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Abstract Objective: In this study, using the visual search task o investigate the difference of visual attention
betveen children with mpaired hearing and nomal hearing. M ethods. Psychametric intelligence was measured using
Test of Nonverbal Intelligence (TON I) before the experiment. The two groups of participantswere matched in age and
Q. The experimental material was adopted on the standard visual search paradign, and the stmuli were presented and
the participants reaction was recorded through the DMDX systen. Results The compari©onwasmainly focusing on the
processing geed and the processing pattems of the participants in the visual attention task. Hearing mpaired children
searched the target significantly slower than that of the nomal hearing children (1272.4 +60.3/977.6 +51.3, P =
0.001); therewas significant interaction effect betveen set size and participants hearing status(F (2, 29) =5. 863, P
=0.005); therewas a three way interaction of hearing status, set size and search feature (F (4, 29) =3.14, P =
0.017). Conclusion: The eed of the processing of the hearing impaired children is significantly slower than that of
nomal hearing children; the two groups search the task in a smilar processing pattern: parallel search for the color,
and serial search for the conjunction features
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