The study by Schreij et al. (2008) provides an equally equivocal
example. In that study, participants again had to search for a singleton
in a version of Folk et al.'s (1992) paradigm. Schreij et al. (2008) found
that adding one placeholder element (a frame) in the target displays
of Folk et al. (1992) increased search times. (Note: the added frame
appeared simultaneously with the target, preceded by a matching or
non-matching distractor as a cue). It is tempting to exclude Schreij
et al. (2008) from the present discussion of the possibility of
attentional capture by salient stimuli, because this experiment
involves a sudden onset as the capturing feature, which might be a
special property apart from and above of being the only salient change
in the display. But for the sake of simplicity, let us assume for the
moment that being the only onset in a display is just another
dimension on which the singleton can be different from the
remainder of the display. However, if this is assumed, the exogenous
onset criterion is again not met: The onset singleton captures
attention while participants are searching for a color singleton.
We might note several other features which are problematic with
this study. First, Schreij et al. (2008) regard the additional frame as a
distractor which is to be ignored. Given that the additional frame was
similar to that surrounding the potential target, it is not clear that
participants treated the frame as an irrelevant feature; rather because
of the similarity of the additional frame with the target-surrounding
frame the additional frame might well be processed as an additional
potential target location. After all, an increase of search times by the
addition of a target-similar distractor to a search display is a standard
ﬁnding in the visual search literature (cf. Duncan & Humphreys, 1989;
Treisman & Gelade, 1980; Wolfe, 1994).
It is certainly noteworthy that the additional placeholder increased
search time even though the participants' attention was captured by a

matching distractor presented in advance of the target display. Thus,
one might wonder whether the capture effect of the target-preceding
distractor should not have bailed out any potential capture effect of
the additional placeholder element in the target display. This line of
thinking, however, presupposes that the top–down matching cue
captured attention in a deterministic manner, in all trials, and to a
maximal extent, which has never been claimed or shown. In addition,
attentional capture by the top–down matching color distractor
preceding the target display in Folk et al. (1992) and in Schreij et al.
is brought about by color, whereas attentional capture by the
additional placeholder element in the target display of Schreij et al.
is brought about by shape. Because the features were different, both
features could have captured attention in a top–down controlled
fashion but independently of one another. Additive capture effects by
two features are equivocal with respect to their origin as top–down
contingent or exogenous as long as both match the set of searched for
target features. To conclude, the exogenous-capture criterion was not
met by any of the studies that Theeuwes (2010) reviewed.
2. Attentional capture during the feed-forward phase of
visual processing
Theeuwes (2010) took precautions against this counter argument
by using one additional criterion for exogenous attentional capture:
its swiftness. Theeuwes declared that salience-driven capture occurs
during an early feed-forward phase of visual processing. He estimates
the duration of this phase of visual feed-forward processing to be
150 ms. This duration is a little longer than the 100 ms that have been
estimated as the duration of the visual feed-forward processing phase
in the physiological literature (cf. Lamme, 2003; Lamme & Roelfsema,
2000). The numerical difference may be due to differences in
measurement: while Theeuwes bases his estimate on behavioral
observations (cf. Donk & van Zoest, 2008), Lamme and colleagues base
their estimate on cell recordings.
Theeuwes (2010) argues that if a singleton captures attention
during the ﬁrst 150 ms (the duration of the feed-forward phase), the
capture effect can safely be attributed to stimulus-driven processes
(e.g., Ogawa & Komatsu, 2004). Moreover, he uses this speed
assumption also to dismiss counter evidence from studies conﬁrming
top–down controlled singleton capture or top–down controlled
capture by feature disctractors. With respect to top–down controlled
singleton capture (Leber & Egeth, 2006), Theeuwes observed that RT
increased in the singleton-detection mode. With respect to top–down
controlled capture by feature distractors (Folk et al., 1992), he argues
that if the distractor–target intervals exceeded zero, an alternative
interpretation of the intentional modulation of attentional capture is
possible: In these studies, similar initial capture by matching and nonmatching singleton distractors during the feed-forward phase of
processing could have given way to a quicker deallocation of attention
from non-matching than matching singleton distractors thereafter. As
a consequence, only attentional capture by the matching singleton
distractor would be observed.
We do not object to the theoretical possibility of the deallocation
explanation; however, we object to Theeuwes' inconsistent use of the
speed assumption and against his selective review of the
corresponding evidence. Firstly, Theeuwes uses the speed assumption
to explain ﬁndings that have been interpreted in favor of top–down
control over attentional capture by Folk et al. (1992). On this
argument, the relatively long interval between distractor and target
makes it difﬁcult to unequivocally track the origin of the capture effect
to the feed-forward phase. This criticism, however, equally disqualiﬁes ﬁndings like those of Belopolsky et al. (2010), which used the
same timing as Folk et al. These studies are equally equivocal with
respect to the particular point in time at which the irrelevant
singleton captured attention. If Theeuwes' argument holds, in these
studies, the irrelevant singleton might have captured attention very
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early after distractor onset, but maybe singleton capture occurred also
later at any other point in time during the interval between singleton
and target.
The same argument holds for inter-trial priming studies. Theeuwes
(2010) reviews a number of studies in which attentional capture by a
particular feature singleton in trial n facilitates attentional capture by
a similar feature singleton in a subsequent trial n + 1. This facilitation
of singleton search is found in comparison to conditions with a
different feature singleton in trial n + 1 than trial n (Hodsoll,
Mevorach, & Humphreys, 2009; Kumada, 1999; Maljkovic &
Nakayama, 1994). The typical inter-trial interval in these studies is
at least 1000 ms. On the basis of the length of the inter-trial interval
alone, inter-trial priming of singleton capture cannot demonstrate
singleton-driven capture during the feed-forward phase of
processing.
In addition, there are further reasons that make inter-trial priming
effects a complicated argument for Theeuwes' (2010) salience-driven
attentional capture concept. First, during inter-trial priming of
singleton capture, singleton features in trial n inﬂuence singleton
capture in trial n + 1. This indicates that singleton capture in trial n + 1
cannot be safely tracked to the strength of the visual feature contrast
in trial n + 1 alone. This is in direct contradiction to Theeuwes'
assumption of a bottom–up effect of salience on attentional capture.
Second, it maybe also of interest to the reader that it is ﬁercely
debated whether inter-trial priming of singleton capture is indeed a
stimulus-driven effect, as Theeuwes puts it, or whether it reﬂects
forms or top–down contingent processing (cf. Becker, 2008a).
Likewise, an equally intense discussion concerns whether inter-trial
priming of attentional capture reﬂects a form of feed-forward priming
of stimulus features in trial n + 1 by those of the preceding target in
trial n, or whether the effect reﬂects retrieval of stimulus features of
trial n during the processing of trial n + 1 (cf. Becker, 2008b). In
conclusion, Theeuwes uses his speed assumption inconsistently, with
the effect of discarding some studies while including others, and
without a clear connection to his major theoretical tenets in the case
of inter-trial priming.
Next, we will show that Theeuwes (2010) also selectively
reviewed the evidence for the time course of the effects of top–
down control over attention. According to Theeuwes, all studies of
top–down controlled forms of attentional capture are such that it
would be clear that the effects are too late to occur in the feed-forward
phase. This, however, is just a consequence of disregarding a large
body of evidence that top–down control of attention is typical for the
feed-forward phase of visual processing.
It is true that Folk et al. (1992) showed more attentional capture by
top–down matching than non-matching distractors only with
relatively long distractor–target intervals. However, Ansorge and
Heumann (2003) and Ansorge and Horstmann (2007) showed
stronger attentional capture by top–down matching distractors than
by non-matching distractors with zero intervals between distractor
and target. Thus, it is not true that a positive interval between
irrelevant distractor and relevant target is necessary to observe top–
down controlled attentional capture.
In addition, Ansorge and Horstmann (2007) and Ansorge,
Horstmann and Carbone (2005) studied attentional capture effects
by matching and non-matching distractors as a function of the search
times of their participants: among the fastest search times these
authors found only top–down controlled attentional capture, but no
exogenous-capture by irrelevant and non-matching singletons at all.
If anything, exogenous attentional capture by the non-matching
singletons built up over time, that is, was stronger among the slower
search times.
ERP (event-related potential) studies conﬁrmed this picture.
These studies investigated the time course of attention on a
millisecond-by-millisecond basis with the help of differences in
contralateral and ipsilateral potentials over parieto-occipital elec-

125

trodes elicited by the capture of attention towards a stimulus. These
studies failed to ﬁnd early capture by non-matching singletons and
only conﬁrmed top–down contingent capture (cf. Eimer & Kiss,
2008; Eimer, Kiss, Press, & Sauter, 2009; Kiss, Jolicoeur, Dell'Acqua,
& Eimer, 2008). It might be objected that some of these potentials
are too late and do not provide an exhaustive measure of attentional
capture (Theeuwes, 2010). However, top–down controlled featuredependent attentional capture was found in ERP components even
within the feed-forward phase, 100 ms after distractor onset (Zhang
& Luck, 2009), and even the late ERP components are more sensitive
for attentional capture during the feed-forward phase than mean
RTs, on which Theeuwes mostly bases his arguments for exogenous
attentional capture.
One major source of evidence for top–down controlled attentional capture during the feed-forward phase was completely
ignored by Theeuwes (2010): results of backward-masking studies.
The method of backward masking isolates the feed-forward phase of
visual processing from later feed-back phases (Lamme & Roelfsema,
2000). Numerous backward-masking studies have demonstrated
that a masked stimulus' shape and color can be processed (e.g., Klotz
& Neumann, 1999; Vath & Schmidt, 2007). Crucially, these features
can be also used for top–down controlled attentional capture during
the feed-forward phase of visual processing. Ansorge and Neumann
(2005), for example, used black or red targets. These authors found
that if the participants searched for black targets backward-masked
black singleton distractors captured their participants' attention, but
if the participants searched for red targets the same black backwardmasked singleton distractors did not capture attention. Scharlau and
Ansorge (2003) likewise used top–down matching singletons and
non-matching singletons as backward-masked distractors, and
demonstrated that attentional capture was stronger with top–
down matching than with non-matching singleton distractors.
In addition, deallocation of attention with the backward-masked
distractors was not only unlikely in the ﬁrst place, but also empirically
ruled out as the responsible factor with a more ERP measure. This
was done by Woodman and Luck (2003; for related results, see also
Jaśkowski, van der Lubbe, Schlotterbeck, & Verleger, 2002). These
authors found that if a backward-masked matching singleton and a
backward-masked non-matching singleton were presented concomitantly, one left and the other right of ﬁxation, participants' attention
was only captured by the matching singleton. Only this singleton
elicited an N2pc, that is, a contra-ipsilateral activity difference at
occipito-parietal electrodes, the masked non-matching singleton did
not.
These ﬁndings clearly show that if the feed-forward phase of visual
processing is isolated, we only ﬁnd evidence for top–down controlled
forms of attentional capture. Top–down controlled attentional
capture during the feed-forward processing phase is probably
brought about by biased competition (Reynolds, Chelazzi, & Desimone, 1999). According to the biased-competition model, the top–
down set operates via increasing the sensitivity of visual brain
areas devoted to the processing of speciﬁc relevant target features,
such as particular colors. As a consequence of the decrement of
these sensitivity thresholds for particular features in advance of
visual perception, attentional capture by visual input can then be
already biased in the direction of relevant features, right from
stimulus onset on (cf. Bichot, Rossi, & Desimone, 2005; Zhang &
Luck, 2009).
We want to emphasize that we think that similar top–down
controlled search settings improve singleton capture where singletons are relevant, so that an equally fast mechanism operates during
the feed-forward phase when singletons are relevant (cf. Donk & van
Zoest, 2008; Ogawa & Komatsu, 2004; Zhaoping, 2008). Performance
in many experimental situations probably reﬂects mixtures of top–
down controlled singleton search and top–down controlled feature
search modes.
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By contrast, exogenous forms of attentional capture by singletons
seem to require more time and build up over time. These forms of
attentional capture would be typical for long stimulus displays that do
not require the precise synchronization of particular top–down search
sets with stimulus onset so that participants could idle and pick
up additional information of no actual use. Exogenous forms of
attentional capture could also be typical of stimulus displays that vary
substantially over time so that participants have good reasons to
search for new correlations between relevant and irrelevant features
for the improvement of their already existing top–down controlled
search settings. It is of course a matter of taste whether one wants to
call such more time-variable sorts of attentional capture in the service
of learning ‘exogenous’, but we think the term ‘exogenous’ capture is
ﬁtting because these forms of attention do not necessarily require
intentional supervision and conscious registration on the side of the
observer (e.g., Chun & Jiang, 2003).
Acknowledgement
The study was supported by Grants AN 393/2-1 (German Research
Council) to Ulrich Ansorge, AN 393/5-1 (German Research Council) to
Ulrich Ansorge, Werner Klotz, and Ingrid Scharlau, and SCHA 1515/1-1
(German Research Council) to Ingrid Scharlau and Ulrich Ansorge.
References
Ansorge, U., & Heumann, M. (2003). Top–down contingencies in peripheral cuing: The
roles of color and location. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception
and Performance, 29, 937−948.
Ansorge, U., & Horstmann, G. (2007). Preemptive control of attentional capture by
color: Evidence from trial-by-trial analysis and ordering of onsets of capture effects
in RT distributions. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 60, 952−975.
Ansorge, U., Horstmann, G., & Carbone, E. (2005). Top–down contingent capture by
color: Evidence from RT distribution analyses in a manual choice reaction task. Acta
Psychologica, 120, 243−266.
Ansorge, U., & Neumann, O. (2005). Intentions determine the effects of invisible
metacontrast-masked primes: Evidence for top–down contingencies in a peripheral cueing task. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and
Performance, 31, 762−777.
Bacon, W. F., & Egeth, H. E. (1994). Overriding stimulus-driven attentional capture.
Perception & Psychophysics, 55, 485−496.
Becker, S. (2008). Can intertrial effects of features and dimensions be explained by a
single theory? Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 34, 1417−1440.
Becker, S. (2008). Are intertrial repetition effects attentional or decisional? Vision
Research, 48, 664−684.
Belopolsky, A. V., Schreij, D., & Theeuwes, J. (2010). What is top–down about contingent
capture? Attention, Perception & Psychophysics, 72, 326−341.
Bergen, J. R., & Julesz, B. (1983). Parallel vs. serial processing in rapid pattern
discrimination. Nature, 303, 696−698.
Bichot, N. P., Rossi, A. F., & Desimone, R. (2005). Parallel and serial neural mechanisms
for visual search in macaque area V4. Science, 308, 529−534.
Burnham, B. R. (2007). Displaywide visual features associated with a search display's
appearance can mediate attentional capture. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 14,
392−422.
Chun, M. M., & Jiang, Y. H. (2003). Implicit, long-term spatial contextual memory.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 29, 224−234.
Donk, M., & van Zoest, W. (2008). Effects of salience are short-lived. Psychological
Science, 19, 733−739.
Duncan, J., & Humphreys, G. W. (1989). Visual search and stimulus similarity.
Psychological Review, 96, 433−458.

Eimer, M., & Kiss, M. (2008). Involuntary attentional capture is determined by task set:
Evidence from event-related brain potentials. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 20,
1423−1433.
Eimer, M., Kiss, M., Press, C., & Sauter, D. (2009). The roles of feature-speciﬁc task set
and bottom–up salience in attentional capture: An ERP study. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 35, 1316−1328.
Folk, C. L., & Remington, R. W. (1998). Selectivity in distraction by irrelevant featural
singletons: Evidence for two forms of attentional capture. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 24, 847−858.
Folk, C. L., Remington, R. W., & Johnston, J. C. (1992). Involuntary covert orienting is
contingent on attentional control settings. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Human Perception and Performance, 18, 1030−1044.
Hickey, C., McDonald, J. J., & Theeuwes, J. (2006). Electrophysiological evidence of the
capture of visual attention. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience, 18, 604−613.
Hodsoll, J., Mevorach, C., & Humphreys, G. W. (2009). Driven to less distraction: rTMS of
the right parietal cortex reduces attentional capture in visual search. Cerebral
Cortex, 19, 106−114.
Itti, L., & Koch, C. (2001). Computational modelling of visual attention. Nature Reviews
Neuroscience, 2, 4−11.
Jaśkowski, P., van der Lubbe, R. H. J., Schlotterbeck, E., & Verleger, R. (2002). Traces left
on visual selective attention by stimuli that are not consciously identiﬁed.
Psychological Science, 13, 48−54.
Kiss, M., Jolicoeur, P., Dell'Acqua, R., & Eimer, M. (2008). Attentional capture by visual
singletons is mediated by top–down task set: New evidence from the N2pc
component. Psychophysiology, 45, 1013−1024.
Klotz, W., & Neumann, O. (1999). Motor activation without conscious discrimination in
metacontrast masking. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and
Performance, 25, 976−992.
Kumada, T. (1999). Limitations in attending to a feature value for overriding stimulusdriven interference. Perception & Psychophysics, 61, 61−79.
Lamme, V. A. F. (2003). Why visual awareness and attention are different. Trends in
Cognitive Sciences, 7, 12−18.
Lamme, V. A. F., & Roelfsema, P. R. (2000). The distinct modes offered by feedforward
and recurrent processing. Trends in Neurosciences, 23, 571−579.
Leber, A. B., & Egeth, H. E. (2006). It's under control: Top–down strategies can override
attentional capture. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 13, 132−238.
Maljkovic, V., & Nakayama, K. (1994). Priming of pop-out: I Role of features. Memory &
Cognition, 22, 657−672.
Ogawa, T., & Komatsu, H. (2004). Neuronal dynamics of bottom–up and top–down
processes in area V4 of macaque monkeys performing a visual search. Experimental
Brain Research, 173, 1−13.
Reynolds, J. H., Chelazzi, L., & Desimone, R. (1999). Competitive mechanisms subserve
attention in macaque areas V2 and V4. Journal of Neuroscience, 19, 1736−1753.
Scharlau, I., & Ansorge, U. (2003). Direct parameter speciﬁcation of an attention shift:
Evidence from perceptual latency priming. Vision Research, 43, 1351−1363.
Schreij, D., Owens, C., & Theeuwes, J. (2008). Abrupt onsets capture attention
independent of top–down control settings. Perception & Psychophysics, 70,
208−218.
Theeuwes, J. (1991). Cross-dimensional perceptual selectivity. Perception & Psychophysics, 50, 184−193.
Theeuwes, J. (1992). Perceptual selectivity for color and form. Perception &
Psychophysics, 51, 599−606.
Theeuwes, J. (2010). Top–down and bottom–up control of visual selection. Acta
Psychologica, 135, 77−99 (this issue).
Treisman, A. M., & Gelade, G. (1980). A feature-integration theory of attention. Cognitive
Psychology, 12, 97−136.
Vath, N., & Schmidt, T. (2007). Tracing sequential waves of rapid visuomotor activation
in lateralized readiness potentials. Neuroscience, 145, 197−208.
Wolfe, J. M. (1994). Guided Search 2.0: A revised model of visual search. Psychonomic
Bulletin & Review, 1, 202−238.
Woodman, G. F., & Luck, S. J. (2003). Dissociations among attention, perception, and
awareness during object-substitution masking. Psychological Science, 14, 605−611.
Zhang, W. -W., & Luck, S. (2009). Feature-based attention modulates feedforward visual
processing. Nature Neuroscience, 12, 24−25.
Zhaoping, L. (2008). Attention capture by eye of origin singletons even without
awareness — A hallmark of a bottom–up saliency map in the primary visual cortex.
Journal of Vision, 8, 1−18.

