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Participants and testing
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Varilance components

m Between subject variance

Summary and implications

® Error variance - Some MTS performance measures are more reliable than others, and reliability Is

Between session variance

100% influenced by target salience (1.e, difficulty)

2822 I I I I l I I I . . . . I i l l . MTS induces the SSM effect, but same measure is unable to reliably discriminate
70% between individuals who are more or less susceptible to second-target misses
28:2 . Establishing individual differences in MTS serves theoretical and practical importance
40% (Wagner et al, 2024)
30% - Take-home message: Can reliably discriminate between individiuals based on search
?822 approach (search speed, eye movements), but outcome measures not as reliable

0% . Current work: Individual differences in MTS In laypersons (Birch-Hurst et al, 2023) and

radiologists In training using eye tracking
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High ICC = Greater between subject variance
relative to between session variance and
error variance



