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Abstract
Can we attend to multiple distinct spatial locations at the same time? According to a recent psychophysical study [J. Dubois et al.
(2009) Journal of Vision, 9, 3.1–11] such a split of spatial attention might be limited to short periods of time. Following N. P. Bichot
et al. [(1999) Perception & Psychophysics, 61, 403–423] subjects had to report the identity of multiple letters that were briefly
presented at different locations, while two of these locations (targets) were relevant for a concurrent shape comparison task. In
addition to the design used by Bichot et al. stimulus onset asynchrony between shape onset and letters was systematically varied. In
general, the performance of subjects was superior at target locations. Furthermore, for short stimulus onset asynchronies,
performance was simultaneously increasing at both target locations. For longer stimulus onset asynchronies, however, performance
deteriorated at one of the target locations while increasing at the other target location. It was hypothesized that this dynamic
deployment of attention might be caused by competitive processes in saccade-related structures such as the frontal eye field. Here
we simulated the task of Dubois et al. using a systems-level model of attention. Our results are consistent with recent findings in the
frontal eye field obtained during covert visual search, and they support the view of a transient deployment of spatial attention to
multiple stimuli in the early epoch of target selection.

Introduction
Despite an increasing number of studies arguing in favour of a split of
spatial attention (e.g. Kramer & Hahn, 1995; Bichot et al., 1999; Awh
& Pashler, 2000; Gobell et al., 2004; Dubois et al., 2009) the debate
whether their results truly provide evidence for a simultaneous
employment of spatial attention at non-contiguous locations is still
ongoing. For example, Jans et al. (2010) hypothesized that the
observations by Bichot et al. (1999) and Dubois et al. (2009) could in
principle be explained by a unitary, elliptical focus of attention
encompassing the two target but none of the distractor stimuli.
The question of if and to what extent a split of attention is a useful
interpretation of the reported observations has to address the neural
structures involved in orientating covert spatial attention rather than
just arguing on basis of hypothetical attentional foci. Converging
evidence points to a critical role of brain areas that are involved in the
control of eye movements. Moore & Fallah (2001) were the first to
demonstrate that microstimulation of the macaque frontal eye field
(FEF) increased performance in an attention-demanding task. Importantly, this increase was observed during subthreshold stimulation
without evoking eye movements and was limited to locations
corresponding to the response field of the respective FEF site. Similar
results of space-specific benefits have been reported during microsti-
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mulation of the superior colliculus (SC) (Muller et al., 2005;
Cavanaugh et al., 2006). In addition to an increased performance
and similar to effects observed during covert orienting of spatial
attention (McAdams & Maunsell, 1999; Reynolds et al., 2000;
Buffalo et al., 2010), microstimulation of corresponding FEF sites
has been shown to enhance the responses to receptive field stimuli of
V4 neurons (Moore & Armstrong, 2003). Related effects have also
been reported in humans, as revealed by transcranial magnetic
stimulation (Grosbras & Paus, 2002; Muggleton et al., 2003; Smith
et al., 2005; Silvanto et al., 2006; Taylor et al., 2007).
Consistent with the observation that activity in oculomotor-related
areas such as the FEF influences the representation of stimuli in visual
areas, Hamker (2003, 2004a, 2005a,b) developed a computational
framework in which attention-related phenomena are described by the
interactions of different areas. In this framework, a ‘final’ selection in
space is the result of a dynamic process resolving competition between
different cell populations by means of continuous feedback in both the
space and the feature domain, in concert modulating the bottom-up
activity (Bichot et al., 2005).
Although previous versions of the model were more in line with a
strict version of the premotor theory of attention (Rizzolatti et al.,
1987) in the sense that the deployment of a spatial bias is essentially a
planned but not executed eye movement, in particular mediated by
movement or burst cell activity, dissociations between spatial selection
and movement preparations suggesting an earlier visual component of
spatial attention have recently been reported (Sato & Schall, 2003;
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Juan et al., 2004; Ray et al., 2009). Accordingly, in the present
version of the model we have reformulated the FEF. In particular, we
included a new map of visuomovement cells with characteristics
ranging from strong visual to more motor-related responses providing
the spatial feedback signal. We show that the new model both is
consistent with recent FEF findings during covert search (Monosov &
Thompson, 2009) and accounts for the reported transient split of
attention reported by Dubois et al. (2009).

Materials and methods
Model overview
The model consists of visual area 4 (V4), inferior temporal cortex (IT),
prefrontal areas that contain the FEF for saccade planning and more
ventrolateral parts involved in executive control (Fig. 1). If we present
a visual scene to the model, features such as colour, intensity and
orientation are computed from the image. The fact that features that
are unique in their environment ‘pop-out’ is accounted for by
computing an initial stimulus-driven saliency which determines the
input into V4 (Burrows & Moore, 2009). We consider this stage a
simplification with respect to its location in the brain. Pop-out effects
are not necessarily generated early in the visual pathway. They are
probably also computed in later areas, such as IT.
Feature and salience information are both encoded within a
population of cells at each position in space, where the presence and
salience of a feature is represented by the rate of each feature-tuned
cell. The growing receptive field size along the processing hierarchy
requires that a number of V4 cells project to a single IT cell. In
addition to bottom-up projections, feedback from the FEF and IT
increases the gain of the cells in V4. Search in this model can be goal
directed as IT receives feature-specific feedback from the prefrontal
(PF) cells, similar to that suggested by Chelazzi et al. (1998). As a
result, those V4 cells that contain a target stimulus in their receptive
field will show an enhanced response, similar as by Motter (1994) for

Model equations
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colour search. This feature bias in V4 is transferred into a location bias
by the feedforward projection from V4 to the FEF. Object recognition
in the ventral pathway of this model is strongly simplified, as the
complexity of features does not increase from V4 to IT.
The planning of an eye movement is implemented as follows. The
FEF visual (FEFv) neurons receive convergent afferents from V4.
Input activity at each location is summed across all dimensions (e.g.
colour and orientation). The firing rate of these cells represents the
saliency and task-relevance of a location. In extension to the original
model (Hamker, 2005a,b) FEF visuomovement (FEFvm) cells are now
modelled in a continuum from low to high visual selectivity by a
feedforward excitation and surround inhibition from the FEFv cells.
FEFvm projects to FEF movement (FEFm) cells, which compete for
the selection of the ‘strongest’ location and a saccade is initiated after
exceeding a certain threshold. However, in the following studies they
are strongly inhibited by fixation cells and thus are inactive.
Modulatory spatial feedback into V4 (Hamker, 2004b) now originates
in FEFvm cells and not FEFm cells as in previous versions.
Although some recent models of the FEF aimed at modelling the
layered architecture (Brown et al., 2004; Heinzle et al., 2007) our
focus is particularly at the functional level by realistically modelling
the response profiles of some of the known cell properties, here in
particular the visuomovement cells. However, a rough assignment to
layers can also be given in our model: FEFv relate to cells in layer 4
and layer 2 ⁄ 3, FEFvm model cells in layer 2 ⁄ 3 and FEFm are
typically responses of cells in layer 5 (Segraves & Goldberg, 1987).
A more detailed consideration of the FEF microcircuit must be taken
with caution, as sufficient details are not known. For example, Heinzle
et al. (2007) took the circuit of cat visual cortex and adjusted it to
enable FEF functionality. Their responses of cells in layer 2 ⁄ 3 show
little similarity to reported responses of visuomovement cells in the
macaque monkey. Moreover, implemented versions of the layered
models (Brown et al., 2004; Heinzle et al., 2007) have been simulated
only with relatively simple input scenes.

Salience
Image

IT

Fig. 1. Model layout. The input image is processed by a set of filters resulting
in feature conspicuity values across different spatial scales for a given channel,
which provides the V4in activity. The activity in V4gain is a function of the
bottom-up input provided by V4in and top-down modulations provided by IT
(which in turn can be biased by the PF) and the top-down modulations of the
FEF. Thereby, the feedback signal from IT is feature specific whereas the
feedback signal from the FEF is space specific. The FEF consists of three layers
whose cells differ in their response characteristics. Cells in the FEFv layer are
responsive to a visual stimulus but show no motor-related activity. Cells in the
FEFm layer show no early transient response to visual stimulation but built up
their activity during later stages of the selection process if not suppressed by
fixation cells. Finally, cells in the FEFvm layer vary along a continuum of
stimulus- and motor-related responses.

In the following, we provide a concise mathematical summary of the
model and introduce the further developed FEF. For a detailed
description of the remaining parts see Hamker (2005b). The firing
map
rates of all neurons are written as rd;i;x
. The superscript denotes a
particular map or area and the subscript denotes the neurons’ indices.
The spatial position (x1, x2) of a given cell within a map is written as x,
the index d defines a specific feature space called channel (blue–
yellow, red–green, orientation, intensity) and the index i defines the
preference for a particular feature in a certain channel. A single
weight, connecting neurons from two different maps, is termed
as wmap1!map2 , where map1 contains the ‘presynaptic’ neuron and
map2 the ‘postsynaptic’ one. Spatial-lateral weight matrices are
map=x
termed as wx;x0 and weights in feature space, i.e. weights connecting
map=i
cells at a given spatial position in a given channel are termed as wi;i0 .
+
The function (.) sets negative values to zero and the function
x0map 2 RF ðxÞ returns all neuron indices x¢ of the given map which
are enclosed by the receptive field of x.
Visual area 4 gain (V4gain)
V4gain
The change in a firing rate @rd;i;x
=@t consists of an excitatory term G
and an inhibitory term H. The term G describes the feedforward influence
from V4in (Eqn 1, line 1), the self-excitation among the features
and within space (Eqn 1, line 2), the spatial feedback from FEFvm
(Eqn 1, line 3) and the feature-based feedback from IT (Eqn 1, line 4).
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Inferior temporal cortex (IT)

¼ G ! H;

The change in firing rate of IT cells is computed as follows. The
excitatory term G consists of the feedforward influence from V4gain
(Eqn 2, line 1), the self-excitation among features and spatial location
(Eqn 2, line 2) and the feature-based feedback from the target template
in PF (Eqn 2, line 3).
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Inhibitory neurons are simulated as described in Hamker (2005a) with
a time constant of sz = 0.01s. The inhibitory neurons of all other maps
are modelled as with V4gain.

Hd;i;x ¼

sV4gain ¼ 0:015s; wf inh ¼ 0:7; A ¼ 1:2; wFEFvm!V4gain ¼ 3;

IT
rd;i;x

winh

X
i0

IT
rd;i
0 ;x

þ

IT
wmap
inh zd

!

þ wf inh zIT
d :

The following parameters were used:
sIT ¼ 0:015s; A ¼ 1:2; winh ¼ #i3 ; wf inh ¼ 1:5; wV4gain!IT ¼ 0:6;
3
wPF!IT ¼ 2; wmap
inh ¼ #IT:

FEF visual (FEFv)
The FEFv map receives afferents from V4gain at the same location,
irrespective of the non-spatial feature information, and thus encodes
the conspicuity of locations. This representation is often referred to as
a saliency map.
sFEFv

@rxFEFv
¼ G ! H;
@t

8x:
Gx ¼
with

The following parameters were used:

!
ði ! i0 Þ2
:
0:05

For the colour channels H is defined as

where #i refers to the number of cells in the respective population.
z is an inhibitory unit which receives its input from all cells
enclosed by a given IT receptive field (zV4gainRF
) or from all cells in the
d;x0
map (zV4gain
)
with
d

72
V4in!V4gain
¼ 0:7:
wRF
inh ¼ #V4gain; w

"

The weight matrices in feature space are constructed by
!
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:
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For the colour channels H is defined as
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and the weight matrices in space are given by
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The lateral excitatory weights in feature space are constructed by
V4gain=i
wi;i0
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The following parameters were used:

50
sFEFv ¼ 0:01s; wf inh ¼ 0:07; wV4gain!FEFv ¼ 0:06; wmap
inh ¼ #FEFv:
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FEF visuomovement (FEFvm)
The FEFvm map receives input from FEFv and FEFm. For each
location we simulate several neurons (#j = 5) differing in the strength
of their excitatory inputs from FEFv, resulting in a continuum of
visual- and movement-related cells in FEFvm. The connections from
FEFv to FEFvm are modelled by a difference of Gaussian functions
(DOGs) reinforcing spatially nearby locations and inhibiting spatially
distant ones. The average of all FEFvm cells j at a given location x in
the map is fed back to V4gain.

sFEFvm

FEFvm
@rj;x
¼ G ! H;
@t

8j; x:
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8x; x0 ; j:

X
x0

rFEFvm
¼
x

1 X FEFvm
r
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0
x;x0 ;j
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gðx; x0 ; a; rÞ ¼

r #xFEFvm
2p
1

exp !

ðx1 ! x01 Þ2 þ ðx2 ! x02 Þ2
2ðr #xFEFvm
Þ2
1

!

The function g denotes a two-dimensional Gaussian function. Its
¼
width is normalized to the width of the FEFvm map (#xFEFvm
1
50).
The following parameters were used: sFEFvm ¼ 0:01 ;
wFEFm!FEFvm ¼ 0:9 ; wmap
inh ¼ 0:01:
Parameters for the positive part of the DOGs are the scale factor
a+ = 6 and the standard deviation r+ = 0.0416. Parameters for the
negative part of the DOGs are a) = 0.75 and r) = 0.83. Depending on
the neuron j at one location, the DOGs have different positive peaks
modulated by sj!1 with s ¼ 0:9.
FEF movement (FEFm)
The FEFm map represents cells which encode saccade target
information. The map has afferent and efferent connections to FEFvm.
sFEFm

@rxFEFm
¼ G ! H;
@t

8x:
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8x:
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Hx ¼

rxFEFm

with:

FEFm=x
wx;x0

The following parameters were used:
sFEFm ¼ 0:02s; wFix!FEFm ¼ 9; rFix ¼ 12; wmap
inh ¼ 0:005;

20
¼ #FEFm
; wFEFvm!FEFm ¼ 0:5:
wFEFvm!FEFm
inh

Prefrontal cortex (PF)

To simulate the instruction of the task (‘searching for red’), we
PF
externally define the target template modulating the activity of rd;i
.
Note that for simplicity we did not use the option to encode the target
into memory as used earlier in delayed match to sample tasks
(Hamker, 2005b). As a result the target template leads to a bias in the
IT population, i.e. a gain modulation of those cells that match the
target template. This advantage for some cells can further be
transferred by feature-specific feedback connections from IT to V4.

Stimuli and conditions

¼ gðx; x0 ; aþ sj!1 ; rþ Þ ! gðx; x0 ; a! ; r! Þ
wFEFv!FEFvm
x;x0 ;j
a

the impact of the fixation unit was adjusted to result in complete
inhibition of all FEFm cells (Thompson et al., 2005).

1þ
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The strength of the responses in the FEFm map can be influenced
by a so-called fixation cell, which is supposed to reflect the task at
hand, i.e. covert vs. overt visual search. For all reported simulations

In Bichot et al. (1999) the subjects’ primary task was to compare
(same vs. different) the shape (unfilled circle vs. unfilled rectangle) of
two of eight stimuli. The two target stimuli were identified by their
identical colour (e.g. red), as given by instruction. The six remaining
distractor stimuli had a different uniform colour (e.g. green). All
stimuli were arranged on a circle around the point of fixation and were
presented for 165 ms. After a fixed period of 105 ms with respect to
the onset of the shape stimuli, letters were briefly (60 ms) shown
inside each of the eight shapes and the subjects’ secondary task was to
report as many letters as possible irrespective of whether they were
shown inside a target or a distractor as defined by the primary task.
Thus, the idea of the secondary task (letter report) was to probe the
amount of spatial attention elicited by the primary task. The crucial
finding of this experiment was a superior performance in the
secondary task for letters presented inside the two target shapes. This
was even true when the targets were separated by one or more
intervening distracters.
In an extension of the experiment by Bichot et al. (1999) in which
only a fixed interval between cue onset and probe onset has been used,
Dubois et al. (2009) introduced a variable stimulus onset asynchrony
(SOA) similar to that (105 ms) used by Bichot et al. (1999). As in
Bichot et al. (1999) the performance in the primary task, i.e. the form
discrimination of the target stimuli, was high demonstrating the
effectiveness of the colour cueing. For the secondary task, again,
performance was poor for letters presented inside distractors while it
was considerably higher for letters presented inside target stimuli.
Furthermore, by means of a sophisticated statistical model Dubois
et al. (2009) were able to demonstrate that letter identification at the
target stimuli depended critically on the length of the SOA. For short
SOAs (£ 107 ms) a simultaneous increase in performance at both
target positions was reported. For longer SOAs (> 107 ms), however,
the performance at one of the targets was increasing while
performance at the other target started to decrease, leading to a
significant separation in performance between the two targets.
To simulate the principal finding of Dubois et al. (2009) with the
present model, we simplified the stimuli as follows. As the critical
manipulation of the experiment is the cueing of target locations by
colour while shape is non-informative across targets and distractors, all
simulations were done using rectangular location cues exclusively (P1 to
P8; Fig. 2). The identification of letters requires more specialized filters
than those currently implemented in the model. Therefore, to probe the
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amount of attention directed toward a given location we used yellow
squares, in the following referred to as probes, that were presented inside
each cue. As the model was biased to ‘search’ for red, a red cue will be
called target and a green cue distractor. We ensured that targets and
distractors did not cause a response in the blue–yellow channel and
probes did not cause a response in the red–green channel, so that target
and probes do not directly interfere in V4. Thus, we probed the influence
of attention on the representation of orthogonal stimuli in model V4 with
respect to colour.
The timing of the stimuli was as follows. We used eight different
SOAs (40, 53, 80, 107, 133, 160, 187 and 213 ms) describing the time
between target onset and probe onset. The probes were presented for
60 ms followed by a blank until a total simulation duration of 350 ms
was reached.
To explore further the conditions of selection beyond the cases
considered by Dubois et al. (2009), a series of conditions was
simulated by varying the number of targets and distractors. In the
no-target condition all cues were green. In the one-target and twotarget conditions, one and two targets, respectively, were red while the
remaining distractors were green. Finally, we simulated a variant of
the one-target condition leaving one distractor, but not the probe, out.

Results
We focus here on the models FEFvm and V4gain. Consistent with
Thompson et al. (2005), model FEFm neurons were silent for all
reported simulation results. As we do not model early visual processes
as a dynamic system we show all model activities delayed by 50 ms
with respect to stimulus presentation in order to be more consistent
with typical neural latencies and thus to facilitate a comparison with
electrophysiological data.
We first illustrate the general dynamics of the FEFvm cells during
the one-target condition (Fig. 3) for an SOA of 133 ms. Initially, the

Duration:
77 – 250

Duration:
60

Duration:
40 – 160

P8

Time (ms)

P1

P7

P2

P6

P3
P5

350

P4

0

Fig. 2. Stimulus layout and timing. The visual input of the model consists of
eight (P1–P8) rectangles, referred to as cues, arranged on a circle. After a
variable time ranging from 40 to 213 ms a yellow square, referred to as probe,
was shown inside each cue for 60 ms followed by a blank interval. A red cue
defines a target whereas a green cue defines a distractor.

presentation of the cues causes similar activations at non-contiguous
locations in the FEFvm map. However, due to the top-down feature
bias for red, the population response corresponding to P7 becomes
stronger over time while responses corresponding to distractor
positions become inhibited. Furthermore, the inhibition is not uniform
among all distractors. Whereas the responses corresponding to
distractors shown at P2, P3, P4, P5 and P8 are largely reduced at
160 ms, responses corresponding to distractors shown at P1 and P6
maintain a high level. This is due to the strong feedforward
competition in the FEFvm map, which largely magnifies even minor
differences in the input. As the competition in the map depends
strongly on the overall activity, the presentation of the probes further
enforces the inhibitory mechanism, eventually resulting in an almost
complete suppression of all distractor-related activity while the targetrelated activity reaches its maximum.
Figure 4 shows the activity traces of the one-target condition for all
SOAs for FEFvm and V4gain cells. Again the target was presented at
P7 and its corresponding population activity is depicted in red while
the average distractor-related activity is depicted in blue. The
displayed V4gain activity corresponds to the blue–yellow channel
which responds only to the presentation of the probes. As can be
observed for all SOAs, the target-related population response in both
FEFvm and V4gain is considerably larger than the average distractor
response. The effects of the competition in FEFvm increase as a
function of the SOA, leading not only to an enhancement of the
V4gain population activity at P7 but also to a suppression of the
population responses at distractor positions. Thereby, this differential
effect is largest for the four shortest SOAs (40–107 ms) and saturates
for longer SOAs. Thus, by means of a continuous feedback to spatially
overlapping V4gain populations the competition in the FEFvm map
leads to a corresponding location bias of the probe response in V4gain.
This bias is absent in the no-target condition where the cue array
consists exclusively of distractors (Fig. 5). For all SOAs, the FEFvm
and V4gain population response corresponding to P7 is now close to
the average distractor response. The greater variability of the distractor
responses in FEFvm as compared with V4gain is due to the stronger
competitive dynamics of the former leading to relatively large
amplifications of minor differences in the input signal. Figure 6
shows a direct comparison between the target-related FEFvm activity
in the one-target (solid lines) and the no-target condition (dashed
lines), resembling qualitatively the FEF recordings reported by
Monosov & Thompson (2009). In this study monkeys had to respond
to a leftward or rightward oriented Landolt C, the target. The target
Landolt C and distractor Landolt C’s (upward or downward oriented)
were presented inside coloured rings, where the colour served as a cue.
The reaction time was much shorter when the target was presented in a
red ring (valid cue condition) with other rings being all green as
compared with a neutral cue condition when all rings were green. In
the valid cue condition FEF neurons showed an early target effect after
cue onset, which has been interpreted as the cause for the speeded
response to the target.
The results of the two-target condition are shown in Fig. 7. In
addition to the target presented at P7 a second target was presented at
P3. As can be observed for all SOAs, the FEFvm activity related to
both targets depicted in red and orange respectively is higher than the
average distractor activity depicted in blue. For the two shortest SOAs
the target-related activities increase simultaneously with a slight lead
for P3. At an SOA of 80 ms the activity of the two targets is very
similar. For longer SOAs, however, the activity related to stimuli
presented at P7 becomes continuously stronger in the later part of the
response while the response to stimuli at P3 becomes increasingly
inhibited. This differential effect is also immanent in the V4gain
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responses. For the two shortest SOAs both responses are above the
average response at distractor positions. For longer SOAs the V4gain
response to probes presented at P7 remains high while the response

corresponding to probes presented at P3 becomes continuously
smaller and is close to the average response at distractor positions
for the largest SOA. Note the FEFvm response is the result of non-
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et al. (2009). It also shows that this split is transient rather than
sustained due to the competitive interactions in the network.
Finally, the model predicts that the response to probes in early
visual areas such as V4gain are higher at distractor locations than at
uncued positions. We simulated the one-target condition subsequently
leaving one of the distractors out while all probes were presented
(Fig. 9). Solid lines indicate the model V4gain responses to probes
presented inside distractors and dashed lines indicate V4gain
responses to probes presented at uncued positions. Responses to
probes presented inside distractors are higher than responses to probes
presented at uncued positions for short SOAs (40–107 ms) and
approximately equal for longer SOAs. This is due to the initial
response the distractors cause in the FEFvm, which is continuously fed
back to V4gain. For longer SOAs, however, the FEFvm responses to
distractors become gradually suppressed due to the increased activation of the population encoding the target, leading to a diminished
feedback signal at all other locations.

Discussion
The focus of the present study has been to offer a possible explanation
for the psychophysical observation of a transient split of spatial
attention in humans (Dubois et al., 2009) while relying on recent
observations in monkey FEF (Monosov & Thompson, 2009). In above
two studies spatial position was cued by the colour of unfilled shapes.
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linear competitive interactions and is triggered by the cue and probe
stimuli. As we operate with real world scenes and compute saliency by
subtracting subsampled versions of the original images (the surround),
each stimulus does not necessarily activate the neurons at an identical
level. This explains why an initial bias at one target can be overwritten
by a bias to the probe at the other target. These biases introduce
variations, but repeated simulations showed that such biases do not
affect the basic results and predictions.
A comparison of the results for V4gain as obtained in all three
conditions (no-target, one- target and two-target) is shown in Fig. 8.
The displayed activities are integrated over time and normalized
within each SOA. In the no-target condition (Fig. 8A) the response
measured at P7 (red curve) is in the range of the normalized response
averaged across all remaining distractor positions (depicted in blue). In
the one-target condition (Fig. 8B) the activity for probes presented at
P7 is substantially higher than those of the distractor positions and
increases as a function of SOA. In the two-target condition (Fig. 8C)
the activity corresponding to probes presented at both target locations,
P7 depicted in red and P3 depicted in orange, increases initially
similarly. At an SOA of 107 ms, however, the activity related to
probes at P3 starts to decrease while the activity related to probes at P7
further increases. To summarize, in V4gain, the cuing of two targets
leads to similarly enhanced responses to probes presented inside the
targets for short SOAs. This result qualitatively reproduces the
simultaneous split of attention for short SOAs as reported by Dubois
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described in qualitative terms. However, without a close consideration
of the neural correlates, attention cannot really be constrained and
arbitrary shaped foci can be taken into account such as elliptic foci to
argue against a split of attention (e.g. Jans et al., 2010). Computational
approaches, particularly when linked to neuroanatomical and physiological observations, have the advantage of making more precise
assumptions about the underlying mechanisms. Although a number of
models have been proposed (for an overview see Itti et al., 2005;
Hamker, 2005b) most of them offer no intuitive explanation for the
observation of a transient split of spatial attention as reported by
Dubois et al. (2009). For example, present models relying on spatial
selection as determined by a single winner in some kind of high-level
salience map (Itti & Koch, 2000; Koch & Ullman, 1985; Treisman &
Gelade, 1980; Wolfe, 1994; for a review see Itti & Koch, 2001), do not
account for the dynamic part of the selection process. That is, even if

In our model this colour cuing, as implemented by a top-down featurespecific bias (assumed to reflect the cognitve task set), leads to an early
advantage and separation in terms of the neural activity of targets and
distractors, a result similar to findings reported by Bichot et al. (1996)
and Bichot & Schall (2002) in the FEF. This initial separation, in the
model, is further magnified by re-entrant processing – continuously
feeding back the FEF activity and resulting in a space-specific bias,
enhancing the corresponding activity in V4 which is again projected to
the FEF. Although for short SOAs a simultaneous increase of cell
populations encoding both targets in the two-target condition can be
observed, the competitive interactions at various levels of the system
(Kastner & Pinsk, 2004) lead to a gradually increasing separation
between the targets for larger SOAs (‡ 107 ms).
Research on attention has been much influenced by the idea of a
spotlight and a multitude of attentional phenomena have often been
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they were allowing for multiple winners (e.g. Tsotsos et al., 1995), i.e.
multiple locations at which spatial attention is engaged thereafter, they
neglect the possibility that salience itself might be dynamically subject
to change in the course of a spatial selection process. An interesting
conceptual extension of the saliency map model has been proposed by
Standage et al. (2005) using neural fields which naturally converge to
a stable state, resulting in multiple local activity hills, where the
number and position of the hills depends on the lateral inhibitory
connectivity. However, it is not clear how this model maps on specific
brain areas.
Our proposed model offers an account for a more dynamic view on
attention. After the initial salience is computed from the input image it
is gradually updated by the competitive model dynamics. Such
dynamics can be very flexible, they depend on the task and the
particular stimulation. Despite the nice, intuitive analogy between
attention and a spotlight, a more detailed description of attention
refines this simplified view to a more dynamic and gradual process,
where focused processing of a particular single location is rather the
final state of a longer process to extract specific information at that
location. Although we assume that the FEF plays a major role in
orienting spatial attention, we do of course not mean that all
attentional effects are mediated by the FEF. However, feedback from
the FEF as modelled here provides a simple explanation for the
psychophysical observations provided by Dubois et al. (2009) without
relying on the assumption of complex, arbitrary shaped spotlights for a
transient split of attention.
If we adopt the idea of attention as a product of re-entrant
processing, the issue of target selection in the FEF and the source of
re-entrant processing is of major relevance. Recent experiments
reported a dissociation between selection and movement preparation
(Sato & Schall, 2003; Juan et al., 2004; Ray et al., 2009). Moreover,
it has been shown that during covert visual search visually
responsive FEF neurons showed differential activity between target
and distractor while movement neurons were inhibited (Thompson
et al., 2005). Although previous versions of our model (e.g. Hamker,
2006) show attentional selection with inactive movement cells as
well, this selection is mediated by feature-specific signals and is
already present in the input of the FEF. Thus, target selection in
terms of an enhanced activity of visual selective FEF neurons does
not unambiguously provide evidence for a causal role in the
deployment of spatial attention per se, but also requires demonstration that this enhanced activity does improve target discrimination or
at least affect the neural response in areas involved in feature
discrimination such as V4. Thus far, the strongest support for a direct
role of visual selective FEF neurons in spatial attention comes from
recent neuroanatomical findings (Pouget et al., 2009) showing that
the projection from FEF to SC originates in layer 5 while the
projection from FEF to V4 and area TEO originates in layer 2 ⁄ 3 and
layer 5, but without the observation of double labelled cells in layer
5. This suggests a separation between the pathways to SC and V4,
but it does not mean that FEF cells with pure movement
characteristics do not project to V4 and TEO. To our knowledge,
there exists no strong conclusion regarding this issue. Furthermore,
the term visuomovement describes a set of cells of a continuum
ranging from only weak visual responses and strong saccade-related
responses and to the opposite. Thus, to answer the question about the
nature of the feedback (visual or motor), the population response
characteristics of FEF cells projecting back to visual areas must be
known. Recent simulations have shown that strong pre-saccadic
motor-related feedback to earlier visual areas explains the perisaccadic mislocalization of briefly flashed stimuli (Hamker et al.,
2008), a phenomenon that has not previously been related to

attention. We believe that studies addressing these questions will be
of great value to further constrain future models of attention.
To summarize, in this study we demonstrated that feedback from
visuomovement cells as implemented in our model is able to account
for a transient split of spatial attention in terms of an enhanced
activity of both FEFvm and V4gain neurons corresponding to target
stimuli. As with the behavioural results (Dubois et al., 2009) this
split of attention in the model is dynamic in the sense that it builds
up for short SOAs and then gradually decreases for longer SOAs due
to the increased competition in the system. Our simulations show
that by continuously feeding back the activity of the FEFvm we
were able to demonstrate the build up of two preferentially processed
locations within a single salience map, enhancing the activity of
corresponding V4gain populations. While spatial feedback from
movement cells can also cause a split of attention (Hamker, 2004a),
the assumption that spatial attention is deployed by visuomovement
cells leads to the prediction of a transient enhancement of stimuli
presented at distractor locations as compared with uncued locations.
That is, in our revised model spatial attention is initially also directed
to distractor locations due to the phasic onset response of the
visuomovement cells. This prediction underlines the conceptual
framework according to which attention emerges by competitive
interactions within different brain areas rather than by an explicit
selection within a particular salience map and emphasizes the
gradual aspect of attention-related modulations on the neurophysiological level as compared with an all-or-none selection. Thus, in
contrast with more static views of attentional selection focusing
rather on the final outcome, i.e. a final location in space that has
been singled out, our framework stresses the dynamic aspect of
continuous attentional deployment mediated by spatial- and featurebased feedback signals.
Is a split of attention inherently transient? In our simulations, the
split of attention is limited to short SAOs while for longer SOAs
the model dynamics effectively settle down on a single target. This
is an inherent prediction of the model which only partially depends
on the chosen parameters. However, we do not want to exclude the
possibility of longer sustained periods of divided spatial attention at
multiple locations (Muller et al., 2003) and our present model is of
course not intended to account for all results provided by the
wide range of experimental paradigms studying the split of
attention, particularly not for experiments that involve the monitoring of multiple locations for an extended period. Modelling such
experiments would require us to include brain structures more
involved in executive control and is beyond the scope of the
present framework. However, we believe that observations of tonic
activity at distinct locations in brain structures that are known to
modulate the representation of stimuli in earlier visual areas will be
necessary evidence for the existence of a sustained split of spatial
attention.

Abbreviations
FEF, frontal eye field; IT, inferior temporal cortex; PF, prefrontal; SC, superior
colliculus; SOA, stimulus onset asynchrony.
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