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Previous studies have established that the successful ignoring of irrelevant information depends on the extent of attentional resources
consumed by a competing task. However, the studies examined the effect of the type of stimuli and/or participants on the perceptual
load theory are still few. The aim of this study is to investigate these issues using two kinds of visual search tasks in a brain-damaged
patient. In experiment 1, we conducted the neutral visual search employed digits as stimuli in one patient with traumatic brain injury
(TBI). Contrary to our predictions, the results showed that the influence from irrelevant distracters did not change when perceptual
load increased. In experiment 2, he performed the emotional visual search employed schematic faces. He was required to determine
whether the target face was positive (happy) or negative (sad/angry) while ignoring distracter faces. We found increased RT when
irrelevant distracters were positive faces, but the effect of perceptual load shown in experiment 1 was not evident. These results
suggest that the effects of the type of stimuli and participants on selective attention are not always predicted by the perceptual load

theory.
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Figure 1. Examples of stimuli used in experiment 1.
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Figure 2. Mean RT proportion scores representing compatibility
effects [(Incompatible RT — neutral RT)/neutral RT].
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Figure 3. Mean RT proportion scores representing compatibility
effects [(Incompatible RT — neutral RT)/neutral RT] when the
distracter faces were positive or negative.
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