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ABSTRACT MATERIALS/METHODS

The advent of large-scale, high definition interactive computer displays make it possible to
investigate the relationships between the scale of visual stimuli, active locomotion and
spatial memory processes. The present study examined how efficiently observers can
encode both episodic and implicit memories of the semantic and spatial information present
on a large (3m wide) high definition computerized display. Research shows that physically
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Participants were required to recognize whether or not they had
seen a single noun during the study phase. Stimuli are word
sentences of the form subject, verb, and object, selected from MRC
Psycholinguistic Database, with controls on word frequency, word
length, and concreteness. Participants gave verbal confidence ratings
for yes/no responses, and also gave confidence ratings for their
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2) Spatial memory — their ability to find location of text on display and
level of confidence

Practical applications for large displays




