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Object-based selection in the 
two-rectangles method is not an artifact of the 

three-sided directional cue 

MARKT. MARRARA and CATHLEEN M. MOORE 
Pennsylvania State University, University Park, Pennsylvania 

A common means of investigating object-specific selection is the two-rectangles method, in which a 
target appears at one end of two rectangles (Egly, Driver, & Raf al, 1994). Prior to target presentation, 
one end of two parallel rectangles is cued by brightening the three line segments along one of its ends. 
When the target appears in the opposite end of the cued rectangle, responses tend to be faster and 
more accurate than when it appears in the end of the other rectangle, which is equally distant from the 
cue. This effect has been taken as evidence of object-specific selection of information. The present 
study rules out the concern that the object-specific effect that is found with this method is caused by 
the directional nature of the cue. That is, the three-sided cue, which essentially points to the "same
object" location, does not itself give rise to the object-specific advantage. These results are discussed 
in terms of the combined roles of explicit object structure in the scene, past experience, and task set 
as contributing to the way in which information is organized and selected from a scene. 

How subsets of the visual field are selected for further 
processing has been studied extensively in the laboratory 
using a variety of experimental paradigms. A focus of 
some of these studies has been the question of the type of 
representation on which visual attention operates. Early 
theoretical accounts held that visual attention selects in
formation for further processing on the basis of spatial 
location (e.g., Posner, Nissen, & Ogden, 1978; Posner, 
Snyder, & Davidson, 1980). A common metaphor used 
to describe location-based views is that attention acts like 
a '"spotlight" that can be moved across contiguous re
gions in the visual field, and only items appearing in the 
area of the spotlight are selected for further processing 
(see Cave & Bichot, 1999, for a review). Researchers 
have also suggested, however, that attention can be allo
cated on the basis of objects (Duncan, 1984; Egly, Driver, 
& Rafa], 1994; Kahneman & Henik, 1981; see Driver, 
2001, and Scholl, 2001, for recent reviews). Object
based views hold that attention acts within a representa
tion in which objects have been formed through early 
preattentive processes that segment the visual scene ac
cording to the Gestalt principles of perceptual organi
zation (Baylis & Driver, 1992, 1993; Driver & Baylis, 
l 989; Duncan, 1984; Egly et al., 1994; Kahneman & 
Henik, 1981; Kramer & Jacobson, 1991; Moore, Yantis, 
& Vaughan, 1998; Vecera & Farah, 1994). 

Correspondence should be addressed to either M. T. Marrara, Meta
vante Corporation, 11000 W. Lake Park Drive, Milwaukee, WI 53224 
(e-mail: mark.marrara@.metavantc.com), or C. M. tvloore, Department 
of Psychology, Pe1U1Sylvania State University, University Park, PA 16802 
(e-mail: cmml5@psu.edu). 

A large body of work concerning these two different 
types of representation on which attention might act is 
based on a cuing method developed by Egly et al. ( 1994), 
which we will refer to as the two-rectangles method. In 
experiments using this method, observers are shown dis
plays that contain two rectangles, and their task might be, 
for example, to detect as quickly as possible the onset of 
a square that can appear in any of the four ends of the two 
rectangles (see Figure IA). Before the target is presented, 
one of the four positions is cued (e.g., by a brightening 
of one end of the rectangle) to indicate that this is where 
the target will most likely appear. During the majority of 
trials, the target indeed appears in the cued location. 
These are known as valid trials. On the remaining trials, 
which are invalid trials, the target can appear in one of 
two possible locations. In particular, half of the invalid 
trials are known as invalid-sanze trials, because the target 
appears in the opposite end of the same rectangle as that 
cued. The remaining are known as invalid-different trials 
because they appear in the other rectangle, though equidis
tantly from the cued location. The standard pattern of re
sults, as initially found by Egly et al., is that responses in 
the valid condition arc fastest and responses to targets in 
the invalid-same condition are faster than those in the 
invalid-different location. Whereas the former contrast 
isolates a location-specific effect, the latter contrast is be
lieved to reflect an object-specific effect, because the two 
conditions differ only in terms of whether the target has 
appeared in the cued object or not. The advantage, then, 
suggests that the allocation of attention is driven, at least 
in part, by the object structure of the display. 

The three-sided cue that is used in the two-rectangles 
method presents a potential problem for the interpreta-
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Figure 1. (A.) Illustration of displays used by Egly, Driver, and 
Rafal (1994) and in Experiment 1 of the present study. (B) Mean 
RT and percent error in each condition from Experiment 1. 
Error bars represent the standard error of the mean. 

tion of the basic findings. Specifically, the cue essen
tially points to the invalid-same location. If observers 
use that directional information to guide their attention 
to the indicated location, all else being equal, then what 
has been interpreted as an object-based selection may 
not differ fundamentally from space-based selection. 

In a series of experiments, we investigated the power of 
the directional information in the three-sided cue to direct 
attention to the indicated location. We found no evidence 
that the cue had sufficient power to direct attention sepa
rately from the object structure in the scene. Experi
ments 2 and 3 show that the directional information in the 
three-sided cue was insufficient to override the compet
ing object structure that was explicit in the displays, and 
Experiment 4 shows that the cue was even insufficient to 
impose a structure onto an ambiguously structured dis
play. These results alleviate concerns regarding the di
rectional information of the cue that is used in this fre
quently applied method. Possible further implications of 
these findings are considered in the General Discussion 
section. 

EXPERIMENT I 

Experiment 1 \Vas a replication of the two-rectangles 
experiment that was introduced by Egly et al. (1994). 
Using a simple detection task and displays like that shown 
in Figure 1 A, we compared responses on valid, invalid
same, and invalid-different trials . 

Method 
Participants. Nineteen participants from the Pennsylvania State 

University undergraduate subject pool were tested and received 
extra credit in a psychology course in compensation for their time. 
All reported normal or corrected-to-normal visual acuity and color 
vision, and all were naive as to the purpose of the experiment be
fore participating. 

Apparatus. Stimuli were presented on a 21-in. Nanao Flex.Scan 
F2-2 l EX color monitor that was driven by a Number 9 Verge 30 
PCI graphics card. Trial events and data collection were controlled 
by an IBM-compatible pentium-based personal computer. 

Task. During a trial, a target (a gray square) could appear in one 
of four ends of two rectangles. The task was to respond to the onset 
of the target as quickly as possible by pressing the "?" key on a stan
dard QWERTY keyboard. When no target appeared, participants \Vere 
to withhold responding. 

Stimuli. The displays consisted of two gray outlined rectangles 
on a dark background that subtended 9.3° X l.2° of visual angle 
from a typical viewing distance of 70 cm. The rectangles were 
drawn with lines that were 0.12° thick and were separated (edge-to
edge) by 6.9°. The rectangles were oriented horizontally during half 
the blocks and vertically during the remaining blocks. A 0.4° X 0.4" 
filled gray square was presented as a fixation marker centered be
tween the rectangles. The target consisted of a 1.2" X l.2° filled 
gray square that was presented in one of the four ends of the two 
rectangles. Finally, cues consisted of the outline of one end of one 
rectangle changing to white (IBM standard palette designation 15). 
The cue extended along the length of the rectangle for 1.2°. 

Design. Validity, which had three levels (valid, invalid same, and 
invalid different), was the main independent variable and was ma
nipulated within blocks of trials. It was defined by the relationship 
between the location of the cue and the location of the target (see 
Figure 1 A). Valid trials were those in which the target appeared in 
the same location as did the cue. Invalid-same trials were those in 
which the target appeared in a different location than the cue, but 
\Vithin the same rectangle as did the cue. Finally, invalid-different 
trials \Vere those in which the target appeared in a different location 
and rectangle from those for the cue. For invalid-different trials, the 
target never appeared in the end of the noncued rectangle that was 
diagonal to the cue. This ensured that the distance between the cue 
and target \Vas equivalent during both types of invalid trials. Twenty 
percent of the trials in each block \Vere "catch trials," which did not 
have a target; the appropriate response on these trials was to with
hold the buttonpress. Of the remaining trials, 80% were valid trials, 
I 0°/o were invalid-same trials, and the remaining l 0% were invalid
different trials. For half of the subjects, the odd blocks of trials in
cluded horizontally oriented rectangles, and the even blocks of tri
als included vertically oriented subjects. The reverse held for the 
other half of the subjects. Orientation \Vas a counterbalancing vari
able across which the data \Vere collapsed. Doing so yielded I 92 
observations in the valid condition and 24 observations in each of 
the invalid conditions. 

Procedure. Participants completed a single, 1-h session that 
began \Vith a set of written instructions that described the task. 
These instructions emphasized the importance of directing the at
tention to the cued location, while maintaining fixation on the fix
ation square. The participants were instructed that the target would 
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appear in the cued location on the majority of the trials, and that 
they should respond as quickly as possible while maintaining at 
l~ast 95°/o correct accuracy. They then completed two 24-trial prac
:1ce blocks, l of each display orientation. After practice, the partic
ipants completed 12 blocks of 48 trials from which data were col
lected. The participants self-initiated each block of trials \Vhen they 
were sufficiently rested. 

Each block of trials began \vith three practice trials selected ran
domly from the set of possible trial types. Catch trials on which a 
response was made and target trials on which a response was made 
earlier than 150 msec or later than l ,500 msec were considered 
error trials. AU error trials were followed by a randomly chosen "re
covery" trial. The data from the recovery and practice trials were 
excluded from the analyses. 

Each trial began with the presentation of the two rectangles and 
the fixation square. This display was presented for 1,000 msec. The 
cue then flashed for 100 msec. Following the offset of the cue the 
fixation display reappeared for 200 msec. On catch trials, this 

1

dis
play remained for an additional l,500 msec; otherwise, the target 
~quare was presented until a response was made or for 1,500 msec 
if no response was made. There was an intertrial interval of 
1,000 msec, during which the screen was blank. 
_ Regarding feedback, error trials were followed by a 1,000-msec 
:iOO-kHz beep, and mean reaction time (RT) and percent of trials 
correct \Vere displayed on the monitor screen follo\ving each block. 
If accuracy for a given block dropped below 95%, the following 
message appeared on the screen: "You are making too many errors. 
Slow down and increase accuracy." 

Results 
Figure 1 B shows the mean RTs and error rates (ERs) 

for each of the three validity conditions in Experiment l. 
The subject means were submitted to a one-way repeated 
measures analysis of variance (ANOYA) with validity 
(valid, invalid same, invalid different) as the variable. 
Alpha was set at .05 for these and all remaining tests re
ported here. The effect of validity was significant 
[F(2,_36) = 100.63, MS,= 122.687]. Planned comparisons 
c?nf1rmed that the responses on the valid trials were sig
ntf1cantly faster than the responses on the invalid-same 
trials [1(18) = 11.76], and that the responses on invalid
same trials were significantly faster than those on the 
invalid-different trials [1( 18) = 4.13]. 

The same analyses were run on the arcsin transforma
tions of the ERs. No significant effects that were in a dif
ferent direction from those in the RTs were revealed. I 

Discussion 
The standard pattern of results for the two-rectangle 

paradigm was replicated in Experiment 1. Responses 
were fastest in the valid condition, and responses in the 
invalid-same condition were faster than those in the 
invalid-different condition. In the next experiment, we 
began to address the question of whether the directional 
information in the cue might be sufficient to drive the 
object-specific effect. 

EXPERIMENT 2 

Displays in this experiment consisted of four squares 
instead of two rectangles (see Figure 2A). The cue was 
the same three-sided directional cue as that used in Ex-
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Figure 2. (A) Illustration of displays used in Experiment 2. 
(B) Mean RT and percent error in each condition from Experi
ment 2. Error bars represent the standard error of the mean. 

periment 1. Thus, if the directional information of the 
cue was sufficient to drive the object effects observed in 
previous experiments, independently of the object struc
ture in the display, then what we will refer to as afa/se
objecl effect should be observed here. Specifically, re
sponses to targets in invalid locations to which the cue 
pointed should be faster than responses to targets in 
mvaltd locations to which the cue did not point. These 
conditions will be denoted by quotation marks-"invalid 
same" and "invalid differenf' -to contrast them with their 
counterparts in the standard two-rectangle experiment. 
If the object structure of the display alone determines the 
allocation of attention within it, as the standard interpre
tation of object-specific effects in this method assumes 
then neither type of invalid trial should support bette; 
performance than the other. This follows, because the 
displays were made up of four distinct and spatially sep
arated squares, and other than the direction of the cue, 
there was no reason to link one pair over another. 

Method 
The method \Vas identical to that of Experiment l, except where 

indicated below. Sixteen new participants from the same pool as 
that for Experiment l were tested. 

Stimuli. The displays, illustrated in Figure 2A, consisted of four 
outlined squares on a dark background that each subtended l .2° X 
l .2°. Each square was presented at the same location as that for each 
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end of the rectangles used in the previous experiment. The cue was 
identical to the three-sided cue used in Experiment I. The sides of 
the cue now extended the entire length of three of the four sides of 
one of the squares. 

Design. The design of Experiment 2 was structurally identical to 
that of Experiment I. The "invalid·same" and "invalid-different" 
conditions, however, now refer to whether the target appeared in the 
same location as that to which the cue pointed or a different 
(equidistant) location, respectively. 

Results 
Figure 2B shows the mean RTs and ERs for each of the 

three validity conditions in Experiment 2. The subject 
means were submitted to a one-way repeated measures 
AN OVA. The effect of validity was significant [F(2,30) = 
73.12, MS,= 223.76]. Planned comparisons confirmed 
that responses on valid trials were significantly faster than 
responses on "invalid-same" trials [1(15) = 9.33]. Re
sponses on "invalid-same" trials, however, were not reliably 
faster than those on "invalid-different" trials [1( 15) = 1.15]. 

The same analyses were run on the arcsin transforma
tions of the ERs. No significant effects that were in a dif
ferent direction from those in the RTs were revealed. 

Discussion 
The results indicate that the directional information in 

the cue was insufficient to override the explicit object 
structure of the four-square displays. In particular, no 
false-object effect was observed, suggesting that the al
location of attention within the displays was determined 
by the explicit four-square object structure provided in 
the display. 

Although these results indicate that the directional cue 
was insufficient to override the object structure of these 
displays, it is possible that if there had been a less strong 
alternative object structure to override, the directional cue 
might have been sufficient to do so. This is important, be
cause in the two-rectangles displays, not only does the cue 
have no alternative object-structure to override, but the ex
plicit object-structure is actually congruent with the direc
tional information in the cue. Therefore, the failure to ob
tain an implicit-object effect with the four-square displays 
in this experiment provides only a boundary condition re
garding the power of the directional cue. Specifically, it 
shows that the cue is insufficient to override a distinct four
square alternative structure, but that it might be sufficient 
to override a less distinct structure. This possibility was ad
dressed incrementally in the next two experiments. 

EXPERIMENTS3AND4 

The squares in the displays of Experiment 2 were es
pecially distinct objects because they were widely sepa
rated, fully enclosed solid-line figures on a blank back
ground. In Experiment 3, we reduced the distinctness of 
the four squares by defining them by only four dots each 
(see Figure 3A). In Experiment 4, we reduced the dis
tinctness even further by filling in a grid of dots (see Fig
ure 4A). Here there was no strong competing object 
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Figure 3. (A) Illustration of displays used in Experiment 3. 
(B) Mean RT and percent error in each condition from Experi~ 
ment 3. Error bars represent the standard error of the mean. 

structure. Thus, all else being equal, the direction of the 
cue might be sufficient to link two corner locations with 
each other and give rise to a false-object effect. In antic
ipation, neither display supported an implicit-object ef
fect, suggesting that the direction of the cue is not a 
strong component of the standard object-based effect in 
the two-rectangles experiment. 

Method 
The method for both Experiments 3 and 4 was identical to that of 

Experiment 2, except for the displays. In Experiment 3, these con
sisted of four groups of four filled gray dots that were dra\vn at the 
corners of the squares used in Experiment 2 (see Figure 3A). In Ex
periment 4, they consisted of grids of filled gray dots like (see Fig
ure 4A). Each dot subtended a diameter of0.48°, and each dot was 
separated from any adjacent dot by l.2'\ \vhich was the size of a 
side of the square in Experiment 2. The cue was the three-sided cue 
used in Experiments l and 2. The sides of the cue connected the 
four dots in a comer of the display. Seventeen participants from the 
same pool as that for Experiments l and 2 were tested in Experi
ment 3, and 17 different participants were tested in Experiment 4. 

Results 
Figure 3B shows the mean RTs and ERs for each of 

the three validity conditions in Experiment 3. The sub
ject means were submitted to a one-way repeated mea
sures ANOVA. The effect of validity was significant 
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Figure 4. ( . .\) Illustration of displays used in Experiment 4. 
(B) Mean RT and percent error in each condition from Experi
ment 4. Error bars represent the standard error of the mean. 

[F(2,32) = 57 .06, MS,= 173.49]. Planned comparisons 
confirmed that responses on valid trials were significantly 
faster than responses on "invalid-same" trials [1(16) = 
8.57]. Responses on "invalid-same" trials, however, were 
not reliably faster than those on "invalid-different" trials 
[1( 16) = 1.25]. 

The same analyses were run on the ERs. No signifi
cant effects that were in a different direction from those 
in the RTs were revealed. 

Figure 4B shows the mean RTs and ERs for each of the 
three validity conditions in Experiment 4. The subject 
means were submitted to a one-way repeated measures 
ANOVA. The effect of validity was significant [F(2,32) = 

32.16, MS,= 216.83]. Planned comparisons confirmed 
that responses on valid trials were significantly faster than 
responses on "invalid-same" trials [1(15) = 5.84]. Re
sponses on "invalid~same" trials, however, were not reli
ably faster than those on "invalid-different" trials [1( 15) = 
0.07]. 

The same analyses were run on the arcsin transforma
tions of the ERs. No significant effects that were in a dif
ferent direction from those in the RTs were revealed. 
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when the competing alternative object-structure was less 
distinct (Experiment 3) and when there was no compet
ing alternative structure, except for the ambiguous grid 
as a whole (Experiment 4), the directional information of 
the cue was insufficient to drive a false-object effect. Be
fore discussing the implications of these findings, we re
port one final control experiment. 

EXPERIMENT 5 

The goal of fuis last experiment was to make sure that 
objects formed from dots like those used in Experi
ments 3 and 4 are sufficient to support an object effect, 
when they unambiguously indicate object structure that is 
analogous to that in the standard two-rectangle method. 

Method 
This experiment was identical to Experiment I, except that the 

two rectangles were fanned from dot patterns of the same size and 
density as those used to form the full grid in Experiment 4. Thus, the 
displays \Vere identical to those of Experiment 4, but with the central 
three columns of dots removed (see Figure SA). Sixteen new partic~ 
ipants from the same pool as that for Experiments 1-4 were tested. 

Results 
Figure 5B shows the mean RTs and ERs for each of 

the three validity conditions in Experiment 4. The sub-
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Discussion 
The same pattern of results as that obtained in Exper

iment 2 was obtained in Experiments 3 and 4. Thus even 

Figure 5. (A) Illustration of displays used in Experiment 5. 
(B) l\lean RT and percent error in each condition from Experi
ment 5. Error bars represent the standard error of the mean. 
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ject means were submitted to a one-way repeated measures 
ANOVA. The effect of validity was significant [F(2,32) = 
41.77, MS,= 199.44]. Planned comparisons confirmed 
that responses on valid trials were significantly faster than 
responses on invalid-same trials [1( 15) = 4.17], and that 
responses were significantly faster on invalid-same trials 
than on invalid-different trials [1(15) = 5.01]. 

The same analyses were run on the arcsin transforma
tions of the ERs. No significant effects that were in a dif
ferent direction from those in the RTs were revealed. 

Discussion 
The standard two-rectangles pattern of results was ob

tained. Thus, objects that are defined by dots like those 
used in Experiments 3 and 4 are sufficient to support the 
standard pattern of results, but only if the two-rectangle 
object structure is explicit. 

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

In this study, we investigated the role of the directional 
cue in the two-rectangles method (Egly et al., I 994 ). The 
most common version of this method uses cues contain
ing directional information that could drive the pattern 
of results typically observed. Specifically, the cue points 
toward the same-object invalid location. In the present 
study, however, the directional information of the cue 
alone was insufficient to functionally bind together the 
cued location and the location toward which it pointed. 
This was true when there was relatively strong competing 
explicit information indicating that those two locations 
were parts of separate objects (Experiments 2 and 3 ). It 
was also true when the explicit information did not com
pete with the potential structure that the cue could have 
imposed (Experiment 4). Thus, in the absence of any 
other information about how the display might be parsed 
into functional objects, one might have predicted that the 
directional information in the cue would be used. There 
was no evidence in our data to suggest that this happened. 

A further implication of this study is that it suggests 
limitations in the extent to which observers tend to im
pose object structure onto an ambiguously organized 
scene. In particular, without specific incentive from task 
instructions or past experience to indicate that the direc
tion of the cue should be used to organize the scene, the 
direction of the cue was not used in this way. This ob
servation may contribute to the resolution of an apparent 
conflict in the literature concerning observer-imposed 
object structure. Several studies have investigated the 
question of whether past experience with a particular 
scene structure can be imposed on an ambiguously orga
nized scene and influence the way attention is allocated 
within it (Pratt & Sekuler, 2001; Zemel, Behrmann, 
Mozer, & Bavelier, 2002). These studies have yielded 
conflicting results. 

On the one hand, Zemel et al.(2002) demonstrated that 
past experience can override a default interpretation of 
the scene and thereby determine how attention is allo-

cated within the scene. They used Z-shaped objects. 
When the slanted part of the Zs were occluded, the de
fault tendency was to not complete the visible parts into 
a single object, presumably because the parts violated 
the relatability heuristic (Kellman & Shipley, 1991). If 
prior to seeing the occluded versions, however, observers 
saw the Zs unoccluded as Zs, then that experience might 
influence them to complete the occluded versions. Con
sistent with this possibility, Zemel et al. found that with 
no experience with Zs there was no evidence of object~ 
based selection for the occluded displays, whereas with 
many trials of experience with unoccluded Zs, the oc
cluded Zs were selected as objects in the same way as 
they were in the unconcluded condition. 

On the other hand, using the two-rectangles method, 
Pratt and Sekuler (200 l) found that recent past experi
ence with an alternative organization of the scene was 
insufficient to override the default interpretation of the 
scene and influence how attention was allocated within 
it. They used a version of the two-rectangles method 
similar to that reported by Moore et al. (l 998), in which 
the two rectangles were occluded by a third object-in 
Pratt and Sekuler's case, a large cross. Like Moore et al., 
they found a same-object advantage even when the rec
tangle had to be completed behind the occluding object. 
They extended this finding by asking whether prior ex
perience with competing displays could override the 
completion of the two rectangles behind the occluding 
object and thereby override the same-object advantage. 
In particular, they began each trial with a 1-sec display 
that contained the usual Egly et al. (1994) two rectan
gles, or a display that contained four smaller rectangles, 
the locations of the ends of which matched the locations 
of the ends of the two rectangles in the standard display. 
These predisplays were then followed, in both condi
tions, by displays that could look like two large rectan
gles occluded by a third object, or like four smaller rec
tangles occluded by a third object, and that just happened 
to have edges that line up. Despite the experience with 
the predisplays, the pattern of results was the same in 
both conditions; a same-object advantage defined by a 
display with completed large rectangles behind the oc
cluding object was observed. 

An understanding of the observer-imposed object ef
fects observed by Zemel et al. (2002) on the one hand 
(see also Baylis & Driver, 1993; Chen, 1998) and the 
lack of observer-imposed object effects observed by 
Pratt and Sekuler (2001) on the other may require an ex
planation that takes into account the relative power of 
past experience, task set, and image-based properties. 
The present study shows that without the power of ex
tensive past experience of a particular organization and 
with no specific task instructions regarding the use of 
the directional information of the cue, the cue was in
sufficient to impose structure even onto a display that 
carried no competing structure (Experiment 4). Pratt and 
Sekuler found that a small amount of past experience 
(i.e., a brief display earlier in the trial) was insufficient 



to override object structure that was strongly supported 
in the display through highly relatable edges. Finally, 
Zemel et al. found that less strongly supported display 
structure could be overridden by more extensive experi
ence \Vith a competing structure. 

Together, these findings suggest that the extent to 
which object structure can be imposed onto a scene by 
the observer depends on the joint influence of at least 
three things: the clarity of the object structure that is ex
plicit in the scene, the extent of experience with a given 
organization of the scene, and the set of the observer in 
terms of how to use the information in the scene. This ac
count is generally consistent with the approach to scene 
interpretation and selection that is implemented in the 
computational model MAGIC (multiple-object adaptive 
grouping of image components) developed by Mozer 
and colleagues (Mozer, 2002; Mozer, Zemel, Behrmann, 
& Williams, 1992). The studies discussed here, includ
ing the present one, may each have probed a different 
point in this space, thus accounting for the apparently 
conflicting findings. 

In summary, the present study has demonstrated that 
the object-specific effects typically observed in Egly 
et al.'s ( 1994) two-rectangles method are unlikely to be 
caused by the directional information in the display. 
Without reason to use the direction of the cue to influ
ence the selection of information through past experi
ence or task instruction, the cue showed no evidence of 
influencing the way in which attention was allocated 
within the scene. 
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NOTE 

l. Because RT is the main dependent measure, and participants were 
instructed to make their responses as quickly as possible while main
taining a high level of accuracy, the purpose of the ER analyses was to 
provide assurance against drawing conclusions from panems in the RT 
data that could have been due to a speed-accuracy tradeoff. We there
fore planned to present F and t values for the ER analyses only if there 
were any significant effects that were not there in the RTs or that were 
in the opposite direction of those in the RTs. 
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