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Abstract

A recent study by van Ede et al. (2012) shows that the accuracy and reaction time in humans of tactile perceptual decisions
are affected by an attentional cue via distinct cognitive and neural processes. These results are controversial as they
undermine the notion that accuracy and reaction time are influenced by the same latent process that underlie the decision
process. Typically, accumulation-to-bound models (like the drift diffusion model) can explain variability in both accuracy and
reaction time by a change of a single parameter. To elaborate the findings of van Ede et al., we fitted the drift diffusion
model to their behavioral data. Results show that both changes in accuracy and reaction time can be partly explained by an
increase in the accumulation of sensory evidence (drift rate). In addition, a change in non-decision time is necessary to
account for reaction time changes as well. These results provide a subtle explanation of how the underlying dynamics of the
decision process might give rise to differences in both the speed and accuracy of perceptual tactile decisions. Furthermore,
our analyses highlight the importance of applying a model-based approach, as the observed changes in the model
parameters might be ecologically more valid, since they have an intuitive relationship with the neuronal processes
underlying perceptual decision making.
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Introduction

In perceptual decision making, attention has been shown to

affect choice behavior [1–4]. How attentional cues are processed

by the brain to affect decision process remains an open question.

Recently, van Ede et al., (2012) [5] addressed this question by

investigating whether the validity of an attentional cue affects the

accuracy and speed of a tactile perceptual choice via different

cognitive and neural processes. In their experiment, participants

received an auditory cue that indicated if a tactile stimulation

would be applied to the left or to the right hand. To investigate the

temporal dynamics of prior knowledge on the decision process, the

authors manipulated the time between a cue and the following

tactile target. Time courses were calculated for reaction time (RT)

and accuracy using a moving-window approach across different

cue-target-intervals (CTI; see Figure 1).

Importantly, van Ede et al. obtained magnetoencephalography

(MEG) recordings during the tactile paradigm. These MEG

recordings were found to explain the time course of the increasing

accuracy over CTI, but not the time course of the decreasing RT

over CTI. Based on these findings, the authors proposed a model

where changes in accuracy are explained by an increase of a

preparatory signal in the sensory cortex, whereas changes in RT

are explained by an additional process required to compare the

expected and the actual stimulus [5]. These results suggest that

accuracy and RT are affected by attention via different neural and

cognitive processes. Although interesting, the conclusions are

remarkable, as they undermine the notion of a close coupling

between accuracy and RT that has been advocated by many [6–

10]. In particular, in perceptual decision making, mathematical

models are used to describe and predict changes in the dynamics

of the decision process. Such models, like the drift diffusion model

(DDM), conceptualize the decision process as the accumulation of

sensory information over time toward a decision threshold

(Figure 2A; for review see [7]). Typically, these models can

explain variability in both speed and accuracy by a single

parameter. Along these lines, it might be the case that the

observed MEG pattern reflects a change of a single DDM

parameter, which can explain both accuracy and RT effects. This

would suggest that the cognitive processes underlying accuracy

and RT are not so separate after all.

To investigate which processes drive the behavioral results that

were reported by van Ede et al., (2012), we fit the DDM to both

the accuracy and RT data. We hypothesize that the accuracy and

RT time courses can be described by a gradually increasing drift

rate (v), as a function of an increasing CTI. Additionally, we

hypothesize that the perception of the cue might interfere with the

perception of the target, which might change the encoding of

sensory information before the actual decision is made (cf. the PRP

paradigm, [11]). Such an effect will typically affect the non-

decision time (Ter; [12]). Results will uncover possible latent

processes that might drive the observed effects of the attentional

cue in accuracy and RT, as reported by van Ede et al. (2012).
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Materials and Methods

Below we will first describe in short the task used by van Ede

et al., (2012). For details we refer to their original paper. Next, we

will describe the methods used to fit the drift-diffusion model to the

data.

Task
Seventeen participants performed two sessions (,1500 trials) of

a cued somatosensory task in which they where asked to decide

whether a tactile stimulus of 20 ms was presented at the lower or

upper part of the fingertips of either the left or right hand. In 80%

of the trials, the stimulus was preceded by an auditory cue of

Figure 1. Behavioral time courses showing the effects of a valid or invalid attentional cue on accuracy and the response time (RT) of
tactile decisions. Lines represent the average accuracy (A) and the average RT (B) for validly (solid) and invalidly (dashed) cued trials within each
temporal window.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0080222.g001

Figure 2. Results from fitting the DDM to the data of van Ede et al. A. The drift-diffusion model (DDM) assumes an accumulation process,
until the evidence reaches a decision threshold. An increase of drift rate causes faster and more correct choices (red arrow). Non-decision time reflects
the time other then the decision time (e.g. process sensory information and execute a motor response). B. Change in reaction time (RT) explained by
drift rate (v) and non-decision time (Ter) for validly (blue) and invalidly (grey) cued trials compared to the baseline (uncued) RT. C. Time course for drift
rate (v), showing the percentage increase from the baseline drift rate for validly (red) and invalidly (grey) cued trials. D. Time course for the
percentage change in non-decision time (Ter) for validly (green) and invalidly (grey) cued trials compared to the baseline non-decision time.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0080222.g002
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25 ms that indicated at which hand the tactile stimulus could be

expected. In 75% of these cued trials, the cue was valid, meaning

that the stimulus occurred at the expected hand. In 25% of the

cued trials, the stimulus occurred at the unexpected hand (ie., the

cue was invalid). Importantly, the cue-stimulus-interval (CTI)

varied across the cued trials: At each trial, a new CTI was drawn

randomly from a uniform distribution ranging from 0 to 1000 ms.

These different CTI’s allowed for a time course analyses of the cue

effects.

DDM Expectations
Typically, a model-based explanation of both an increase in

accuracy and a decrease in RT involves a change in either the

starting point (e.g. [13–19]), or the drift-rate of the decision process

(e.g. [13,17,20,21]). However, the task used by van Ede et al.,

(2012) was balanced in such a way that the attentional cue was not

informative for the different choice alternatives. That is, the cue

represents prior information about the likelihood that the stimulus

would be applied to the left or to the right hand and not about the

choice alternatives (upper or lower part of the fingertips). As such,

by design, the differences in validly and invalidly cued trials can

not be the result of a starting point difference.

In contrast, an increase in the drift rate would result in faster

and more correct choices for the cued alternative [1–4], which is in

line with the observed behavioral results. As such, we expect that

the main effects of the attentional cue in accuracy and RT can be

explained by a change in drift rate. However, other parameters

might be involved as well. For example, since the task design is as

such that the attentional cue will affect both bounds, it might affect

the boundary separation (decision threshold) parameter of the

model. Additionally, as short CTI’s might result in sensory

interference [12], we might expect non-decision time effects in RT

as well. Note, however, that these parameters are unlikely to

explain the data in isolation: the non-decision time parameter

cannot explain the observed differences in accuracy and a change

in the boundary separation parameter can only predict an increase

in accuracy when slower response times are expected (speed-

accuracy trade off). For this reason, we tested whether these

parameters play a role in the decision process, in combination with

the drift rate parameter.

DDM model-selection
To test which of these parameters are required to explain the

behavioral effects, we first run a model-selection procedure using

the whole dataset (that is, not split for different CTIs). Parameters

of four models were estimated: Model 1, in which drift rate was

allowed to vary across the three conditions (valid, invalid, uncued);

Model 2, in which both drift rate and non-decision time were

allowed to vary across the three conditions; Model 3, in which

both drift rate and boundary separation were allowed to vary

across conditions; and Model 4, in which drift rate, non-decision

time and boundary separation were all allowed to vary across the

three conditions. All other parameters were held fixed across

conditions. We used the Diffusion Model Analysis Toolbox

(DMAT) to fit the DDM to the individual data [22]. The DMAT

toolbox maximizes the likelihood of observing a proportion of

responses within a given number of reaction time (RT) bins (the

0.1, 0.3, 0.5, 0.7, 0.9 quantiles) using SIMPLEX optimization

routines [23]. Because the fit of more complex models (with more

free parameters) is necessarily better than (or equally good as) the

fit of simpler models, it is crucial to consider the number of free

parameters when performing model comparisons. Therefore, for

each subject and each model, the Bayesian information criterion

(BIC) was calculated to determine the model with the best trade-

off between fit quality and model complexity [24,25]. The BIC

corrects the log-likelihood of the model’s fit to the data based on

the number of free parameters, in such a way that if a more

complex model is only slightly better in terms of fit, the simpler

model will have a better (lower) BIC value, and should be

preferred. To compare between the BIC values of the different

models, we calculated for each model and each subject the BIC

weights [24]. These BIC weights represent the probability that the

model is the best model, compared to all other fitted models. The

BIC weights were averaged across all subjects. Next, the model

with the largest average BIC weight was chosen as the model that

explained the difference between conditions (valid/invalid and

neutral) the best. This model was then fitted to the data of each

separate time-window to obtain the parameter time-courses.

DDM time courses
We fitted the best model to both the accuracy and RT data of

the valid and invalid conditions using a moving window approach.

Each window was defined as a CTI range of 250 ms that moved in

60 steps from 125 to 875 ms (see [5]). The model-parameters that

accounted for the difference in accuracy and RT between the cued

and uncued conditions in the whole dataset (see above) were free

to vary across the valid and invalid conditions of each window.

This allowed us to determine how these parameters were affected

by the validity of the attentional cue, over the course of the

increasing CTI.

Post-hoc analysis of percentage change from baseline
To test whether the model parameters changed with CTI, we

performed a 262 repeated measures ANOVA with window and

validity as within subjects factors. To diminish the dependencies

between parameters due to the moving-window approach, we only

considered the first (from 0 ms to 250 ms) and the last window

(from 750 ms to 1000 ms).

Results

The study by van Ede et al., (2012) shows that the accuracy and

reaction time (RT) of tactile perceptual decisions are affected by

the validity of an attentional cue via different cognitive and neural

processes. We fitted the drift diffusion model to their data to

decompose the decision process into parameters that represent

latent cognitive processes that underlie the tactile choices.

For each subject we first fitted the DDM to the whole data set

and performed model selection. For sixteen of the seventeen

subjects, we found higher BIC weights [24] for Model 2: The

model with both a variable drift rate and non-decision time was

more likely to explain the accuracy and RT data than the other

models (mean[SD] BIC weights for Model 1 = 0.06[0.24], Model

2 = 0.67[0.40], Model 3 = 0.14[0.31] and Model 4 = 0.14 [0.25]).

Figure 3 shows, for each subject separately, the accuracy and RTs

for the experimental conditions across the whole data set, together

with the accompanying predictions of Model 2.

To obtain the parameter time courses, we fitted Model 2 to the

data using a moving window approach (see Materials and

Methods). For each window, we estimated the drift rate (v) for

validly and invalidly cued trials, which is thought to reflect the

quality of accumulated evidence (Figure 2A). In addition, we

estimated a non-decision component (non-decision time Ter) for

validly and invalidly cued trials reflecting changes in sensory and

motor processes [7]. All other parameters where held fixed for

each window using the participant-specific parameter values that

were estimated by fitting the DDM on the whole dataset. Figure 4

shows the quantile probability plots (QPP) for each window,

Do Behavioral Measures of Attention Dissociate?
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averaged over participants, separately for the validly and invalidly

cued conditions. With the constraint in mind that only drift rate

and non-decision time were allowed to vary across conditions the

model fits are reasonably good. There is some deviation between

the data and the model in the tails of the distribution. This is a

common observation, often explained by the increased spread in

the tails of RT distributions. Note also that, for the invalidly cued

trials, the predicted RTs are faster, resulting in a deviance between

the model and the data. This is especially visible for the middle

(0.3, 0.5 and 0.7) quantiles. This deviance is most likely a reflection

of the lower number of trials for the invalidly cued trials (mean(SD)

#trials = 85.8 (34.9) for invalid, against 254.6 (110.8) for validly

cued trials), resulting in a larger variance in the RT data, both

within and across subjects.

To show how the model parameters change over the increasing

CTI, a time course for the drift rate and non-decision time was

constructed by calculating the percentage change from their

baseline values within each subset of the data.

Figure 3. Quantile probability plots showing the best fitting model (see methods) for each subject. Each graph represents the
proportion correct choices and reaction time (RT) distributions for each condition (data points) and the DDM quantile probability functions
describing them (lines). RT distributions are represented by five quantiles (colors), plotted along the y-axis for each condition. Conditions (neutral,
validly and invalidly cued trials) are split into correct and incorrect responses and divided over the x-axis, representing response probability. Lines
connecting the quantiles between conditions represent changes in RT distributions across conditions, for incorrect and correct responses.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0080222.g003
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Results show that changes in accuracy and RT can be explained

by a combination of processes: for validly cued trials, we found an

increase in drift rate and a decrease in non-decision time when

CTI increases (Figure 2C, D; interaction validity 6window resp.

F(1,16) = 7.6; p = 0.014 and F(1,16) = 19; p,0.001). Figure 2B

shows the RT timecourse separated in RT changes related to drift

rate (v) and RT changes related to non-decision time (Ter). These

results confirm that both drift rate and non-decision time are

necessary to explain a substantial part of the RT data. Note

however that, although there is no difference in drift rate between

the validly and invalidly cued conditions at the very early CTIs

(see Figure 2C), we do find a difference between the RT effects

related to drift rate for these conditions at these time points (see

Figure 2B). This unexpected effect is most likely due to the larger

variance in the RT data of invalidly cued trials resulting in an

overestimation of the drift rates for invalidly cued trials (see also

Figure 4). As a result, the real drift rate for invalidly cued trials

might be lower than the model predicts, explaining the early

Figure 4. Group quantile probability plots for the validly and invalidly cued trials. Data points represent group mean for correct (right)
and incorrect (left) choices in each time course window. Lines represent the group average of the DDM predicitions.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0080222.g004
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difference between RT effects between baseline and invalidly cued

trials.

Discussion

A recent study by van Ede et al. (2012) shows that the accuracy

and reaction time (RT) of tactile perceptual decisions are affected

by the validity of an attentional cue via distinct cognitive and

neural processes. To elaborate this finding, we fitted the drift

diffusion model to the data. The observed changes in the DDM

parameters provides a subtle explanation of how the speed and

accuracy of cued tactile decisions are affected by two distinct

processes, as argued by van Ede et al. The increase in accuracy for

validly cued trials can be explained by a gradual increase in drift

rate. The decrease in RT for validly cued trials can be explained

by this increase in drift rate as well, but only partly: an additional

decrease of the non-decision time is necessary to account for effects

in RT that are unrelated to the decision process (e.g. sensory or

motor processes; Figure 2B, D).

Note also that the model with variable drift rate and non-

decision time produced a better fit to the data than the model

where only drift rate was allowed to vary across conditions (as

measured by a better balance between fit quality and model

complexity [25]). As such, the observed behavioral changes seem

to be driven by two distinct processes. However, these processes do

not separate the accuracy and RT effects in the same way that van

Ede et al., (2012) suggested by their MEG analysis. In this analysis,

the authors transformed the behavioral and MEG time-courses

using a logistic function. Results of these transformations showed

that the time-course of the MEG signal was similar to the time-

course of the increase in accuracy (for validly vs invalidly cued

trials), leading to the conclusion that the MEG signal could only

explain the observed accuracy, but not the observed RT effects. As

such, the authors concluded that the attentional cue affects

accuracy and RT via different cognitive and neuronal processes.

However, our results show that the time-course of the changing

drift rate is remarkably similar to the effects observed in the

accuracy time-course (see Figure 1A, and 2C). Therefore, it is

likely that the reported MEG signal by van Ede et al. (2012) drives

the change in drift rate, and not solely the change in accuracy. In

addition, drift rate affects RT as well, which is shown by Figure 2B.

As such, both changes in drift rate and non-decision time are

necessary to account for the effects of the validity of the attentional

cue observed in the RT time course.

In sum, by fitting the DDM to the data of van Ede et al, we were

able to distinguish between processes that are related to a decision

component (drift rate) and a process related to a sensory or motor

component (non-decision time). Both of these processes affect RT

(drift rate & non-decision time) with one of them (drift rate)

simultaneously affects accuracy as well.

Another advantage of using a formal model in the behavioral

analysis is that it allows us to interpret the behavioral results of the

study by van Ede et al. within a conceptual framework that

describes the dynamics of the decision process. Drift rate is

thought to reflect the quality of sensory evidence [7], which seem

to improve by attentional cueing. This effect in drift rate might be

compatible to the proposed model by van Ede et al. where an

increase of the preparatory signal in the sensory cortex results in

an increase of the level of performance. Furthermore, the

compatibility effect described by the authors might influence RT

via the non-decision component where the validly cued choices

benefit from the cue prior to the target, resulting in a faster cue-

target comparison [5]. However, the authors note that in their

proposed model these different effects on RT cannot be

disambiguated, and as a consequence it will be problematic to

infer preparatory processes solely on the basis of RT data. By using

a model-based approach we are able to disentangle the RT effects

in two measurable parameters that might be used to identify the

underlying neuronal processes that a responsible for both accuracy

and the different RT effects.

An alternative explanation of the observed effects of the validity

of the attentional cue might involve the parallel processing of the

attentional cue and the tactile target (Figure 5). According to this

idea, the encoding of the auditory cue is followed by a focused

attention to the hand associated with the cue. For short CTIs, this

process results in a delay in processing the target, resulting in a

psychological refractory period (PRP; [11,12,26,27]). To under-

stand the similarity with a typical PRP paradigm one could think

of the tactile task used by van Ede et al. (2012) as two separate

tasks that the participants had to perform simultaneously. Task 1

involves detection of the cue, which automatically draws the

attention to the cued hand by means of a stimulus-response

association (see [28]). Task 2 involves target detection, which draws

the focus to the stimulated hand. Although Task 2 might benefit

from a valid cue in Task 1 when the focus of attention is similar for

both tasks, at very small CTIs the processing of a target in Task 2

will still be delayed by the processing of the cue itself (Task 1). This

effect becomes smaller for larger CTIs, as the overlap between the

tasks becomes less. However, when the cue is invalid, the benefit is

not apparent, as the target always triggers a refocus to the other

hand after an invalid cue.

This PRP-like effect might account for both the increase in non-

decision time and the decrease in drift rate: processing the cue

causes a delay in processing the target (non-decision time) and

interferes with the process of collecting tactile evidence of the

spatial location of the target (drift rate; see Figure 5). As explained,

when CTI increases, the influence of the PRP effect gradually

becomes less apparent. As such, non-decision time decreases, and

drift rate increases (resulting in a faster accumulation time).

However, for the invalidly cued trials, the drift rate and non-

decision time will be similar to those observed in the uncued trials,

across different CTI’s (see Figure 5). In all, this alternative

explanation explains how the validity of an attentional cue affects

the dynamics of the decision process, resulting in the observed

behavioral effects. Furthermore, the model-based approach

provides a framework where different components of the decision

process can be measured, which might be useful in investigating

the underlying neuronal processes of tactile decision making [29].

Importantly, although a model like the DDM might be

informative at the cognitive level and provide explanations that

are biologically plausible, the dynamics of the underlying neural

network may be more complex then the model predictions assume

(e.g., [30,31]) That is, subtle changes in the underlying neuronal

network can result in mechanistically different predictions than

would have been expected from a model-based account (e.g.,

[32]). For example, the DDM cannot distinguish between different

mechanisms within the non-decision time that might affect the

decision process [33]. As such, although the model-based

approach is useful to inform the analyses of brain imaging

methods, and to identify latent cognitive processes, caution has to

be made in suggesting a one-on-one mapping from the model onto

the neural substrate underlying the decision process.

Taken together, van Ede et al. show that the speed and accuracy

of tactile decisions have differentiating time courses depending on

the validity of an attentional cue. The model-based approach

provides a subtle explanation of how the underlying dynamics of

the decision process might give rise to these different effects. In

particular, we show here that the validity of the attentional cue

Do Behavioral Measures of Attention Dissociate?
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affects the decision making process, but that the temporal

proximity of a cue might interfere with general processing of a

subsequently presented target stimulus. Our analyses highlight the

importance of applying a model-based approach, as it shows that

the underlying processes of accuracy and RT might not be so

distinct after all. Furthermore, the observed changes in the

estimated model parameters might be ecologically more valid, as

they have a intuitive relationship with the neuronal processes

underlying perceptual decision making [29,34,35].

Acknowledgments

We thank Freek van Ede, Floris de Lange and Eric Maris for providing the

behavioral data and helpful comments on the drift-diffusion analyses, and

Birte Forstmann and Eric-Jan Wagenmakers for helpful discussions.

Author Contributions

Analyzed the data: MJM LvM. Wrote the paper: MJM LvM.

References

1. Liu YS, Holmes P, Cohen JD (2008) A neural network model of the Eriksen task:

reduction, analysis, and data fitting. Neural Comput 20: 345–373.

2. White CN, Ratcliff R, Starns JJ (2011) Diffusion models of the flanker task:

discrete versus gradual attentional selection. Cogn Psychol 63: 210–238.

3. Smith PL, Ratcliff R, Wolfgang BJ (2004) Attention orienting and the time

course of perceptual decisions: response time distributions with masked and

unmasked displays. Vision Res 44: 1297–1320.

4. Smith PL, Ratcliff R (2009) An integrated theory of attention and decision

making in visual signal detection. Psychol Rev 116: 283–317.

5. van Ede F, de Lange FP, Maris E (2012) Attentional cues affect accuracy and

reaction time via different cognitive and neural processes. J Neurosci 32: 10408–

10412.

6. Ratcliff R (1978) A theory of memory retrieval. Psychol Rev 85: 59–108.

7. Ratcliff R, McKoon G (2008) The diffusion decision model: theory and data for

two-choice decision tasks. Neural Comput 20: 873–922.

8. Wagenmakers E-J, van der Maas HL, Dolan CV, Grasman RP (2008) EZ does

it! Extensions of the EZ-diffusion model. Psychon Bull Rev 15: 1229–1235.

9. Brown SD, Heathcote A (2008) The simplest complete model of choice response

time: linear ballistic accumulation. Cogn Psychol 57: 153–178.

10. Palmer J, Huk AC, Shadlen MN (2005) The effect of stimulus strength on the

speed and accuracy of a perceptual decision. J Vis 5: 376–404.

11. Pashler H (1994) Dual-task interference in simple tasks: data and theory. Psychol

Bull 116: 220–244.

12. Zylberberg A, Ouellette B, Sigman M, Roelfsema PR (2012) Decision Making

during the Psychological Refractory Period. Curr Biol 22: 1795–1799.

13. Ratcliff R (1985) Theoretical interpretations of the speed and accuracy of

positive and negative responses. Psychol Rev 92: 212–225.

14. Voss A, Rothermund K, Voss J (2004) Interpreting the parameters of the

diffusion model: an empirical validation. Mem Cognit 32: 1206–1220.

15. Bogacz R, Brown E, Moehlis J, Holmes P, Cohen JD (2006) The physics of

optimal decision making: a formal analysis of models of performance in two-

alternative forced-choice tasks. Psychol Rev 113: 700–765.

16. Mulder MJ, Wagenmakers E-J, Ratcliff R, Boekel W, Forstmann BU (2012) Bias

in the brain: a diffusion model analysis of prior probability and potential payoff.

J Neurosci 32: 2335–2343.

17. Diederich A, Busemeyer JR (2006) Modeling the effects of payoff on response

bias in a perceptual discrimination task: Bound-change, drift-rate-change, or

two-stage-processing hypothesis. Percept Psychophys 68: 194–207.

18. Wagenmakers E-J, Ratcliff R, Gomez B, McKoon G (2008) A diffusion model

account of criterion shifts in the lexical decision task. J Mem Lang 58: 140–159.

19. van Ravenzwaaij D, Mulder MJ, Tuerlinckx F, Wagenmakers E-J (2012) Do the

dynamics of prior information depend on task context? An analysis of optimal

performance and an empirical test. Front Psychol 3: 1–15.

20. Hanks TD, Mazurek ME, Kiani R, Hopp E, Shadlen MN (2011) Elapsed

decision time affects the weighting of prior probability in a perceptual decision

task. J Neurosci 31: 6339–6352.

Figure 5. Effects of the validity of an attentional cue on non-decision time and drift rate result in changes in accuracy and RT. For
uncued trials, the process of accumulating tactile evidence (red; drift rate) is preceded by the encoding of the target and an attentional focus to the
stimulated hand (green; non-decision time). For the cued trials, the encoding of the auditory cue is followed by a focused attention to the hand
associated with the cue (white boxes). A target may benefit from this process when the cue is valid and the cue stimulus interval (CTI) is long enough,
as the attention is already drawn to the stimulated hand. This results in shorter non-decision times and improved processing of sensory information,
which in turn will lead to shorter accumulation times due to an increase in drift rate. For short CTIs, this advantage is minimal, as the processing of the
auditory cue results in a delay in processing the target, resulting in cognitive slack time (empty green boxes). In contrast, invalidly cued trials lack the
advantage of focused attention to the relevant hand. The onset of the target results in a re-focus of the attention to the other hand. As such, drift rate
and non-decision time will be similar to those observed in the uncued trials, across different CTIs. These processes lead to divergence in decision
times for validly cued and invalidly cued trials, as indicated on the timeline with red (valid) and blue (invalid) lines.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0080222.g005

Do Behavioral Measures of Attention Dissociate?

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org 7 November 2013 | Volume 8 | Issue 11 | e80222



21. van Maanen L, Grasman RP, Forstmann BU, Wagenmakers E-J (2012) Pieron’s

law and optimal behavior in perceptual decision-making. Front Neurosci 5: 1–
15.

22. Vandekerckhove J, Tuerlinckx F (2008) Diffusion model analysis with

MATLAB: A DMAT primer. Behav Res Methods 40: 61–72.
23. Nelder JA, Mead R (1965) A simplex method for function minimization.

Computer Journal 7: 308–313.
24. Wagenmakers E-J, Farrel S (2004) AIC model selection using Akaike weights.

Psychon Bull Rev 11: 192–196.

25. Schwarz G (1978) Estimating the dimension of a model. Annals of Statistics 6:
461–464.

26. Sigman M, Dehaene S (2008) Brain mechanisms of serial and parallel processing
during dual-task performance. J Neurosci 28: 7585–7598.

27. van Maanen L, van Rijn H, Taatgen NA (2012) RACE/A: An architectural
account of the interactions between learning, task control, and retrieval

dynamics. Cognitive Science 36: 62–101.

28. Hommel B (1998) Automatic stimulus-response translation in dual-task
performance. J Exp Psychol Hum Percept Perform 24: 1368–1384.

29. Forstmann BU, Wagenmakers E-J, Eichele T, Brown S, Serences JT (2011)

Reciprocal relations between cognitive neuroscience and formal cognitive

models: Opposites attract? Trends Cogn Sci 15: 272–279.

30. Missenard O, Fernandez L (2011) Moving faster while preserving accuracy.

Neuroscience 197: 233–241.

31. Standage D, Pare M (2011) Persistent storage capability impairs decision making

in a biophysical network model. Neural Netw 24: 1062–1073.

32. Heitz RP, Schall JD (2012) Neural mechanisms of speed-accuracy tradeoff.

Neuron 76: 616–628.

33. Pouget P, Logan GD, Palmeri TJ, Boucher L, Pare M, et al. (2011) Neural basis

of adaptive response time adjustment during saccade countermanding.

J Neurosci 31: 12604–12612.

34. Gold JI, Shadlen MN (2007) The neural basis of decision making. Annu Rev

Neurosci 30: 535–574.

35. Heekeren HR, Marrett S, Ungerleider LG (2008) The neural systems that

mediate human perceptual decision making. Nat Rev Neurosci 9: 467–479.

Do Behavioral Measures of Attention Dissociate?

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org 8 November 2013 | Volume 8 | Issue 11 | e80222


