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The present study directly tested the idea of resource depletion as a prevalent explanation for the attentional blink phenomenon, by
manipulating inter-target lags in the three-target procedure. Observers identified three letters embedded in a rapid stream of distractor
digits. One of our critical conditions was the case in which there was a distractor between the first and the second targets, but the third
target immediately follows the second (i.e., T1-D-T2-T3 sequence). The model predicted poor T3 performance because attentional
resources should be used up by T2, resulting in much less left over for T3. In fact, T3 performance was better than T2. Moreover, T3
performance in the T1-D-T2-D-D-T3 sequence was much higher than in the T1-D-T2-T3 sequence. We discuss an alternative model
that explains the AB in terms of a temporary loss of control over the prevailing attentional set. This lapse in control renders the
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observer vulnerable to an exogenously-triggered alteration in attentional set.
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Figure 1. Percentage of correct responses for T1, T2 and T3 plotted along the timeline relative to

onset of T2.
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