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Capacity limitations of attentional resources allow only a fraction of sensory inputs to enter
our awareness. Most prominently, in the attentional blink the observer often fails to detect
the second of two rapidly successive targets that are presented in a sequence of distractor
items. To investigate how auditory inputs enable a visual target to escape the attentional
blink, this study presented the visual letter targets T1 and T2 together with phonologically
congruent or incongruent spoken letter names. First, a congruent relative to an incongruent
sound at T2 rendered visual T2 more visible. Second, this T2 congruency effect was
amplified when the sound was congruent at T1 as indicated by a T1 congruency × T2
congruency interaction. Critically, these effects were observed both when the sounds
were presented in synchrony with and prior to the visual target letters suggesting that
the sounds may increase visual target identification via multiple mechanisms such as
audiovisual priming or decisional interactions. Our results demonstrate that a sound
around the time of T2 increases subjects’ awareness of the visual target as a function
of T1 and T2 congruency. Consistent with Bayesian causal inference, the brain may thus
combine (1) prior congruency expectations based on T1 congruency and (2) phonological
congruency cues provided by the audiovisual inputs at T2 to infer whether auditory
and visual signals emanate from a common source and should hence be integrated for
perceptual decisions.
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INTRODUCTION
In our natural multisensory environment, our sensory systems
are exposed to a constant inflow of sensory signals. Yet, only a
small subset of those signals reaches our perceptual awareness.
Attentional selection has been proposed as a critical process-
ing bottleneck that determines whether sensory signals enter our
awareness (Pashler, 1984; Tombu et al., 2011). Since attentional
resources are limited, allocation of attention to one stimulus
may impair perception of other competing stimuli co-occurring
close in time. In the laboratory, the attentional blink paradigm
(Broadbent and Broadbent, 1987; Raymond et al., 1992) is a
prime example illustrating limitations in attentional capacity for
two rapidly successive stimuli (Chun and Potter, 1995; Marois
et al., 2004; Shapiro et al., 2006; Adam et al., 2014). In an atten-
tional blink paradigm, participants are impaired when reporting
the second (T2) of two targets (T1 and T2) that are presented
within a 500 ms interval amongst a rapid visual sequence of dis-
tractor items (Shapiro et al., 1997b; Dux and Marois, 2009 see
Olson et al., 2001 for phonological material).

Several mechanisms have been suggested to account for the
attentional blink (see Dux and Marois, 2009; Martens and Wyble,
2010 for review). Classical “bottleneck models” attribute the
attentional blink to capacity limitations that prevent the second

target from consolidation into working memory (Chun and
Potter, 1995; Jolicoeur, 1998; Dux and Harris, 2007; Dell’acqua
et al., 2009). However, explanations based on capacity limitations
have recently been challenged by studies demonstrating that the
attentional blink can be reduced by various factors such as (i)
changing the allocation of attentional resources to T1, distracters
or T2 (Nieuwenstein, 2006), or (ii) adding a distractor task to the
attentional blink paradigm. In the latter case, participants showed
less attentional blinks, when they were concurrently engaged in
a distractor task such as free associating. The authors attributed
this paradoxical pattern to a widening of participants’ attention
that allowed them to process T2 in addition to T1 (Olivers and
Nieuwenhuis, 2005). Collectively, these studies suggest that the
attentional blink may be a product of active attentional control
that selectively allocates attention to target 1 and 2 and reduces
attention to the distractor items (Di Lollo et al., 2005; Olivers and
Nieuwenhuis, 2005; Nieuwenstein, 2006; Olivers et al., 2007).

While most previous research has focused on the visual modal-
ity, an attentional blink has also been demonstrated for auditory
or tactile processing pointing toward fundamental processing
limitations of the human cognitive system (Duncan et al., 1997;
Arnell and Jolicoeur, 1999; Hillstrom et al., 2002; Dell’acqua
et al., 2006; Shen and Mondor, 2006; Vachon and Tremblay, 2008;
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Horvath and Burgyan, 2011). Moreover, a so-called crossmodal
attentional blink has also been observed when target 1 and target
2 were presented in different modalities suggesting that at least
some processing limitations or attentional control emerge at later
potentially crossmodal processing stages (Arnell and Jolicoeur,
1999; Soto-Faraco et al., 2002; Arnell and Jenkins, 2004; Ptito
et al., 2008; though see Duncan et al., 1997; Potter et al., 1998;
Soto-Faraco and Spence, 2002; Martens et al., 2010). Likewise, a
recent EEG study showed that the auditory mismatch negativity
is enhanced for trials with visual attentional blink indicating that
attentional resources are shared and commonly controlled across
sensory modalities (Haroush et al., 2011).

Visual attention is thought to be guided by top-down biases as
well as by bottom-up stimulus salience (Desimone and Duncan,
1995; Egeth and Yantis, 1997; Buschman and Miller, 2007). It
is therefore not surprising that the probability of an attentional
blink depends on the salience or behavioral relevance of the sec-
ond stimulus. Previous studies have shown that T2 identification
rate is enhanced for physically dissimilar items (Chun and Potter,
1995; Raymond et al., 1995; Maki et al., 1997; Nieuwenstein et al.,
2005), the participant’s own name (Shapiro et al., 1997a) and
emotional stimuli (Anderson and Phelps, 2001). A more recent
study has also demonstrated that an otherwise uninformative
sound presented together with T2 enables T2 to escape the atten-
tional blink (Olivers and Van Der Burg, 2008). Importantly, an
increase in T2 identification rate was observed only if the brief
sound was emitted simultaneously with the second target, but
not when presented 100–300 ms prior to the target. This tempo-
ral profile argues against alerting as the underlying mechanism.
It suggests that the salience of the visual T2 target is amplified by
a concurrent sound via genuine multisensory mechanisms that
depend on audiovisual co-occurrence.

Indeed, in our multisensory world the salience of stimuli
should be determined by integrating inputs from all senses. Yet,
when bombarded with many different signals the brain faces
the challenge to integrate only signals that are generated by
a common event or object, but segregate those from differ-
ent events (Roach et al., 2006). Thus, multisensory integration
inherently involves solving the so-called “causal inference” prob-
lem (Welch and Warren, 1980; Shams and Beierholm, 2010).
In other words, the brain needs to infer whether two sensory
signals are caused by common or two different events. From a
Bayesian perspective, the brain may solve this causal inference
problem by combining two sorts of knowledge: (i) top-down
prior knowledge and (ii) bottom-up congruency cues. First, par-
ticipants have prior knowledge or expectations about whether
or not two sensory signals emanate from a common source.
For instance, having encountered a series of congruent audio-
visual signals that were caused by a common cause participants
have high expectations that future auditory and visual signals are
also generated by a common event. Conversely, after incongru-
ent audiovisual signals participants will decrease (resp. increase)
their congruency (resp. incongruency) expectations. Formally,
these (in)congruency expectations are referred to as common
source prior. Second, participants can infer whether signals are
caused by common cause from “multisensory” congruency cues
that are derived from the new incoming sensory signals (i.e., the

likelihood of the two signals given a common source) (Ernst and
Bulthoff, 2004; Kording et al., 2007; Beierholm et al., 2009; Yu
et al., 2009). The brain may use multiple cues that are abstracted
from the sensory inputs at multiples levels to infer whether
two signals in different modalities are generated by the same
event. Most prominently, sensory signals from a common source
should coincide in time and space (Wallace et al., 1996, 2004;
Macaluso and Driver, 2005; Van Atteveldt et al., 2007; Lewis and
Noppeney, 2010; Vroomen and Keetels, 2010; Donohue et al.,
2011). Likewise, higher order congruency cues that are defined
in terms of semantics or phonology (e.g., syllables) can impose
important constraints on multisensory integration (Laurienti
et al., 2004; Van Atteveldt et al., 2004; Noppeney et al., 2008;
Adam and Noppeney, 2010).

This study used a visual attentional blink paradigm to inves-
tigate how a task-irrelevant and unattended auditory signal
boosts a visual signal into subjects’ awareness depending on the
congruency of the audiovisual (AV) signals and participants’
prior congruency expectations. Specifically, in two experiments
we investigated how phonologically congruent and incongruent
sounds that are presented concurrently with (i.e., in synchrony)
or prior to (i.e., auditory leading asynchrony) visual T1 and T2
influence subjects’ T2 identification accuracy. The first experi-
mental design factorially manipulated (1) the phonological con-
gruency of sound 1 with T1, (2) the phonological congruency of
sound 2 with T2, and (3) the lag between T1 and T2 (Figure 1A).
After each trial, subjects reported the identity of T1, the iden-
tity of T2 and rated the visibility of T2 (invisible, unsure, visible).
By contrast, the second experiment manipulated (1) the phono-
logical congruency of sound 1 with T1, (2) the phonological
congruency of sound 2 with T2, and (3) the synchrony between
the sounds and the visual targets (Figure 1C). After each trial,
subjects reported the identity of T1 and the identity of T2.

From the perspective of Bayesian causal inference, we expected
an increase in T2 visibility as well as in T2 identification accu-
racy (i.e., a decrease in the number of attentional blinks) for
phonologically congruent relative to incongruent audiovisual T2
pairs. Further, this “T2 congruency effect” should be amplified
when T2 is preceded by a phonologically congruent as compared
to incongruent AV T1 pair, because phonological congruency
at T1 induces prior congruency expectations (i.e., a common
source prior). In other words, a congruent (resp. incongru-
ent) T1 pair will increase (resp. decrease) participant’s expec-
tations that the audiovisual signals at T2 are congruent. These
prior congruency expectations will increase participants’ ten-
dency to attend to and integrate auditory and visual inputs at
T2 into a unified percept resulting in an increase in accuracy
for congruent trials, yet a decrease in accuracy for incongru-
ent trials where the sound is incompatible with the visual T2
letter.

Critically, auditory, and visual signals might interact at mul-
tiple processing stages possibly implemented at different levels
of the cortical hierarchy (Werner and Noppeney, 2010a,b). It is
assumed that predominantly lower integration processes depend
on the synchrony of the audiovisual signals, while higher order
integration processes, for instance at the decisional level, are less
sensitive to the precise temporal co-occurrence of the stimuli.
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FIGURE 1 | Experimental design, example trial and stimuli. Experiment 1:
(A) The 2 × 2 × 2 factorial design with the factors (i) T1 AV-congruency
(congruent vs. incongruent), (ii) T2 AV-congruency (congruent vs.
incongruent), and (iii) lag (lag 3 vs. lag 7). (B) Example trial and stimuli. In an
audiovisual attentional blink paradigm, participants were presented with two
distinct visual target letters T1 and T2 that were accompanied by congruent
or incongruent spoken letter names in a series of distractor items.

Participants identified visual letter targets T1 and T2 and rated the visibility of
T2. Experiment 2: (C) The 2 × 2 × 2 factorial design with the factors (i) T1
AV-congruency (congruent vs. incongruent), (ii) T2 AV-congruency (congruent
vs. incongruent), and (iii) AV synchrony (synchrony vs. auditory-leading). (D)

Example trial and stimuli of an auditory-leading trial. The congruent or
incongruent spoken letter names were presented 210 ms before the target
letters onset. T1: first target, T2: second target.

Likewise, a prior sound may facilitate visual letter identifica-
tion via crossmodal priming mechanisms that do not rely on
audiovisual temporal co-occurrence (e.g., if a congruent spoken
syllable precedes the visual target letter T2 identification may be
facilitated).

To dissociate between mechanisms of multisensory inter-
actions that differ in their temporal sensitivity, a follow-up
experiment 2 manipulated the synchrony of the sound with
respect to visual T1 and T2. If the sound and T1 or T2 are
integrated into a unified percept via low level temporally sen-
sitive mechanisms, the increase in letter identification due to
congruent AV signals should depend on the synchrony of the
audiovisual signals. The T2 identification accuracy should be
reduced when the sound precedes T2. By contrast, we would
expect a similar reduction in identification accuracy for both
synchronous and asynchronous presentations when audiovisual
interactions are mediated via priming or higher order decisional
mechanisms.

Finally, as previously shown we expect an audiovisually incon-
gruent T1 to reduce T2 identification accuracy (Van Der Burg
et al., 2010), since audiovisual incongruent T1 pairs require
greater processing demands and thereby decrease the attentional
resources to be allocated to T2.

EXPERIMENT 1
MATERIAL AND METHODS
Subjects
Thirty seven healthy subjects (20 females, mean age 26.9 years,
range 18–45 years) participated in experiment 1. All subjects
had normal or corrected to normal vision and reported normal
hearing. Thirty five were German native speakers.

Five subjects were excluded from the analysis because they
either reported themselves to be Bulgarian native speakers and
were thus less familiar with German phonology (two subjects),
did not complete the experiment (one subject) or they misun-
derstood the task and responded almost exclusively to the sound,
leading to missing values in several conditions (two subjects).

Subjects gave written informed consent prior to the study as
approved by the joint human research review committee of the
local ethics committee of the University of Tübingen.

Stimuli
Visual stimuli consisted of 12 targets and 12 distractors centered
on a gray background (15.4 cd/m2). Targets were capital Latin let-
ters that were selected from two sets that were distinct for T1 (i.e.,
C, H, M, S, T, or Z) and T2 (i.e., F, J, K, N, P, or U). The letters were
selected and grouped carefully according to the distinctiveness

Frontiers in Integrative Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org September 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 70 | 3

http://www.frontiersin.org/Integrative_Neuroscience
http://www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/Integrative_Neuroscience/archive


Adam and Noppeney Sound boosts visual awareness

of their written letters and their spoken letter names. In addi-
tion, salient and meaningful letter combinations (e.g., T1 = P
and T2 = C ⇒ PC) were avoided. Distractors were meaning-
less symbols created by spatially shuffling the image segments of
the target letters to match the mean luminance of distractors and
targets.

To decrease training effects, six stimulus sets were created, each
containing the same target letters presented in a different font.

Auditory stimuli (sampling rate: 44,100 Hz, stereo, 16 bits,
presented at 66 dB SPL) were the spoken German letter names
corresponding to the visual target letters. Each auditory waveform
was contracted to 210 ms, which left the spoken letter names fully
recognizable, yet shortened their presentation time to the dura-
tion of three targets in the rapid serial visual presentation (RSVP).
To avoid auditory clicks, a linear ramp of 18 ms was added to the
beginning and end of the sound.

Design and procedure
In a visual attentional blink paradigm, subjects were presented
with two visual targets (i.e., target 1: T1, target 2: T2) in a
sequence of 13 rapidly presented distractor items. The visual tar-
gets were written letters selected from two non-overlapping sets of
Latin letters for T1 and T2 to avoid response interference between
T1 and T2 (see Stimuli section).

On each trial targets and distractors were presented at approx-
imately 14.3 Hz (i.e., presentation duration: 70 ms, presented at
visual angle 1◦) in a RSVP after an initial 2000 ms fixation period
(Figure 1B). T1 was presented equally often at positions 3, 4, 5,
and 6. T2 was presented either 3 positions after T1 (i.e., lag 3
session) or 7 positions after T1 (i.e., lag 7 session), in separate
sessions.

Concurrently with T1 and T2 onsets, a spoken letter name
was presented that was phonologically congruent or incongru-
ent to the visual target letter with an equal probability of 0.5.
For instance, for congruent T1, the visual target letter “C” was
presented together with the spoken letter name “Ce.” Conversely,
for incongruent T1, the visual target letter “C” was presented for
instance with the spoken letter name “Ha.” The auditory sound
in this paradigm is exactly 50% of the time congruent and 50% of
the time incongruent. Hence, if subjects responded consistently
according to the sound, they would obtain 50% accuracy when
averaging across all conditions. Hence, the 2 × 2 × 2 factorial
design manipulated (i) T1 AV-congruency (congruent, incongru-
ent), (ii) T2 AV-congruency (congruent, incongruent) and (3) lag
between T1 and T2 (lag 3, lag 7) (Figure 1A).

In a visual selective attention paradigm, participants were
instructed to attend to the visual stimuli and ignore the sounds.
After each trial, subjects responded to three questions as accu-
rately as possible in an unspeeded fashion: (1) What is the identity
of T1 (C, H, M, S, T, or Z)? (2) What is the identity of T2 (F, J, K,
N, P, or U)?, and (3) Rate the visibility of T2 (invisible, unsure,
visible). For the identification questions, subjects were instructed
to make a forced choice guess, even if they could not identify the
targets. They indicated their responses on a customized keyboard.
The keypress for the visibility response then triggered the next
trial. Thus, our experimental paradigm combined an objective
(= identification accuracy) and subjective (= visibility) criterion
of observer’s awareness.

Each session included 30 trials per condition amounting to
120 trials in total. Please note that all trials were of the same lag
in one session, so that each session included only 4 conditions,
either at lag 3 or the control condition lag 7 (Maclean and Arnell,
2012). We performed lag 3 and 7 in different sessions to make
our results comparable to other studies that included only one
lag, as otherwise the temporal expectancies would introduce addi-
tional variance. The order of conditions was pseudo-randomized
and the letter identity was randomized with each letter appear-
ing equally often in each condition. The assignment of lag 3
and 7 trials to separate sessions was counterbalanced. During
the post-experiment inquiry, only one subject reported noticing
time-differences between the two lags. In total, subjects per-
formed nine sessions, six with lag 3 resulting in 180 trials per lag
3 condition, and three sessions with lag 7 resulting in 90 trials per
lag 7 condition. This substantial number of trials was required
to ensure sufficient trials per condition and visibility rating. As
our study focused in particular on the lag 3 trials, we included
more trials for the short T1-T2 time window (lag 3) which was
our main focus. In each session, the target letters were presented
in a different font to minimize learning effects that reduce the
number of attentional blinks. Prior to each session, subjects were
familiarized with the stimuli in the particular font setting. The
familiarization procedure included four repetitions of the 12 tar-
get letters accompanied by their congruent sounds while subjects
pressed the keyboard-key corresponding to the visual letter. Prior
to the experiment, participants performed one practice session
which included two trials per condition.

Apparatus
The experiment was conducted in a dimly lit experimental room.
Visual stimuli were displayed on a CRT monitor (1600 × 1200
resolution, 100 Hz refresh rate, 21′′ Sony CPD-G520, Japan),
approximately 56 cm from the subjects’ eyes. Auditory stimuli
were presented at approximately 66 dB SPL, using headphones
(Sennheiser HD 555MR, Germany). Experimental sessions were
presented using the Cogent 2000 v1.25 (developed by the Cogent
2000 team at the FIL and the ICN and Cogent Graphics devel-
oped by John Romaya at the LON at the Wellcome Department
of Imaging Neuroscience, UCL, London, UK; http://www.vislab.

ucl.ac.uk/cogent.php) running under MATLAB (Mathworks Inc.,
Natick, MA, USA) on a Windows PC.

Data analysis
Operationally, awareness was defined based on subjects’ report at
the end of the trial. In experiment 1, we employed two different
reports: visual letter identification and visibility judgment. Data
analysis was limited to trials where subjects correctly identified
the T1 letter. In other words, all measures were contingent on T1
correctness.

We assessed observer’s awareness of the T2 using two cri-
teria (following recommendation by Dehaene and Changeux,
2011). First, in accordance with most attentional blink studies,
we employed subjects’ visual letter identification accuracy at T2
as an objective index of visual awareness. Critically, visual let-
ter identification at T2 was limited to only those trials where
participants correctly identified T1 (i.e., % correct T2 identifica-
tion contingent on correct T1 identification: %T2|T1). Second,
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we used subjects’ visibility judgment (i.e., the percentage judged
visible) as a subjective criterion again limited to only those tri-
als where T1 was correctly identified (Sergent and Dehaene, 2004;
Nieuwenhuis and De Kleijn, 2011). The objective index is thought
to be independent of subjects’ response criterion, yet may over-
estimate visual awareness, because subjects can perform better
than chance even for stimuli they are not aware of (e.g., correct
responses in blindsight; Weiskrantz et al., 1974; Persaud and Lau,
2008). Conversely, the subjective index depends on where subjects
set their internal visibility criterion, yet may be more inclusive.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The overall mean T1 identification accuracy (±s.e.m.) was 82.7
± 2.3%. A 2 × 2 repeated measures ANOVA of % T1 identi-
fication accuracy with the within subject factors lag (3 vs. 7)
and T1 AV-congruency (congruent vs. incongruent) revealed a
T1 congruency main effect on T1 performance [F(1, 31) = 25.42,
p < 0.001, partial η2 = 0.451], with reduced accuracy for incon-
gruent (77.0 ± 3.0%) relative to congruent (88.4 ± 2.0%) AV
pairs. No other effects were significant.

Objective awareness criterion: T2 identification accuracy (given T1
is correct)
The 2 (lag: 3 vs. 7) × 2 (T1 congruency: congruent vs. incongru-
ent) × 2 (T2 congruency: congruent vs. incongruent) repeated
measures ANOVA of % T2 identification accuracy (given correct
identification of T1) revealed main effects of lag, T1 congruency
and T2 congruency. Consistent with the well-established time-
course of the attentional blink, T2 accuracy was increased for
lag 7 relative to lag 3 validating our attentional blink paradigm
(Raymond et al., 1992). Nevertheless, identification accuracy was
still reduced even for lag 7 trials, potentially because the audiovi-
sual T1 pairs (especially the incongruent target-sound pairs, Van
Der Burg et al., 2010) are more difficult to process than the stan-
dard purely visual T1 thereby protracting the attentional blink.
Further, T2 identification accuracy decreased both for incon-
gruent T1 and incongruent T2 pairs as indicated by the two
congruency main effects. In other words, fewer attentional blinks
were observed when the auditory sound matched T2 (79.8 ±
2.5% for congruent vs. 67.2 ± 3.1% for incongruent T2 pair)
(see Table 1). Yet, these main effects need to be interpreted with
caution as we also observed a 3 way interaction (see below).

We also observed a significant 2-way interaction between lag
x T2 congruency with greater T2 congruency effects for lag 3 vs.
lag 7 [post-hoc t-test for lag 3: t(31) = 6.01, p < 0.001, mean dif-
ference = 14.3%; post-hoc t-test for lag 7: t(31) = 5.35, p < 0.001,
mean difference = 10.9%]. Critically, there was a trend for T1
congruency × T2 congruency interaction and in particular a
significant 3-way interaction. To further evaluate this 3-way inter-
action, we tested for the T1 congruency × T2 congruency effects
separately for the two lags. These additional ANOVAs revealed
a significant T1 × T2 interaction only for lag 3 [F(1, 31) = 6.84,
p = 0.014, partial η2 = 0.181], but not for lag 7 [F(1, 31) = 0.1,
p = 0.755, partial η2 = 0.003]. Follow up post-hoc t-tests on the
interaction at lag 3 showed significant but stronger T2 congruency
effects when T1 is congruent [t(31) = 5.13, p < 0.001, mean dif-
ference = 17.3%] relative to when it is incongruent [t(31) = 6.98,

Table 1 | Statistical results of experiment 1.

Factor Objective reports Subjective reports

Statistical results from the three-way ANOVAs (df : 1,31)

Lag F = 28.24, p < 0.001*
partial η2 = 0.477

F = 15.38, p < 0.001*
partial η2 = 0.332

T1 congruency F = 34.85, p < 0.001*
partial η2 = 0.529

F = 38.57, p < 0.001*
partial η2 = 0.554

T2 congruency F = 35.61, p < 0.001*
partial η2 = 0.535

F = 18.15, p < 0.001*
partial η2 = 0.369

T1 congruency × lag F = 1.41, p = 0.244
partial η2 = 0.044

F = 0.001, p = 0.977
partial η2 < 0.001

T2 congruency × lag F = 6.37, p = 0.017*
partial η2 = 0.171

F = 0.48, p = 0.493
partial η2 = 0.015

T1 congruency × T2
congruency

F = 2.92, p = 0.097
partial η2 = 0.086

F = 6.14, p = 0.019*
partial η2 = 0.165

T1 congruency × T2
congruency × lag

F = 6.42, p = 0.017*
Partial η2 = 0.172

F = 0.64, p = 0.430
partial η2 = 0.020

Mean ± s.e.m. identification accuracy and visibility

judgment (given T1 correct) in the 8 conditions

T1 congruent & T2
congruent & lag 3

0.80 ± 0.03 0.49 ± 0.05

T1 congruent & T2
incongruent & lag 3

0.62 ± 0.04 0.42 ± 0.04

T1 incongruent & T2
congruent & lag 3

0.73 ± 0.03 0.43 ± 0.05

T1 incongruent & T2
incongruent & lag 3

0.62 ± 0.03 0.38 ± 0.05

T1 congruent & T2
congruent & lag 7

0.86 ± 0.02 0.57 ± 0.05

T1 congruent & T2
incongruent & lag 7

0.75 ± 0.03 0.51 ± 0.04

T1 incongruent & T2
congruent & lag 7

0.81 ± 0.03 0.50 ± 0.05

T1 incongruent & T2
incongruent & lag 7

0.70 ± 0.03 0.47 ± 0.04

*p < 0.05.

p < 0.001, mean difference = 11.2%]. These results demonstrate
that the audiovisual T2 congruency effect is amplified for audio-
visually congruent T1 pairs at lag 3 (Figure 2). This T1 × T2
interaction at lag 3 was hypothesized based on models of Bayesian
causal inference. Basically, as participants have some tendency
to integrate audiovisual signals that are close in time and space,
we observe higher identification accuracy when the auditory sig-
nal provide congruent (i.e., facilitatory) relative to incongruent
(i.e., interfering) information. Importantly, if T1 is congruent and
participants expect T2 audiovisual signals to be congruent, audio-
visual integration will be amplified at T2 leading to enhanced
audiovisual T2 congruency effects.

Critically, the interpretation of this interaction remains to
some extent ambiguous, as our experimental paradigm did not
include any “neutral” audiovisual condition that is neither con-
gruent nor incongruent. In fact, we would argue that a truly
neutral condition does not exist. One may suggest a unisensory
condition without any auditory T2 may be included as a neutral
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FIGURE 2 | Objective awareness criterion in experiment 1. T2 identification accuracy (% T2 correct conditional on T1 correct) (across subjects’ mean ±
s.e.m.) for the 8 different conditions.

condition. However, a previous study demonstrated that even a
simple beep changes the attentional processing at T2 (Olivers and
Van Der Burg, 2008). Likewise, a “beep” is not an ideal “neu-
tral” control condition, as it differs in sound complexity and
cognitive processing demands from the spoken syllables. Hence,
it seems difficult or even impossible to generate a neutral con-
dition that is neither congruent nor incongruent and yet tightly
matched to the spoken syllables in terms of processing demands
(e.g., phonemic recognition etc.). The absence of a neutral con-
dition makes the interpretation of participant’s response profile
ambiguous.

At first sight, the accuracy profile for lag 3 conditions in
Figure 2 may suggest that T1 congruency increases the accu-
racy on T2 congruent trials without reducing the accuracy on
T2 incongruent trials. In other words, T1 congruency only facili-
tates identification of congruent T2 without inducing interference
for incongruent T2 trials. This would be a surprising finding
because from the perspective of Bayesian causal inference, we
would expect T1 congruency to increase participants’ congruency
expectations and hence their tendency to integrate audiovisual
signals at T2 irrespective of T2 congruency. Enhanced audiovisual
integration at T2 should then lead to both an increase in accu-
racy for congruent T2 pairs (= AV facilitation) and a decrease in
accuracy for incongruent T2 pairs (= AV interference).

Yet, we may also explain this response profile by assuming
that incongruent T1 pairs exert two distinct effects. First, as pre-
viously suggested, incongruent T1 should place more demands
on processing and therefore generally decrease T2 accuracy for
both congruent and incongruent T2 signals (Van Der Burg
et al., 2010). Second, as described above incongruent T1 sig-
nals should also make subjects less likely to integrate AV sig-
nals at T2 again regardless of their congruency. This second
mechanisms should then lead to a decrease in accuracy for con-
gruent T2 signals and an increase in accuracy for incongruent
T2 signals (by reducing the interference from the incongruent
auditory signal at T2). Thus, T1 (in)congruency would have
opposite effects on processing incongruent T2 signals via those

to mechanisms; yet, T1 (in)congruency would have the same
effect on congruent T2 signals. Assuming that T1 (in)congruency
influences T2 processing concurrently via both mechanisms, the
T1 (in)congruency effect on incongruent T2 signals may be
canceled out.

In conclusion, a combination of a general main effect of T1
(in)congruency (i.e., incongruent relative to congruent T1 sig-
nals decrease accuracy for both T2 congruent and incongruent
trials) and an interaction between T1 × T2 congruency (i.e.,
incongruent relative to congruent T1 signals decrease accuracy
for congruent T2 and increase accuracy for incongruent T2 tri-
als) may then induce an accuracy profile where T1 congruency
apparently leads only to a facilitation for congruent T2, but no
interference for incongruent T2 trials (i.e., no decrease in accu-
racy for incongruent relative to congruent T1 on incongruent T2
trials).

To further investigate whether T1 congruency influences
the audiovisual binding of incongruent T2 pairs, we therefore
analyzed subjects’ error responses on T2 incongruent trials. The
basic hypothesis was that if audiovisual T1 congruency induces a
congruency prior that generally increases the binding of audio-
visual signals at T2, subjects should more frequently misidentify
T2 according to the spoken letter name, when T1 is congruent
relative to incongruent.

Hence, we computed the fraction of T2 incongruent trials
where subjects reported the identity of the spoken letter name
rather than an unrelated letter name. A 2 (lag: 3 vs. 7) × 2
(T1 congruency: congruent vs. incongruent) repeated measures
ANOVA on the fraction of trials in which the spoken letter name
was reported out of all incorrect trials revealed a significant main
effect of T1 congruency (Table 2). More specifically, the identity
of the spoken letter name was more frequently reported when
the trial started with a congruent T1 (42.6 ± 3.6%) relative
to an incongruent T1 (36.3 ± 2.4%). This is in line with the
prediction of Bayesian causal inference where prior congruency
expectations will increase audiovisual interference if the two
signals are incongruent.
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Table 2 | Reports according to sound in experiment 1: statistical

results from the Two-Way ANOVA.

Factor (df : 1, 31)

Lag F = 0.04, p = 0.841
partial η2 = 0.001

T1 congruency F = 5.64, p = 0.024*
partial η2 = 0.154

T1 congruency × Lag F = 0.63, p = 0.433
partial η2 = 0.020

*p < 0.05.

Subjective awareness criterion: visibility judgment (given T1
correct)
Percentage of T2 targets judged visibly was used as a comple-
mentary subjective measure of awareness. The 2 (lag: 3 vs. 7) ×
2 (T1 congruency: congruent vs. incongruent) × 2 (T2 congru-
ency: congruent vs. incongruent) repeated measures ANOVA of
% judged visible revealed a significant main effect of T1 con-
gruency, T2 congruency and lag. T2 visibility was increased for
congruent T1, congruent T2 and lag 7 (see Table 1). Furthermore,
there was a significant interaction between T1 and T2 congruency.
Follow up post-hoc t-tests on the T2 congruency effects for visi-
bility judgments showed significant but stronger T2 congruency
effects when T1 is congruent [t(31) = 4.01, p < 0.001, mean dif-
ference = 6.5%] relative to when it is incongruent [t(31) = 3.88,
p = 0.001, mean difference = 3.6%]. In other words, T2 target
visibility was enhanced for congruent relative to incongruent T2
pairs, and this T2 congruency effect was enhanced by congruent
T1 pairs (Figure 3). Importantly, even though the objective and
subjective awareness indices showed some small differences in
results pattern (e.g., 3-way interaction only for objective index),
they both converged in showing an interaction between T1 and
T2 congruency at least for short lag as expected under Bayesian
causal inference.

EXPERIMENT 2
MATERIAL AND METHODS
The second experiment investigated whether the congruency
effects that we observed in the first experiment for lag 3 were
dependent on audiovisual synchrony. Thus, the experimental
paradigm was basically identical to the first experiment apart
from the following modifications:

Subjects
16 healthy subjects participated in the second experiment (11
females, mean age 25.1 years, range 19–30 years). As experiment
2 was partly a replication of experiment 1 and we could therefore
use directed tests based on strong a priori hypotheses, we included
fewer subjects in this experiment. One subject was excluded due
to problems with the setup, resulting 15 subjects in the final anal-
ysis. All subjects were German native speakers, had normal or
corrected to normal vision and reported normal hearing.

Design and procedure
The 2 × 2 × 2 factorial design manipulated (i) T1 AV-congruency
(congruent, incongruent), (ii) T2 AV-congruency (congruent,

incongruent), and (iii) AV synchrony (synchronous,
auditory-leading) (Figure 1C).

In a visual attentional blink paradigm, subjects were presented
with T1 and T2 embedded in a sequence of 13 rapidly presented
distractor items. T1 was presented equally often at positions 5, 6,
7, and 8. In this way we avoided presenting the sounds in syn-
chrony with distractor one in the asynchronous auditory-leading
case. T2 was always presented at lag 3 where most attentional
blinks occur. As in experiment 1, a spoken letter name was played
together with T1 and T2 onset in synchronous trials. In the
auditory-leading condition, the sound onset was 210 ms prior
to the target presentation. Thus, in auditory-leading trials, the
T1 sound onset was synchronous with a distractor and the T2
sound onset was synchronous with the presentation of visual T1
(Figure 1D). If the effect of the sounds on visual identification
is strictly dependent on audiovisual synchrony, the presenta-
tion of the 2nd sound in synchrony with T1 should induce an
incongruency effect irrespective of T2 congruency. Hence, the
observation of a T1 × T2 congruency interaction despite this
design choice would point toward neural mechanisms that do
not strictly depend on audiovisual synchrony. However, the effect
of the spoken T2 syllables on T1 identification may be minimal,
because T1 and T2 were selected two distinct stimulus sets.

As the subjective and objective indices of awareness provided
basically equivalent results in experiment 1, experiment 2 focused
only on the objective awareness index that is traditionally used
in attentional blink paradigms. Thus, after each trial, participants
were asked only to report: (1) What is the identity of T1? (2) What
is the identity of T2?

Subjects performed four sessions for synchronous and four
sessions for asynchronous audiovisual presentations amounting
to 120 trials per condition. Audiovisual synchrony was manipu-
lated across sessions in order to control for temporal expectancies
and make the results comparable across our two experiments.
The order of the audiovisual synchrony sessions was pseudo-
randomized. Prior to the experiment, participants performed one
practice session which included two trials per condition.

Apparatus
The experiment was conducted in a dimly lit cubicle. Visual
stimuli were displayed on a LCD monitor (1600 × 12000 res-
olution, 60 Hz refresh rate, 20.1′′, DELL 2007FP, US), placed
approximately 56 cm from the subjects’ eyes.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The overall mean T1 identification accuracy was 82.04 ± 3.7%.A
2 × 2 repeated measures ANOVA of % T1 identification accuracy
with the factors AV synchrony (synchronous vs. auditory-leading)
and T1 AV-congruency (congruent vs. incongruent) revealed a
main effect of T1 congruency [F(1, 14) = 8.03, p = 0.013, partial
η2 = 0.365], with deceased accuracy for incongruent relative to
congruent stimuli (88.5 ± 4.0% for congruent and, 75.6 ± 4.7%
accuracy for incongruent T1). No other effects were significant.

Objective awareness criterion: T2 identification accuracy (given T1
is correct)
The 2 (AV synchrony: synchronous vs. auditory-leading) × 2 (T1
congruency: congruent vs. incongruent) × 2 (T2 congruency:
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FIGURE 3 | Subjective awareness criterion in experiment 1 (visibility judgment). Percentage of visible targets given T1 correct (across subjects’ mean ±
s.e.m.) for the 8 different conditions.

Table 3 | Statistical results of experiment 2.

Factor Objective reports

Statistical results from the three-way ANOVA (df : 1,14)

Synchrony F = 0.19, p = 0.669
partial η2 = 0.013

T1 congruency F = 4.00, p = 0.065∧
partial η2 = 0.222

T2 congruency F = 16.16, p = 0.001*
partial η2 = 0.536

T1 congruency × synchrony F < 0.1, p = 1.000
partial η2 = 0.00

T2 congruency × synchrony F = 0.31, p = 0.587
partial η2 = 0.022

T1 congruency × T2 congruency F = 4.23, p = 0.059∧
partial η2 = 0.232

T1 congruency × T2 congruency × synchrony F = 0.55, p = 0.819
partial η2 = 0.004

Mean ± s.e.m. identification accuracy (given T1 correct)

in the 8 conditions

T1 congruent & T2 congruent & synchronous 0.82 ± 0.04

T1 congruent & T2 incongruent & synchronous 0.57 ± 0.06

T1 incongruent & T2 congruent & synchronous 0.75 ± 0.05

T1 incongruent & T2 incongruent & synchronous 0.59 ± 0.05

T1 congruent & T2 congruent & auditory-leading 0.82 ± 0.04

T1 congruent & T2 incongruent & auditory-leading 0.55 ± 0.07

T1 incongruent & T2 congruent & auditory-leading 0.75 ± 0.05

T1 incongruent & T2 incongruent & auditory-leading 0.57 ± 0.06

*p < 0.05, ∧p < 0.10.

congruent vs. incongruent) repeated measures ANOVA of % T2
accuracy indicated a significant main effect of T2 congruency and
a trend for main effect of T1 congruency (p = 0.065). In line with
experiment 1, T2 identification accuracy decreased for incongru-
ent T2 pairs (78.6 ± 4.2%, 57.1 ± 5.8% accuracy for congruent
and incongruent T2, respectively) (see Table 3).

Importantly, there was a trend for a two way T1 congruency
× T2 congruency interaction (p = 0.059). Experiment 1 demon-
strated an interaction between T1 × T2 congruency which serves
as a directed a priori hypothesis for experiment 2. Hence, based
on this a priori hypothesis, we could test for a directed interaction
resulting in a p-value = 0.03. As in experiment 1, T1 congru-
ency amplified the congruency effect of T2 for both synchronous
and asynchronous conditions (Figure 4). Post-hoc t-tests on the
T2 congruency effects showed significant but stronger T2 con-
gruency effects when T1 is congruent [t(14) = 4.05, p < 0.001,
mean difference = 26.3%] relative to when it is incongruent
[t(14) = 3.31, p = 0.005, mean difference = 16.8%].

In summary, experiment 2 replicated the effects we observed
in experiment 1 for both synchronous and asynchronous (i.e.,
auditory-leading) conditions. The slightly less significant effects
are most likely due to smaller number of subjects included in
experiment 2. Note, however, that the magnitude of the difference
between the congruent and the incongruent conditions was larger
compared to the one observed in experiment 1. Importantly,
we did not observe any interactions between synchrony and T1
or T2 congruency indicating that the congruency effects do not
always rely critically on the synchrony of the audiovisual signals.
Collectively, these results suggest that a sound can boost the visual
target into awareness also via mechanisms that do not critically
depend on audiovisual timing (e.g., audiovisual priming in the
asynchronous condition or interactions at the decisional level).

GENERAL DISCUSSION
In our natural environment our senses are constantly bombarded
by many different signals with only a small fraction of them enter-
ing our awareness (Raymond et al., 1992; Simons and Chabris,
1999; Sergent et al., 2005; Pourtois et al., 2006). This study
investigated how the brain selects visual signals for conscious
perception. Specifically, we examined whether the awareness of
visual signals is influenced by auditory signals. Using the atten-
tional blink paradigm, we demonstrate that spoken syllables boost
visual letters into subjects’ awareness depending on audiovisual
congruency and subjects’ prior congruency expectations. As the
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FIGURE 4 | Objective awareness criterion in experiment 2. T2 identification accuracy (% T2 correct conditional on T1 correct) (across subjects’ mean ±
s.e.m.) for the 8 different conditions.

audiovisual congruency effects did not always rely critically on
audiovisual synchrony, they may be mediated potentially via
multiple mechanisms such as audiovisual binding, crossmodal
priming or even interference/facilitation at the decisional level.

Our results suggest that audiovisual interactions play a criti-
cal role in shaping visual awareness as measured by participants’
accuracy in the letter identification task and subjective visibil-
ity judgments. Previous research into perceptual awareness has
focused primarily on signals from one sensory domain. Most
prominently, visual, auditory and tactile signals were shown to
evade conscious perception when presented in a rapid stream of
distractor items (Sergent and Dehaene, 2004; Dell’acqua et al.,
2006; Horvath and Burgyan, 2011). Yet, the question whether
sensory signals are selected for awareness independently for each
sensory modality or interactively across the senses remains open
(see related research on multistability and rivalry in a multisen-
sory context: van Ee et al., 2009; Conrad et al., 2010, 2012, 2013;
Lunghi et al., 2010, 2014). In the latter case, auditory signals
may influence subjects’ visual awareness via several multisensory
mechanisms.

To investigate whether and how auditory signals modulate
subjects’ visual awareness, we presented the written T1 and T2
letters together with spoken letter names in an attentional blink
paradigm (Raymond et al., 1992). The spoken letter names were
either congruent or incongruent with respect to the written
T1 and T2 letters. As congruent and incongruent spoken let-
ter names were presented with equal probability, subjects that
relied solely on the spoken letter names for making their deci-
sion should obtain 50% accuracy averaged across all conditions.
In the following, we will first discuss the main effects of T1 and T2
congruency on identification accuracy and then the critical inter-
action between T1 and T2 congruency within the framework of
Bayesian Causal Inference.

First, we demonstrate that incongruent T1 pairs decreased
both T1 identification accuracy and T2 identification accuracy
in particular for congruent audiovisual T2 signals (for related
findings see Van Der Burg et al., 2010). Thus, audiovisually
incongruent T1 pairs place greater processing demands at T1 and

thereby reduce the attentional resources available for T2 process-
ing resulting in decreased performance (Visser, 2007; Giesbrecht
et al., 2009; Burt et al., 2011).

Second and more importantly, we investigated the effect of
audiovisual congruency at T2 on visual awareness. From the
perspective of Bayesian causal inference, audiovisual congru-
ency is an important cue informing the brain whether visual
and auditory signals are generated by a common source and
should hence be combined for a perceptual decision or even
integrated into a unified percept (Roach et al., 2006; Shams
and Seitz, 2008). Hence, we expected audiovisual congruency
at T2 to facilitate audiovisual processing, which in turn should
enable recognition of visual signals. Indeed, subjects were more
likely to report the correct written T2 letter, when it was pre-
sented together with a congruent spoken letter name. Convergent
results were provided by the subjective criterion of awareness,
i.e. the visibility judgment of T2 letter. Critically, this sub-
jective criterion of awareness showed the same profile across
conditions with an increase in visibility for audiovisually con-
gruent relative to incongruent T2. This increase in stimulus
perceptibility for congruent relative to incongruent T2 targets
suggests that auditory signals influence visual awareness. Next,
we investigated whether audiovisual facilitation relies strictly on
audiovisual synchrony as would be expected for low level auto-
matic integration processes. Yet in contrast to this conjecture,
experiment 2 demonstrated that a prior sound that preceded
the visual target by 210 ms induced a similar increase in let-
ter identification. These results suggest that the facilitation of
T2 identification in the attentional blink paradigm does not
necessitate time-sensitive audiovisual integration mechanisms.
Instead, several mechanisms may be involved in mediating the
facilitation induced by a prior congruent relative to an incon-
gruent sound. Most prominently, a prior congruent sound (e.g.,
in the context of asynchronous presentation) may facilitate T2
identification via mechanisms of audiovisual (i.e., crossmodal)
priming. Alternatively, auditory and visual signals may interact
at higher processing levels that are less constrained by temporal
co-occurrence.
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In the next step, we examined whether audiovisual congru-
encies at T1 and T2 interact as predicted by Bayesian causal
inference where a top-down congruency prior is combined with
bottom-up congruency cues derived from new sensory signals to
infer whether two sensory signals should be integrated. Indeed,
a congruent T1 pair amplified the increase in visibility and per-
formance accuracy for congruent relative to incongruent T2 pairs
both for synchronous and auditory-leading presentation.

Conversely, subjects responded more frequently according to
the spoken letter name, when incongruent T2 pairs were pre-
ceded by a congruent T1 pair. In other words, subjects’ response
was more strongly influenced by the incongruent auditory let-
ter name in trials that started with a congruent T1. Thus, in
line with Bayesian causal inference, a congruent T1 pair induces
observers to form a congruency prior, i.e., the prior expectation
that subsequent auditory and visual signals pertain to the same
event and should hence be integrated. The congruency expecta-
tions then in turn enhance audiovisual interactions at T2 leading
to greater benefits for congruent T2 pairs (facilitation) and/or
audiovisual interference for incongruent T2 pairs. As our study
did not include any neutral condition, these two aspects (i.e.,
interference for incongruent or facilitation for congruent audio-
visual signals) cannot be distinguished. Collectively, our results
suggest that participants combine prior congruency expectations
(formed on the basis of T1) with incoming phonological congru-
ency cues (provided by T2) to determine whether auditory and
visual signals should be combined for perceptual decisions. In the
congruent case, audiovisual interactions boost visual signals into
awareness leading to higher identification accuracy and visibil-
ity. Conversely, in the incongruent case, they lead to audiovisual
interference. Importantly, these audiovisual congruency effects
were observed for both audiovisual synchronous and auditory-
leading presentations suggesting that the audiovisual interactions
emerge potentially via several mechanisms at least some of which
do not critically rely on temporal synchrony such as crossmodal
priming in the asynchronous conditions.

Yet, as a cautionary note we should add that awareness in
this and many other paradigms is operationally defined based
on whether or not participants are able to correctly report T2
letter identity at the end of the trial. Hence, as an alternative
explanatory mechanism audiovisual integration may not facili-
tate awareness per se, but stabilize memory representations such
that they are more reportable at the end of the trial. This alter-
native mechanism may be further investigated in paradigms that
also manipulate the delay between audiovisual stimulation and
report of target identity.

Collectively, our results demonstrate that audiovisual inter-
actions may affect perceptual awareness in attentional blink
paradigms at multiple levels. First, audiovisual integration or
priming (in the asynchronous case) mechanisms (Soto-Faraco
et al., 2004; Lewis and Noppeney, 2010; Talsma et al., 2010;
Werner and Noppeney, 2010a) may boost the bottom-up salience
of the visual stimulus thereby facilitating perceptual awareness.
As awareness in the attentional blink paradigm is closely related
to attentional selection, some of these mechanisms may act preat-
tentively. Second, audiovisual interactions may influence percep-
tual decision mechanisms as previously described in audiovisual

congruency manipulations (Adam and Noppeney, 2010; Conrad
et al., 2010; Noppeney et al., 2010; Werner and Noppeney, 2010a;
Hsiao et al., 2012), Stroop (Banich et al., 2000; MacDonald et al.,
2000; Kane and Engle, 2003; Egner and Hirsch, 2005; Egner,
2007) and flanker (Gratton et al., 1992; Botvinick et al., 1999;
Lavie et al., 2003; Egner, 2007; Yu et al., 2009) tasks. Audiovisual
interactions at all stages ranging from audiovisual integration or
priming in the absence of awareness to decisional processes may
be governed by Bayesian causal inference (Kording et al., 2007; Yu
et al., 2009) as normative computational principles that enable
optimal perception of the environment. Bayesian causal infer-
ence normatively describes the computational principles that the
brain should use to determine whether or not to combine infor-
mation from multiple sources in processes that range from low
level automatic audiovisual interactions to higher order percep-
tual decisions. The brain may determine whether sensory signals
should interact or be segregated by combining prior congruency
information (based on T1) and incoming sensory evidence (T2).

Future neuroimaging studies (e.g., fMRI, EEG, MEG) are
needed to track and dissociate the neural processes underly-
ing multisensory interactions at multiple levels of the processing
hierarchy throughout unaware and aware processing stages. For
instance, prior congruency expectations may affect multisensory
integration through modulatory activity in the left prefrontal
cortex that has previously been implicated in cognitive control
(Kerns et al., 2004; Rushworth et al., 2004; Brown and Braver,
2005; Carter and Van Veen, 2007; Orr and Weissman, 2009).
Thus, in the Stroop color-naming task (naming the ink-color of
a color word), prior incongruent trials increased inferior frontal
sulcus (IFS) activation and top-down modulation which in turn
reduced interference from irrelevant and incongruent informa-
tion on subsequent trials (Kerns et al., 2004). Conversely, different
types of incongruency relationships may be processed at distinct
levels of the cortical hierarchy including temporal congruency at
the primary cortical level (e.g., Noesselt et al., 2007; Lewis and
Noppeney, 2010; Lee and Noppeney, 2014) and phonological or
semantic congruency at higher order association areas (Ojanen
et al., 2005; Pekkola et al., 2006; Von Kriegstein and Giraud, 2006;
Hein et al., 2007; Van Atteveldt et al., 2007; Adam and Noppeney,
2010; Yoncheva et al., 2010).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
We would like to thank Karin Bierig and Isabelle Bülthoff for their
help with the second experiment. This research was supported by
the Max-Planck-Gesellschaft and an ERC starter grant.

REFERENCES
Adam, R., and Noppeney, U. (2010). Prior auditory information shapes

visual category-selectivity in ventral occipito-temporal cortex. Neuroimage 52,
1592–1602. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2010.05.002

Adam, R., Schonfelder, S., Forneck, J., and Wessa, M. (2014). Regulating the
blink: cognitive reappraisal modulates attention. Front. Psychol. 5:143. doi:
10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00143

Anderson, A. K., and Phelps, E. A. (2001). Lesions of the human amygdala impair
enhanced perception of emotionally salient events. Nature 411, 305–309. doi:
10.1038/35077083

Arnell, K. M., and Jenkins, R. (2004). Revisiting within-modality and cross-
modality attentional blinks: effects of target-distractor similarity. Percept.
Psychophys. 66, 1147–1161. doi: 10.3758/BF03196842

Frontiers in Integrative Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org September 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 70 | 10

http://www.frontiersin.org/Integrative_Neuroscience
http://www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/Integrative_Neuroscience/archive


Adam and Noppeney Sound boosts visual awareness

Arnell, K. M., and Jolicoeur, P. (1999). The attentional blink across stimulus modal-
ities: evidence for central processing limitations. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept.
Perform. 25, 630–648. doi: 10.1037/0096-1523.25.3.630

Banich, M. T., Milham, M. P., Atchley, R., Cohen, N. J., Webb, A., Wszalek, T.,
et al. (2000). fMRI studies of Stroop tasks reveal unique roles of anterior and
posterior brain systems in attentional selection. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 12, 988–1000.
doi: 10.1162/08989290051137521

Beierholm, U. R., Quartz, S. R., and Shams, L. (2009). Bayesian priors are encoded
independently from likelihoods in human multisensory perception. J. Vis. 9,
23.1–23.9. doi: 10.1167/9.5.23

Botvinick, M., Nystrom, L. E., Fissell, K., Carter, C. S., and Cohen, J. D. (1999).
Conflict monitoring versus selection-for-action in anterior cingulate cortex.
Nature 402, 179–181. doi: 10.1038/46035

Broadbent, D. E., and Broadbent, M. H. (1987). From detection to identifica-
tion: response to multiple targets in rapid serial visual presentation. Percept.
Psychophys. 42, 105–113. doi: 10.3758/BF03210498

Brown, J. W., and Braver, T. S. (2005). Learned predictions of error likelihood in the
anterior cingulate cortex. Science 307, 1118–1121. doi: 10.1126/science.1105783

Burt, J. S., Howard, S., and Falconer, E. K. (2011). T1 difficulty affects the AB:
manipulating T1 word frequency and T1 orthographic neighbor frequency.
Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 73, 751–765. doi: 10.3758/s13414-010-0054-x

Buschman, T. J., and Miller, E. K. (2007). Top-down versus bottom-up con-
trol of attention in the prefrontal and posterior parietal cortices. Science 315,
1860–1862. doi: 10.1126/science.1138071

Carter, C. S., and Van Veen, V. (2007). Anterior cingulate cortex and conflict detec-
tion: an update of theory and data. Cogn. Affect. Behav. Neurosci. 7, 367–379.
doi: 10.3758/CABN.7.4.367

Chun, M. M., and Potter, M. C. (1995). A two-stage model for multiple target detec-
tion in rapid serial visual presentation. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform.
21, 109–127. doi: 10.1037/0096-1523.21.1.109

Conrad, V., Bartels, A., Kleiner, M., and Noppeney, U. (2010). Audiovisual interac-
tions in binocular rivalry. J. Vis. 10, 27. doi: 10.1167/10.10.27

Conrad, V., Kleiner, M., Bartels, A., Hartcher O’brien, J., Bulthoff, H. H., and
Noppeney, U. (2013). Naturalistic stimulus structure determines the integra-
tion of audiovisual looming signals in binocular rivalry. PLoS ONE 8:e70710.
doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0070710

Conrad, V., Vitello, M. P., and Noppeney, U. (2012). Interactions between
apparent motion rivalry in vision and touch. Psychol. Sci. 23, 940–948. doi:
10.1177/0956797612438735

Dehaene, S., and Changeux, J. P. (2011). Experimental and theoreti-
cal approaches to conscious processing. Neuron 70, 200–227. doi:
10.1016/j.neuron.2011.03.018

Dell’acqua, R., Jolicoeur, P., Luria, R., and Pluchino, P. (2009). Reevaluating
encoding-capacity limitations as a cause of the attentional blink. J. Exp. Psychol.
Hum. Percept. Perform. 35, 338–351. doi: 10.1037/a0013555

Dell’acqua, R., Jolicoeur, P., Sessa, P., and Turatto, M. (2006). Attentional blink
and selection in the tactile domain. Eur. J. Cogn. Psychol. 18, 537–559. doi:
10.1080/09541440500423186

Desimone, R., and Duncan, J. (1995). Neural mechanisms of selec-
tive visual attention. Annu. Rev. Neurosci. 18, 193–222. doi:
10.1146/annurev.ne.18.030195.001205

Di Lollo, V., Kawahara, J., Shahab Ghorashi, S. M., and Enns, J. T. (2005). The
attentional blink: resource depletion or temporary loss of control? Psychol. Res.
69, 191–200. doi: 10.1007/s00426-004-0173-x

Donohue, S. E., Roberts, K. C., Grent-’T-Jong, T., and Woldorff, M. G. (2011). The
cross-modal spread of attention reveals differential constraints for the tempo-
ral and spatial linking of visual and auditory stimulus events. J. Neurosci. 31,
7982–7990. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5298-10.2011

Duncan, J., Martens, S., and Ward, R. (1997). Restricted attentional capacity within
but not between sensory modalities. Nature 387, 808–810. doi: 10.1038/42947

Dux, P. E., and Harris, I. M. (2007). On the failure of distractor inhibition in the
attentional blink. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 14, 723–728. doi: 10.3758/BF03196828

Dux, P. E., and Marois, R. (2009). The attentional blink: a review of data and theory.
Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 71, 1683–1700. doi: 10.3758/APP.71.8.1683

Egeth, H. E., and Yantis, S. (1997). Visual attention: control, repre-
sentation, and time course. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 48, 269–297. doi:
10.1146/annurev.psych.48.1.269

Egner, T. (2007). Congruency sequence effects and cognitive control. Cogn. Affect.
Behav. Neurosci. 7, 380–390. doi: 10.3758/CABN.7.4.380

Egner, T., and Hirsch, J. (2005). Cognitive control mechanisms resolve conflict
through cortical amplification of task-relevant information. Nat. Neurosci. 8,
1784–1790. doi: 10.1038/nn1594

Ernst, M. O., and Bulthoff, H. H. (2004). Merging the senses into a robust percept.
Trends Cogn. Sci. 8, 162–169. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2004.02.002

Giesbrecht, B., Sy, J. L., and Lewis, M. K. (2009). Personal names do not always
survive the attentional blink: behavioral evidence for a flexible locus of selection.
Vision Res. 49, 1378–1388. doi: 10.1016/j.visres.2008.02.013

Gratton, G., Coles, M. G., and Donchin, E. (1992). Optimizing the use of infor-
mation: strategic control of activation of responses. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 121,
480–506. doi: 10.1037/0096-3445.121.4.480

Haroush, K., Deouell, L. Y., and Hochstein, S. (2011). Hearing while blink-
ing: multisensory attentional blink revisited. J. Neurosci. 31, 922–927. doi:
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0420-10.2011

Hein, G., Doehrmann, O., Muller, N. G., Kaiser, J., Muckli, L., and Naumer,
M. J. (2007). Object familiarity and semantic congruency modulate responses
in cortical audiovisual integration areas. J. Neurosci. 27, 7881–7887. doi:
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1740-07.2007

Hillstrom, A. P., Shapiro, K. L., and Spence, C. (2002). Attentional limitations in
processing sequentially presented vibrotactile targets. Percept. Psychophys. 64,
1068–1082. doi: 10.3758/BF03194757

Horvath, J., and Burgyan, A. (2011). Distraction and the auditory attentional blink.
Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 73, 695–701. doi: 10.3758/s13414-010-0077-3

Hsiao, J. Y., Chen, Y. C., Spence, C., and Yeh, S. L. (2012). Assessing the effects
of audiovisual semantic congruency on the perception of a bistable figure.
Conscious. Cogn. 21, 775–787. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2012.02.001

Jolicoeur, P. (1998). Modulation of the attentional blink by on-line response selec-
tion: evidence from speeded and unspeeded task1 decisions. Mem. Cogn. 26,
1014–1032. doi: 10.3758/BF03201180

Kane, M. J., and Engle, R. W. (2003). Working-memory capacity and the control
of attention: the contributions of goal neglect, response competition, and task
set to Stroop interference. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 132, 47–70. doi: 10.1037/0096-
3445.132.1.47

Kerns, J. G., Cohen, J. D., Macdonald, A. W. 3rd., Cho, R. Y., Stenger, V. A., and
Carter, C. S. (2004). Anterior cingulate conflict monitoring and adjustments in
control. Science 303, 1023–1026. doi: 10.1126/science.1089910

Kording, K. P., Beierholm, U., Ma, W. J., Quartz, S., Tenenbaum, J. B., and Shams,
L. (2007). Causal inference in multisensory perception. PLoS ONE 2:e943. doi:
10.1371/journal.pone.0000943

Laurienti, P. J., Kraft, R. A., Maldjian, J. A., Burdette, J. H., and Wallace, M. T.
(2004). Semantic congruence is a critical factor in multisensory behavioral
performance. Exp. Brain Res. 158, 405–414. doi: 10.1007/s00221-004-1913-2

Lavie, N., Ro, T., and Russell, C. (2003). The role of perceptual load in processing
distractor faces. Psychol. Sci. 14, 510–515. doi: 10.1111/1467-9280.03453

Lee, H., and Noppeney, U. (2014). Temporal prediction errors in visual and
auditory cortices. Curr. Biol. 24, R309–R310. doi: 10.1016/j.cub.2014.02.007

Lewis, R., and Noppeney, U. (2010). Audiovisual synchrony improves motion dis-
crimination via enhanced connectivity between early visual and auditory areas.
J. Neurosci. 30, 12329–12339. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5745-09.2010

Lunghi, C., Binda, P., and Morrone, M. C. (2010). Touch disambiguates rivalrous
perception at early stages of visual analysis. Curr. Biol. 20, R143–R144. doi:
10.1016/j.cub.2009.12.015

Lunghi, C., Morrone, M. C., and Alais, D. (2014). Auditory and tactile signals com-
bine to influence vision during binocular rivalry. J. Neurosci. 34, 784–792. doi:
10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2732-13.2014

Macaluso, E., and Driver, J. (2005). Multisensory spatial interactions: a window
onto functional integration in the human brain. Trends Neurosci. 28, 264–271.
doi: 10.1016/j.tins.2005.03.008

MacDonald, A. W. 3rd., Cohen, J. D., Stenger, V. A., and Carter, C. S. (2000).
Dissociating the role of the dorsolateral prefrontal and anterior cingu-
late cortex in cognitive control. Science 288, 1835–1838. doi: 10.1126/sci-
ence.288.5472.1835

Maclean, M. H., and Arnell, K. M. (2012). A conceptual and methodological
framework for measuring and modulating the attentional blink. Atten. Percept.
Psychophys. 74, 1080–1097. doi: 10.3758/s13414-012-0338-4

Maki, W. S., Couture, T., Frigen, K., and Lien, D. (1997). Sources of the atten-
tional blink during rapid serial visual presentation: perceptual interference and
retrieval competition. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 23, 1393–1411.
doi: 10.1037/0096-1523.23.5.1393

Frontiers in Integrative Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org September 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 70 | 11

http://www.frontiersin.org/Integrative_Neuroscience
http://www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/Integrative_Neuroscience/archive


Adam and Noppeney Sound boosts visual awareness

Marois, R., Yi, D. J., and Chun, M. M. (2004). The neural fate of consciously per-
ceived and missed events in the attentional blink. Neuron 41, 465–472. doi:
10.1016/S0896-6273(04)00012-1

Martens, S., Kandula, M., and Duncan, J. (2010). Restricted attentional
capacity within but not between sensory modalities: an individual
differences approach. PLoS ONE 5:e15280. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.
0015280

Martens, S., and Wyble, B. (2010). The attentional blink: past, present, and future
of a blind spot in perceptual awareness. Neurosci. Biobehav. Rev. 34, 947–957.
doi: 10.1016/j.neubiorev.2009.12.005

Nieuwenhuis, S., and De Kleijn, R. (2011). Consciousness of targets during
the attentional blink: a gradual or all-or-none dimension? Atten. Percept.
Psychophys. 73, 364–373. doi: 10.3758/s13414-010-0026-1

Nieuwenstein, M. R. (2006). Top-down controlled, delayed selection in the
attentional blink. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 32, 973–985. doi:
10.1037/0096-1523.32.4.973

Nieuwenstein, M. R., Chun, M. M., Van Der Lubbe, R. H. J., and Hooge, I. T. C.
(2005). Delayed attentional engagement in the attentional blink. J. Exp. Psychol.
Hum. Percept. Perform. 31, 1463–1475. doi: 10.1037/0096-1523.31.6.1463

Noesselt, T., Rieger, J. W., Schoenfeld, M. A., Kanowski, M., Hinrichs, H.,
Heinze, H. J., et al. (2007). Audiovisual temporal correspondence modulates
human multisensory superior temporal sulcus plus primary sensory cortices.
J. Neurosci. 27, 11431–11441. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2252-07.2007

Noppeney, U., Josephs, O., Hocking, J., Price, C. J., and Friston, K. J. (2008). The
effect of prior visual information on recognition of speech and sounds. Cereb.
Cortex 18, 598–609. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhm091

Noppeney, U., Ostwald, D., and Werner, S. (2010). Perceptual decisions formed
by accumulation of audiovisual evidence in prefrontal cortex. J. Neurosci. 30,
7434–7446. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0455-10.2010

Olivers, C. N., and Nieuwenhuis, S. (2005). The beneficial effect of concurrent task-
irrelevant mental activity on temporal attention. Psychol. Sci. 16, 265–269. doi:
10.1111/j.0956-7976.2005.01526.x

Olivers, C. N., and Van Der Burg, E. (2008). Bleeping you out of the
blink: sound saves vision from oblivion. Brain Res. 1242, 191–199. doi:
10.1016/j.brainres.2008.01.070

Olivers, C. N., Van Der Stigchel, S., and Hulleman, J. (2007). Spreading the spar-
ing: against a limited-capacity account of the attentional blink. Psychol. Res. 71,
126–139. doi: 10.1007/s00426-005-0029-z

Olson, I. R., Chun, M. M., and Anderson, A. K. (2001). Effects of phonological
length on the attentional blink for words. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform.
27, 1116–1123. doi: 10.1037/0096-1523.27.5.1116

Ojanen, V., Mottonen, R., Pekkola, J., Jaaskelainen, I. P., Joensuu, R.,
Autti, T., et al. (2005). Processing of audiovisual speech in Broca’s
area. Neuroimage 25, 333–338. doi: 10.1016/j.neuroimage.2004.
12.001

Orr, J. M., and Weissman, D. H. (2009). Anterior cingulate cortex makes 2 contri-
butions to minimizing distraction. Cereb. Cortex 19, 703–711. doi: 10.1093/cer-
cor/bhn119

Pashler, H. (1984). Processing stages in overlapping tasks: evidence for a cen-
tral bottleneck. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 10, 358–377. doi:
10.1037/0096-1523.10.3.358

Pekkola, J., Laasonen, M., Ojanen, V., Autti, T., Jaaskelainen, I. P., Kujala, T.,
et al. (2006). Perception of matching and conflicting audiovisual speech in
dyslexic and fluent readers: an fMRI study at 3 T. Neuroimage 29, 797–807. doi:
10.1016/j.neuroimage.2005.09.069

Persaud, N., and Lau, H. (2008). Direct assessment of qualia in a blindsight
participant. Conscious. Cogn. 17, 1046–1049. doi: 10.1016/j.concog.2007.10.001

Potter, M. C., Chun, M. M., Banks, B. S., and Muckenhoupt, M. (1998). Two
attentional deficits in serial target search: the visual attentional blink and an
amodal task-switch deficit. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn. Mem. Cogn. 24, 979–992. doi:
10.1037/0278-7393.24.4.979

Pourtois, G., De Pretto, M., Hauert, C. A., and Vuilleumier, P. (2006). Time
course of brain activity during change blindness and change awareness: per-
formance is predicted by neural events before change onset. J. Cogn. Neurosci.
18, 2108–2129. doi: 10.1162/jocn.2006.18.12.2108

Ptito, A., Arnell, K., Jolicoeur, P., and Macleod, J. (2008). Intramodal and
crossmodal processing delays in the attentional blink paradigm revealed by
event-related potentials. Psychophysiology 45, 794–803. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-
8986.2008.00677.x

Raymond, J. E., Shapiro, K. L., and Arnell, K. M. (1992). Temporary suppression
of visual processing in an RSVP task: an attentional blink? J. Exp. Psychol. Hum.
Percept. Perform. 18, 849–860. doi: 10.1037/0096-1523.18.3.849

Raymond, J. E., Shapiro, K. L., and Arnell, K. M. (1995). Similarity determines
the attentional blink. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 21, 653–662. doi:
10.1037/0096-1523.21.3.653

Roach, N. W., Heron, J., and McGraw, P. V. (2006). Resolving multisensory conflict:
a strategy for balancing the costs and benefits of audio-visual integration. Proc.
Biol. Sci. 273, 2159–2168. doi: 10.1098/rspb.2006.3578

Rushworth, M. F., Walton, M. E., Kennerley, S. W., and Bannerman, D. M. (2004).
Action sets and decisions in the medial frontal cortex. Trends Cogn. Sci. 8,
410–417. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2004.07.009

Sergent, C., Baillet, S., and Dehaene, S. (2005). Timing of the brain events under-
lying access to consciousness during the attentional blink. Nat. Neurosci. 8,
1391–1400. doi: 10.1038/nn1549

Sergent, C., and Dehaene, S. (2004). Is consciousness a gradual phenomenon?
Evidence for an all-or-none bifurcation during the attentional blink. Psychol.
Sci. 15, 720–728. doi: 10.1111/j.0956-7976.2004.00748.x

Shams, L., and Beierholm, U. R. (2010). Causal inference in perception. Trends
Cogn. Sci. 14, 425–432. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2010.07.001

Shams, L., and Seitz, A. R. (2008). Benefits of multisensory learning. Trends Cogn.
Sci. 12, 411–417. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2008.07.006

Shapiro, K., Schmitz, F., Martens, S., Hommel, B., and Schnitzler, A. (2006).
Resource sharing in the attentional blink. Neuroreport 17, 163–166. doi:
10.1097/01.wnr.0000195670.37892.1a

Shapiro, K. L., Caldwell, J., and Sorensen, R. E. (1997a). Personal names and the
attentional blink: a visual “cocktail party” effect. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept.
Perform. 23, 504–514. doi: 10.1037/0096-1523.23.2.504

Shapiro, K. L., Raymond, J. E., and Arnell, K. M. (1997b). The attentional blink.
Trends Cogn. Sci. 1, 291–296. doi: 10.1016/S1364-6613(97)01094-2

Shen, D., and Mondor, T. A. (2006). Effect of distractor sounds on the auditory
attentional blink. Percept. Psychophys. 68, 228–243. doi: 10.3758/BF03193672

Simons, D. J., and Chabris, C. F. (1999). Gorillas in our midst: sustained
inattentional blindness for dynamic events. Perception 28, 1059–1074. doi:
10.1068/p2952

Soto-Faraco, S., Navarra, J., and Alsius, A. (2004). Assessing automaticity in
audiovisual speech integration: evidence from the speeded classification task.
Cognition 92, B13–B23. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2003.10.005

Soto-Faraco, S., and Spence, C. (2002). Modality-specific auditory and visual
temporal processing deficits. Q. J. Exp. Psychol. A 55, 23–40. doi:
10.1080/02724980143000136

Soto-Faraco, S., Spence, C., Fairbank, K., Kingstone, A., Hillstrom, A. P., and
Shapiro, K. (2002). A crossmodal attentional blink between vision and touch.
Psychon. Bull. Rev. 9, 731–738. doi: 10.3758/BF03196328

Talsma, D., Senkowski, D., Soto-Faraco, S., and Woldorff, M. G. (2010). The multi-
faceted interplay between attention and multisensory integration. Trends Cogn.
Sci. 14, 400–410. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2010.06.008

Tombu, M. N., Asplund, C. L., Dux, P. E., Godwin, D., Martin, J. W., and Marois, R.
(2011). A Unified attentional bottleneck in the human brain. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. U.S.A. 108, 13426–13431. doi: 10.1073/pnas.1103583108

Vachon, F., and Tremblay, S. (2008). Modality-specific and amodal sources of
interference in the attentional blink. Percept. Psychophys. 70, 1000–1015. doi:
10.3758/PP.70.6.1000

Van Atteveldt, N., Formisano, E., Goebel, R., and Blomert, L. (2004). Integration
of letters and speech sounds in the human brain. Neuron 43, 271–282. doi:
10.1016/j.neuron.2004.06.025

Van Atteveldt, N. M., Formisano, E., Blomert, L., and Goebel, R. (2007). The effect
of temporal asynchrony on the multisensory integration of letters and speech
sounds. Cereb. Cortex 17, 962–974. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhl007

Van Der Burg, E., Brederoo, S. G., Nieuwenstein, M. R., Theeuwes, J., and
Olivers, C. N. (2010). Audiovisual semantic interference and attention: evidence
from the attentional blink paradigm. Acta Psychol. (Amst.) 134, 198–205. doi:
10.1016/j.actpsy.2010.01.010

van Ee, R., van Boxtel, J. J. A., Parker, A., and Alais, D. (2009). Multisensory
congruency as a mechanism for attentional control over perceptual selection.
J. Neurosci. 29, 11641–11647 doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0873-09.2009

Visser, T. A. (2007). Masking T1 difficulty: processing time and the attenional
blink. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum. Percept. Perform. 33, 285–297. doi: 10.1037/0096-
1523.33.2.285

Frontiers in Integrative Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org September 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 70 | 12

http://www.frontiersin.org/Integrative_Neuroscience
http://www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/Integrative_Neuroscience/archive


Adam and Noppeney Sound boosts visual awareness

Von Kriegstein, K., and Giraud, A. L. (2006). Implicit multisensory asso-
ciations influence voice recognition. PLoS Biol. 4:e326. doi: 10.1371/jour-
nal.pbio.0040326

Vroomen, J., and Keetels, M. (2010). Perception of intersensory synchrony: a tuto-
rial review. Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 72, 871–884. doi: 10.3758/APP.72.4.871

Wallace, M. T., Roberson, G. E., Hairston, W. D., Stein, B. E., Vaughan, J. W., and
Schirillo, J. A. (2004). Unifying multisensory signals across time and space. Exp.
Brain Res. 158, 252–258. doi: 10.1007/s00221-004-1899-9

Wallace, M. T., Wilkinson, L. K., and Stein, B. E. (1996). Representation
and integration of multiple sensory inputs in primate superior colliculus.
J. Neurophysiol. 76, 1246–1266.

Weiskrantz, L., Warrington, E. K., Sanders, M. D., and Marshall, J. (1974). Visual
capacity in the hemianopic field following a restricted occipital ablation. Brain
97, 709–728. doi: 10.1093/brain/97.1.709

Welch, R. B., and Warren, D. H. (1980). Immediate perceptual response to
intersensory discrepancy. Psychol. Bull. 88, 638–667. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.
88.3.638

Werner, S., and Noppeney, U. (2010a). Distinct functional contributions of primary
sensory and association areas to audiovisual integration in object categoriza-
tion. J. Neurosci. 30, 2662–2675. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.5091-09.2010

Werner, S., and Noppeney, U. (2010b). Superadditive responses in superior tempo-
ral sulcus predict audiovisual benefits in object categorization. Cereb. Cortex 20,
1829–1842. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhp248

Yoncheva, Y. N., Zevin, J. D., Maurer, U., and McCandliss, B. D. (2010). Auditory
selective attention to speech modulates activity in the visual word form area.
Cereb. Cortex 20, 622–632. doi: 10.1093/cercor/bhp129

Yu, A. J., Dayan, P., and Cohen, J. D. (2009). Dynamics of attentional selection
under conflict: toward a rational Bayesian account. J. Exp. Psychol. Hum.
Percept. Perform. 35, 700–717. doi: 10.1037/a0013553

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was con-
ducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be
construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Received: 12 May 2014; accepted: 20 August 2014; published online: 11 September
2014.
Citation: Adam R and Noppeney U (2014) A phonologically congruent sound boosts
a visual target into perceptual awareness. Front. Integr. Neurosci. 8:70. doi: 10.3389/
fnint.2014.00070
This article was submitted to the journal Frontiers in Integrative Neuroscience.
Copyright © 2014 Adam and Noppeney. This is an open-access article distributed
under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, dis-
tribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s)
or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in
accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is
permitted which does not comply with these terms.

Frontiers in Integrative Neuroscience www.frontiersin.org September 2014 | Volume 8 | Article 70 | 13

http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnint.2014.00070
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnint.2014.00070
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnint.2014.00070
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://www.frontiersin.org/Integrative_Neuroscience
http://www.frontiersin.org
http://www.frontiersin.org/Integrative_Neuroscience/archive

	A phonologically congruent sound boosts a visual target into perceptual awareness
	Introduction
	Experiment 1
	Material and Methods
	Subjects
	Stimuli
	Design and procedure
	Apparatus
	Data analysis

	Results and Discussion
	Objective awareness criterion: T2 identification accuracy (given T1 is correct)
	Subjective awareness criterion: visibility judgment (given T1 correct)


	Experiment 2
	Material and Methods
	Subjects
	Design and procedure
	Apparatus

	Results and Discussion
	Objective awareness criterion: T2 identification accuracy (given T1 is correct)


	General Discussion
	Acknowledgments
	References


