Relative cue precision and prior knowledge contribute to the preference of
proximal and distal landmarks in human orientation
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Apparatus: Immersive virtual reality environments familiar landmark in Fig. 2) rather than seeking out distal location was the key to invoking the top-down
General Procedure: landmarks to determine their orientations. process of preferring the proximal landmark.
« Learning: standing at O, participants learned five objects at 1-4 and O, a proximal landmark (a traffic cone or L » The estimated prior odds were 0.15 and 1.36 In
at O) and three distal landmarks. Exps 2 and 3, showing different prior knowledge
« Walking: After walking a path with the targets and the landmarks being removed, they were spun to be were remembered depending on instructions.
disoriented at the end of path (P).
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