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Background 

Dual Task 

    Dual-task costs are robust when 

both tasks require manual responses, 

but the source of the manual-manual 

cost is unclear.  In some cases, RTs 

are longer when the two responses 

must be made with different hands than 

when they must be made with the 

same hand (Hazeltine et al, 2007).  
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In a standard chord learning task, RTs for 

bimanual chords were much slower than RTs for 

unimanual chords (Hazeltine et al, 2007) 

Skilled Typists 

    Expert typists showed a preference 

for letter dyads requiring two hands, 

whereas novices showed no 

preference. When participants were 

forced to keep a motor pattern in 

memory involving fingers used to type 

the dyads, preference for bimanual 

dyads disappeared.  

Beilock  & Holt (2007) 

Overview of Present Study 
The goal of the present study 

is to determine whether expert 

typists (because of extensive 

practice and familiarity with the 

stimuli) show a similar 

disadvantage for making 

bimanual responses.  

 

Stimuli/Methods 

s j  

Typing Condition 

“Type letters in the order 

that you see them on the 

screen” 

Spatial Condition 

“Press the key that 

corresponds to the 

box containing the 

green square first, 

followed by the red 

square” 

Task 

 Sequential responses required in 

both tasks (as in actual typing 

tasks) 

Used fingers on keys in “home 

row” position to make responses 

Responses made with 6 fingers 

(neither “pinky” was used) 

 “Expert typist” criteria screening 

 Box covered subjects’ hands 

Results 
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 No bimanual interference in typing task 

 Evidence of bimanual interference for 

spatial task 

N = 10 

  spatial stimuli cause crosstalk that is not 

present in letter stimuli 

  extensive practice with letter stimuli 

causes response to be directly 

represented by the letter rather than the 

hand  

Two viable explanations: 

OR 

Symbols Condition 

“Press the key corresponding 

to the symbol in the order 

that you see them” 

Participants trained on 6 “non-

namable” symbols 

Each symbol corresponded to 

one key on the “home row” 

Sequential responses made in 

the order stimuli were 

presented 
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Conclusions 

Spatially compatible stimuli are often thought to 

be the most direct because they produce fast 

RTs.  However, the present data suggest that  

they give rise to bimanual costs not observed with 

other types of S-R mappings.  The present 

findings indicate that the structure of the S-R 

mappings determines how concurrent  S-R 

translation processes interact. 

 Future studies will use stimuli similar to letters (i.e. 

numbers) that are either red or green. The color will indicate 

the appropriate hand, and the number (1-3) will indicate the 

finger. This study will look non-spatial stimuli that do not 

have information associated with a specific finger (but do 

indicate a specific hand) upon presentation. 
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