PSYC 768, Spring 2008
Class:

Thursday, 1:30-4:10, David King Hall, Room 2073
Instructor:
Deborah A. Boehm-Davis
Office Hours: 4:15-5:15 Thursdays and by appointment
Office: 

2006 David King Hall

Phone: 703-993-1398

Email: 

dbdavis@gmu.edu 
Catalog Description: 768 Advanced Topics in Cognitive Science (3:3:0) Prerequisite: PSYC 530 or 701. Emphasizes current research in cognitive science. Topics may include computational cognitive models, nature of expertise, diagrammatic reasoning, display-based problem solving, visual attention, decision making, goal-based versus event-based cognition, and situated action. May be repeated for credit.
Spring 08 Description: This semester, the course is designed to cover five specific areas of research within cognitive psychology: interference, dual-task performance, prospective memory, task switching, and interruptions. Each of these areas is considered distinct; each has its own paradigms and theories and different researchers work in each of these areas. This course is designed to examine the theories developed within each paradigm to see if they can be extended to understanding performance in other domains.
Course Goals: This course is designed for graduate students in the psychology department who are interested in examining a topic within cognitive psychology in more depth. The goals of the course are to: (1) convey a basic working knowledge of each of the individual research areas (2) understand the theories advanced in each of those areas; and (3) determine the extent to which theories developed in one research area could be applicable to understanding performance in the other research domains.
Student Outcomes: Students should be able to describe the research approach and theories for each of the areas described and to describe possible areas of theoretical overlap among the selected research areas. Further, students should be able to propose research that would extend our theoretical understanding of one or more of these areas of study.
Method of Instruction

This course is a seminar; thus, the primary method of instruction will be class discussion. However, some material may be presented in a lecture format.
Course Requirements/Assignments/Activities

Assignments

A tentative listing of reading and project assignments is shown in the schedule below. Readings should be read before class the week they are listed. Students will be expected to post questions to the relevant webCT discussion board prior to the class in which the reading will be discussed (no later than 5 pm the evening prior to class).  Other readings and assignments may be added during the course of the semester. These will be announced in class.
Final Exam

There will be no final exam for this class. However, we may meet during the final exam period.
Attendance
As a seminar, class participation is key to success. You are responsible for all information from each class meeting, including dates when assignments are due, information not contained in the readings, etc. Three absences from the class will constitute grounds for an unsatisfactory grade in the class.
Electronic Distribution of Course Information:

On-line materials for this class can be accessed through webCT (https://webct41.gmu.edu/webct/public/home.pl). Course materials and handouts are/will be available from this website. Such materials include, but are not limited to, the syllabus, copies of the Powerpoint slides used in class, information on class readings, guidelines/instructions for any assignments, and class discussions.
Grading Policy

This is a small graduate seminar that requires active discussion and contribution from each member of the class. The course will be enhanced greatly if we can all benefit from each individual student’s ideas, questions, suggestions, and expertise. Students must participate in class and complete a research proposal paper. Class participation will count for 65% of the final grade. The research proposal paper will count for 35% of the final grade. Three absences from the class will constitute grounds for an unsatisfactory grade in the class.
Honor Code

George Mason University has an Honor Code (see http://www.gmu.edu/facstaff/handbook/aD.html) that each of you accept by enrolling as a student. This code is consistent with APA’s ethical principles for working professionals. Your instructors view it as especially important that each of you adhere to that code of honor. Working in a group to discuss course materials is encouraged, but all products submitted for this course (unless specifically described as a group project) should represent your work as an individual. If you have any questions about what is permitted and what is not, please come and see me. 

Outside sources (e.g., journals, books) will be required to complete some course assignments. Plagiarism is defined as in the APA’s “Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct” and in the Publication Manual of the American Psychological Association (see pages 349-350 of the Fifth Edition). Taping lectures is permitted. 
Special Help

If you are a student with a disability and you need academic accommodations, please see me and contact the Disability Resource Center (DRC) at 703-993-2474. All academic accommodations must be arranged through that office.
Important Dates

Last day to add this class is February 5. Last day to drop is February 22.
TENTATIVE Schedule of Classes/Readings/Projects 

Week 1 (Jan 24): Interference

· Peterson, L. R. & Peterson, M. J. (1959). Short-term retention of individual verbal items. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 58, 193-198.
· Brown, J. (1958). Some tests of the decay theory of immediate memory. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 10, 12-21.
· Waugh, N. C. & Norman, D. A. (1965). Primary memory. Psychological Review, 72, 89-104.
Week 2 (Jan 31): Inteference

· Gardiner, J. M, Craik, F. I. M., & Birtwistle, J. (1972). Retrieval cues and release from proactive inhibition. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 11, 778-783.

· Maureen E. O'Neill, M. E., Sutcliffe, J.A., & Tulving, E. (1976). Retrieval Cues and Release from Proactive Inhibition. The American Journal of Psychology, 89 (3), 535-543.

· Reitman, J. S. (1974). Without surreptitious rehearsal, information in short-term memory decays. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 13, 365-377.

· Marsh, R. L., Landau, J. D., Hicks, J. L., & Bink M. L. (1998). Reducing retroactive interference. American Journal of Psychology, 111, 175-190.

· Altmann, E. M. & Schunn, C. D. (2002). Integrating decay and interference: A new look at an old interaction. Proceedings of the 24th annual meeting of the Cognitive Science Society. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 65-70.
Week 3 (Feb 7): Dual Task Performance

· Bertelson, Paul (1966) Central intermittency twenty years later. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 18:2, 153 – 163.

· Moray, N. (1967). Where is capacity limited? A survey and a model, Acta Psychologica, 27, 84-92.
· Welford, A. T. (1967). Single channel operation in the brain. Acta Psychologica, 27, 5-21.
· Navon, D. & Gopher, D. (1979). On the economy of the human processing systems. Psychological Review, 86, 254-255.
Week 4 (Feb 14): Dual Task Performance

· Chapter TBD from: Kahneman, D. (1973). Attention and effort . Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.
· Duncan, J. (1984). Selective attention and the organization of visual information. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 113, 501-517.
· Pashler, H. & Johnston, J. (1989). Chronometric evidence for central postponement in temporally overlapping tasks. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 41A, 19-45.
· Chapter TBD from: Pashler, H. (1998). The Psychology of Attention. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.
· Pancl on Modcling Human Bchavior and Command Dccision Making: Rcprcscntations for Military Simulations (1998). Attention and Multitasking. In R. W. Pcw & A. S. Mavor (Eds.) Modeling Human and Organizational Behavior: Application to military simulations,Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press.
Week 5 (Feb 21): Dual Task Performance

· Hazeltine, E., Ruthruff, E., & Remington, R. W. (in press). The role of input and output modality pairings in dual-task performance: Evidence for content-dependent central interference. Cognitive Psychology.

· Hazeltine, E., Teague, D., & Ivry, R. B. (2002). Simultaneous dual-task performance reveals parallel response selection after practice. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 28(3), 527-545.

· Wickens C. D. (2002). Multiple resources and performance prediction. Theoretical Issues in Ergonomics Science, 3(2), 159-177.
· Neth, H., Khemlani, S. S., Oppermann, B., & Gray, W. D. (2006). Juggling multiple tasks: A rational analysis of multitasking inn a synthetic task environment, Proceedings of the 50th annual meeting of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society. San Francisco, CA: HFES.
Week 6 (Feb 28): Prospective Memory
· Ellis, J. (1996). Prospective memory or the realization of delayed intentions: A conceptual framework for research. In M. Brandimonte, G. O. Einstein, & M. A. McDaniel (Eds). Prospective Memory: Theory and applications. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

· McDaniel M. A., Einstein G. O., Graham T. & Rall E. (2004) Delaying execution of intentions: overcoming the costs of interruptions, Applied Cognitive Psychology, 18 (5), 533-547.

· Einstein, G. O., & McDaniel, M. A. (1996). Retrieval processes in prospective memory: Theoretical appraoches and some new empirical findings. In M. Brandimonte, G. O. Einstein, & M. A. McDaniel (Eds). Prospective Memory: Theory and applications. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

· Mantyla, T. (1996). Activating actions and interrupting intentions: Mechanisms of retrieval sensitization in prospective memory. In M. Brandimonte, G. O. Einstein, & M. A. McDaniel (Eds). Prospective Memory: Theory and applications. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Week 7 (Mar 6): Prospective Memory

· Marsh, R. L., Hicks, J. L., & Bink M. L. (1998).  The activation of completed, incomplete and partially completed intentions.  Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory and Cognition, 24, 350‑361.

· Bink, M. L., Marsh, R. L., & Hicks, J. L. (1999).  An Alternative conceptualization to memory “strength” in reality monitoring.  Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 25, 804-809.

· Dismukes, K. & Nowinski, J. (2006). Prospective Memory, Concurrent Task Management, and Pilot Error. To appear in A. Kramer, D. Wiegmann, & A. Kirlik (Eds.) Attention: From Theory to Practice.New York: Oxford.

· R. K. Dismukes, & J. L. Nowinski (2005) Effects of ongoing task context and target typicality on prospective memory performance: The importance of associative cueing, Memory, 13(6), 649-657
· Loft, S., Kearney, R., & Remington, R. (2008). Is task interference in event-based prospective memory dependent on cue presentation? Memory & Cognition, 36 (1), 139-148.
Mar 13: Spring Break

Week 8 (Mar 20): Task Switching
· Rogers, R. D., & Monsell, S. (1995). Costs of a predictable switch between simple cognitive tasks. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 124, 207-231.

· Allport, A. & Wylie, G. (1999). Task-switching: Positive and negative priming of task-set. In G. H. Humphreys, J. Duncan, & A. Treisman (Eds.), Attention, space, and action: Studies in cognitive neuroscience. New York: Oxford University, 273-296.

· Allport, A. & Wylie, G. (2000). Task-switching, stimulus-response binding, and negative priming. In S. Monsell and J. S. Driver (Eds.), Attention and performance XVIII: Control of cognitive processes. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 35-70.

· Wylie, G. & Allport, A. (2000). Task switching and the measurement of “switch costs” Psychological Research, 63, 212-233.
Week 9 (Mar 27): Task Switching

· Meiran, N., Chorev, Z. & Sapir, A. (2000). Component processes in task switching. Cognitive Psychology, 41, 211-253.
· Altmann, E. M. (2002). Functional decay of memory for tasks. Psychological Research, 66: 287–297.

· Altmann, E. M. & Gray, W. D. (2002). Forgetting to remember: The functional relationship between decay and interference. Psychological Science, 13 (1), 27-33.

· Altmann, E. M. (2007). Cue-independent task-specific representations in task switching: Evidence from backward inhibition. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 33, 892-899. 
Week 10 (Apr 3): Task Switching

· Altmann, E. M. (2007). Comparing switch costs: Alternating runs and explicit cuing. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 33, 475-483.
· Philipp, A. M., Jolicoeur, P., Falkenstein, M., &Koch, I. (in press). Response selection and response execution in task switching: Evidence from a go-signal paradigm. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, & Cognition.
· Schuch, S. & Koch, I. (2003). The Role of Response Selection for Inhibition of Task Sets in Task Shifting. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 29 (1), 92–105.
· Gilbert, S. J. (2005) Does Task-Set Reconfiguration Create Cognitive Slack? Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 31 (1), 92–100.
Week 11 (Apr 10): Interruptions [THIS DATE WILL NEED TO BE RE-SCHEDULED]
· Gillie T. & Broadbent D. (1989). What makes interruptions disruptive? A study of length, similarity and complexity, Psychological Research, 50 (4), 243-250.
· McFarlane, D. C., Latorella, K. A. (2002). The Scope and Importance of Human Interruption in Human–Computer Interaction Design. Human-Computer Interaction, 17, 1–61.

· McFarlane, D. C. (2002). Comparison of four primary methods for coordinating the interaction of people in human-computer interaction. Human-Computer Interaction, 17, 63-139.

· McDaniel, M. A., Einstein, G. O, Graham, T. & Rall,, E. (2004). Applied Cognitive Psychology, 18, 533-547.

Week 12 (Apr 17): Interruptions

· Altmann, E. M. & Trafton, J. G. (2002). Memory for goals: An activation-based model. Cognitive Science, 26, 39-83.

· Trafton. J. G., Altmann, E. M., Brock, D. P. & Mintz, F. E. (2003). Preparing to resume an interrupted task: Effects of prospective goal encoding and retrospective rehearsal. Int. J. Human-Computer Studies 58, 583–603.
· Altmann, E. M. & Trafton, J. G. (2007). Timecourse of recovery from task interruption: Data and a model. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 14, 1079-1084.
· Oulasvirta, A, & Saariluoma, P. (2004). Long-term working memory and interrupting messages in human-computer interaction. Behavior & Information Technology, 23 (1), 53-64.

Week 13 (Apr 24): Interruptions

· Oulasvirta, A., & Saariluoma, P. (2006). Surviving task interruptions: Investigating the implications of long-term working memory theory. International Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 64 (10), 941-961.

· Miller, S. (2002). Window of opportunity: Using the interruption lag to manague disruption in complex tasks. In Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society 46th annual meeting. Santa Monica: The Human Factors & Ergonomics Society.

· St. John, M., Smallman, H.S. (Aug, 2006) Getting back up to speed: Design principles for situation awareness recovery. Submitted to Human Factors.
· Monk, C. A., Boehm-Davis, D.A., & Trafton, J. G. (200?). Recovering from interruptions: Implications for driver distraction research. Human Factors, 46, 60-663.

Week 14 (May 1): Interruptions/Putting it all Together

· Speier, C., Vessey, I., Valacich, J. S. (2003). The Effects of Interruptions, Task Complexity, and Information Presentation on Computer-Supported Decision-Making Performance, Decision Science, 34 (4), 771-797.
· Patterson, E. S., Roth, E. M., Woods, D.D., Chow, R. Gomes, J. O. (2004). Handoff strategies in settings with high consequences for failure: Lessons for health care operations. International Journal for Quality in Health Care, 16, 125-132.

· Wickens, C. (in press). Executive Control: Attention Switching, Interruptions, and Task Management. In ?? (Ed.) Applied Attention Theory, 143-158.

May 8: Exam Period
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