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Supplemental Discussion

The role of distractor suppression. Distractor suppression may also play a role in
explaining the data from the present studies; for example, patterns of eye movements
might suggest that participants actively avoid distractors under certain conditions (e.g.,
Gaspelin, Leonard, & Luck, 2015; Moher et al., 2011). However, it is unlikely that
participants can simply discard the distractor immediately on distractor absent trials,
resulting in faster response times on distractor present trials. This explanation is
untenable for two reasons. First, it would not be consistent with higher miss rates on
target-present trials, as there should not be a cost associated with immediately
discarding a non-target. Second, participants have no way of knowing at the beginning
of a trial whether it is a target-present or target-absent trial, and thus it is highly unlikely
that they treat the distractor differently on target-absent compared to target-present
trials. Future research, including eye tracking studies, will be needed to directly test the
various mechanisms proposed here.

Relationship to attention capture. It is noteworthy that attentional capture
occurred on target-present trials in both experiments despite the positive search slopes
indicating that this was an inefficient search. Some have argued that attention capture
typically occurs only in efficient search (e.g., Theeuwes, 2004), and perhaps this is a
driving factor in why researchers typically use targert presence searches to study
attentional capture. However, Gibson and Kelsey (1998; but see Yeh & Liao, 2010) put
forth the Displaywide Contingent Orienting Hypothesis, suggesting that onsets can
capture attention because onsets in the context of most psychophysical tasks indicate

the start of task-relevant stimulus presentation. The automaticity of capture is beyond
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the scope of the present manuscript. Still, it would be useful to determine whether
salient distractors can produce similar changes in quitting thresholds in efficient

searches where capture is often more robust.
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