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Introduction Methods
+ How do humans decide to seek an explanation for « Virtual study mounted via SONA (University of Oregon Human Subjects Pool) and Prolific
something they don’t understand? + Dwell-time self-paced slideshow paradigm used to assess attention as time lingering on each slide® °
- Violation of expectation effects *Wave 1: participants see both events (in randomized order) and asked to explain outcome or control
- Paradigm to assess object permanence’, but also boosts attention *Wave 2: participants see either impossible or improbable event and asked to explain outcome or control

and learning? 3
« Explanation-seeking curiosity as a mediator
« Traditional models of ESC* 5
« Explanation search explains VOE effects®

y, \
l o LEFT: The impossible event; only blue

gumballs in the machine, white
gumball produced.

RIGHT: The improbable event; a few
white gumballs in the machine, white
gumball produced.

Expectations ). | Explanation > Subsequent
are violated " search (ESC) learning

« Impossible vs. improbable stimuli

Is there a difference in attention? Previous evidence suggests it LEFT: The explanation condition

question: “...the color of the gumball
produced by the machine...”

Hypotheses

1. Although both impossible and improbable events are surprising, RIGHT: The control condition
Impossible events will elicit longer and more complex explanations than questio’n why the person in the
improbable events. . ‘ ) . " previous video wiped off the gumball

2. The effect(s) of Impossible events on explanation-seeking will be specific e
to the impossibility itself (and thus not emerge for explanations regarding
other facets of the event at issue).

Results Discussion
+ WAVE 1 Depth by Condition & Stimuli Type « As predicted, the impossible event trigged longer and more complex
. icil 0/ . - . . .
119 participants, 58% female explanations from viewers, but only in the explanation condition

« DV 1: Depth (coded 0 — 3, where 3 is most complex) s s o + Dwell-time dat in to b Iyzed: further dat: in to b llected

- DV 2: Word count (length of explanation) Jiserotid well-time data remain to be analyzed; further data remain to be collecte

« Initial analyses show interaction between order of < Preliminary results support the idea that impossible stimuli in VOE paradigms

stimuli and condition, suggesting carryover effects ~ § 2% may uniquely trigger explanation-seeking curiosity?- ¢

M"; :,”a’ _a'za’ﬂeg \‘/":’“ded"”:y ;” s{t:tmuth\y/pe seen 3 « Preliminary results disagree with some past models of ESC
. ultivariate conducted wi (] S H ; ; « ”» el : N :

+" As predicted, significant main effect of Condition * 1 East e\{ldeqce sh?wmg mogtgrately surprising stimuli as most important, but

+ As predicted, significant main effect of Stimuli Type impossible 1S n(_)t _mod_er_ate - B

« As predicted, significant interaction between « Present study is limited in its ability to assess graded effect of probability

Condition & Stimuli Type 20 Convol uesion ot « Important implications for how to enhance the presentation of to-be-learned
« WAVE 2 ongoing b o158 stimuli, such as in educational settings
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