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           Attention is the focusing of mental resources that improves the cognitive processing that is needed to complete many tasks. People can only pay attention to a limited amount of information at any time. Attention has been labeled by psychologists as selective attention, divided attention sustained attention and executive attention due to individuals being able to allocate their attention in different ways (Rueda & Posner, 2013). However, the difficulty is that “attention” is not just one perception, attention is an umbrella term for many different psychological phenomena (Shiffrin, 1988).
           Selective attention is a procedure of guiding awareness to relevant stimuli in the environment while overlooking irrelevant stimuli (Styles, 2006). Selective attention is a vital process as there is too much information in the environment to take in, the process of selective attention limits how much information that can be obtained at one time, allowing people to ignore unimportant details and be able to take in what is important (Styles, 2006).. Broadbent’s (1958) Model of Attention has been theorised as a bottleneck model, due to the limited capacity for paying attention. Broadbent’s (1958) model suggests that individuals cannot intentionally attend to all sensory input at once. The bottleneck limits the flow of information, therefore the thinner the bottleneck suggests a lower amount of flow (Styles, 2006; Sullivan,1976). Broadbent’s (1958) It was suggested that all information all the stimuli obtained that enters the unlimited capacity sensory buffer, however, only one of the inputs is chosen for further processing based on physical characteristics, that’s permitted to pass through the filter. The filter was designed to avoid the information-processing system from becoming overloaded, due to people only have a limited capacity to process any information. The input that does not get permitted to pass through the filter stays temporarily in the buffer store and will decline quickly if they are not processed. Broadbent 1958 believed that the unattended messages would be rejected early on, in the processing stage. Broadbent (1958) stated that individuals pay attention to the messages that have been carried out of the filter, any messages that have been constrained by the bottleneck are not understood (Sullivan,1976).
           Inattentional blindness occurs when individuals fail to become aware of an object or event that should have been completely noticeable (Mack & Rock, 1998; Simons, 2000; Simons & Chabris, 1999). Inattentional blindness occurs in a complex setting when people can attend events or multiply stimuli (Hyman, 2016; Chabris & Simons, 2009). People tend to fail to become aware of obvious things due to people becoming selectively focused on one thing, even when unusual events occur in the center of the person's visual field, they might still not be aware of the unusual event. It has been suggested that people who are not selectively attentive usually notice obvious events. Inattention blindness is established between the failure to notice unusual events when selectively focused and the alertness of watching without being selectively focused. Inattentional blindness causes people to be surprised that they were not aware of the unusual event that occurred. It has been suggested that people who are not selectively focused are surprised that someone could miss something that is extremely noticeable to them, also when the failure is pointed out to people who do experience inattentional blindness they are surprised. People are often surprised by how they have managed to fail to notice the unusual event, however, this is thought to occur because people have an illusion of awareness. Many people believe they are significantly more alert to what is going on around them than they are ( Chabris & Simons, 2009). A real-world example of inattention blindness suggests that surprise is a significant feature of intentional blindness for many legal situations. Many do not believe witnesses who believe they have seen something that is not obvious for them (Hyman, 2016).
            Intentional blindness is suggested to be a clear factor that contributes to everyday life and can have a significant impact on people’s judgments, therefore it is a clear indicator that intentional blindness impacts eyewitness memory and contributes to accidents. It has been suggested that people drive more poorly when they are talking on a phone while driving, than if they were only focused on driving (Cooper & Strayer, 2008; Crundall., Bains, Chapman, & Underwood, 2005; Drews, Pasupathi & Strayer, 2008; Rakauskas, Gugerty & Ward, 2004; Strayer, Drews & Crouch, 2006). People who drive whilst engaging in a conversation whilst on the phone are more likely to have a reduced awareness of vital and changing stimuli than people that are only engaged in driving (Beebe and Kass, 2006; Drews et al., 2008; Kass, Cole & Stanny, 2007; Strayer and Drews, 2007; Strayer, Drews & Crouch, 2006; Strayer, Drews & Johnston, 2003). However, people have confidence that whilst driving and talking on the phone they believe they are safe, effective and aware of surrounding them and feel confident despite making errors that reduce safety (Sanbonmatsu, Strayer, Biondi, Behrends, & Moore, 2016). However, Inattentional blindness can occur in with many interruptions other than talking on the phone (Horrey & Simons, 2007) Inattentional blindness can also occur when people get lost in their thoughts due to mind wandering (Yanko & Spalek, 2014). 
           Inattentional blindness is thought to have an impact on eyewitness memory and awareness (Laney & Loftus, 2010). Rivardo (2011) showed participants a video of people shopping in a food court, in the video, a man steals a shopping bag. Some of the participants were selectively focused to count the number of shopping bags and some to count the people in blue shirts, some participants were instructed to just observe the video. The results of the study indicated that most of the participants who only observed the video saw the theft. However, the selectively focused participants were mostly unsuccessful at noticing the theft, even the participants who were asked to count the shopping were unaware that one of the bags had been stolen (Hyman, 2016). Chabris, Weinberger, Fontaine & Simons (2011) based a real-world demonstration on a real-life case, where a police officer chased an offender and passed an attack committed by other police officers. The officer chasing the offender claimed that he did not see the attack take place, many people thought that the police officer was lying to protect his colleagues, however, Chabris et al (2011) findings may suggest that intentional blindness may have played a role. Chabris et al (2011) tested whether intentional blindness was a key factor by getting participants to chase a person. Some participants were required to track how often the runner tapped his head throughout the chase, during the chase an assault was staged on the chase route. The results suggested that participants who were required only chase the person tended to notice the fight, however, participants who tracked how often the runner tapped his head during the chase frequently failed to notice (Chabris et al., 2011)
           Neisser 1979 reported that individuals miss a significant amount of the visual world which can be surprising (Mack, 2003). Neisser 1979 conducted a study and was the first to report evidence on selective seeing. Participants were required to view a ball-passing game. One team was in white uniforms and the other team was in black uniforms. Participants were required to count the number of passes between one of the groups. Participants were later asked to report what they had seen, only 21% of reported seeing a woman stroll through the basketball court, carrying an open umbrella, in clear view. It is suggested that it could have been possible that the observers did not pick up on the women with the umbrella as they were not directly looking at her or another explanation could be that they did not notice her because they were so focused on counting the passes (Mack, 2003). Simons and Chabris (1999) replicated and prolonged Neisser’s (1979) classic experiment with different unusual events and clearer videos (Bressan & Pizzighello, 2008) The videos included a game of basketball where a gorilla in the middle of the game, turned directly to the camera and stopped to pound on its chest for a total of nine seconds, only fifty percent of the observers noticed the gorilla, this suggested to be because the participants were focused on counting the number of ball passes that were made between one of the team members (Bressan & Pizzighello, 2008). Participants were shown the video for the second time, Simons and Chabris (1999) reported that when participants watched the video for the second time, they noticed the gorilla and were surprised they had missed it (Bressan & Pizzighell, 2008). It was reported in the findings of the study that ninety percent of people expected that they would notice the gorilla (Levin & Angelone, 2008; Chabris & Simons, 2010). It was expected that the observers would have seen the fully noticeable unexpected event, however, Neisser’s (1976) perceptual cycle model of attentions predicted they might not (Hyman, 2016).
                       Rensink O’ Regan and Clark (1997) developed the flicker paradigm to test whether insensitivity to changes in a scene is caused by the general property of visual perception (Hollingworth, Schrock & Henderson, 2001). The flicker paradigm was created to simulate visual events that are caused by eye movement. The flicker paradigm involved a series of images that alternated between the original image and a modified image of the same scene. A blank interval was shown between the two images, which is the equivalent of saccadic eye movements from visual suppression. Saccade-contingent studies have suggested that participants have often failed to detect some major changes, the phenomenon to detect changes to a visual scene from artificial disruptions and across eye movements is known as change blindness (Hollingworth, Schrock & Henderson, 2001).
           Navon (1997) developed a paradigm to tackle the central problem of perceptual processing “Do we perceive a visual scene feature-by-feature? Or is the process instantaneous and simultaneous as some Gestalt psychologists believed? Or is it somewhere in between?” (Gerlach & Poirel, 2018, p. 353). This can be assessed through Navon’s letter task global level which involves a large letter that’s made up of small letters. The global letters and local letters could be made up of the same letters or different letters, Navon (1997) suggested that global processing is a necessary stage of perception. The findings suggested that participants' responses towards global processing were much faster than the responses towards the local processing (Gerlach & Poirel, 2018). The term used for identifying global features better is known as global precedence (Navon, 1977). Navon’s 1977 Navon letter task has become a classic and it has been used in various studies, where different effects have been obtained such as letter spacing, attentional demands or masking, however, the same responses are usually found that global processing leads to faster responses than local processing (Gerlach & Poirel,2018). 
           The question that remains unanswered is “why are some individuals are intentionally blind whereas others are not? It was suggested that that very little research has looked at the difference that makes individuals more prone to intentional blindness (Richards, Hannon, & Derakshan, 2010).  For further research, it has been suggested that individual differences in processing styles, could have an impact on inattention blindness such as the focus of examining global and local processing. When analysing a visual scene Navon (1997) observed “global precedence”. The global changes in the display were identified more quickly and accurately than the local changes in the display, however, many researchers have instead investigated the interaction between top-down (endogenous) and stimulus-driven (exogenous) mechanisms, as many researchers propose that an individual’s attention set is a more reliable predictor on performance on a global/local detection task (Richards, Hannon, & Derakshan, 2010). However, considering that evidence suggests that performance in Navon’s paradigm is linked to visual object recognition there has been a limited amount of group-based studies that have examined how attention to Navon’s (1997) paradigm may bias object processing. Despite that Navon’s paradigm is classical and can be found in many cognitive psychology textbooks on visual object recognition, there is a surprising unawareness of any published studies which demonstrate that interference effects and global precedence related to an individual’s ability to recognize common objects (Gerlach & Poirel,2018).
           Given previous literature participants induced into the global processing condition will be better (more accurate) at detecting changes that occur in the periphery and the centre compared to those induced into the local processing condition.  
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