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Independent attentional resources explain the 
object-based shift direction anisotropy
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• Object-based attention (OBA) prioritizes visual information contained 
within boundaries of attended vs. unattended objects1,2

• Larger object-based effects for horizontal objects than vertical objects3; 
no difference when controlling for attention shifts across meridians4

• Reallocating OBA across meridians is faster horizontally than vertically, 
referred to as a shift direction anisotropy (SDA)5,6, which we’ve shown is: 

1. Observed whether attention shifts occur within or between objects5

2. Not present when targets/objects are sequestered into quadrants5

3. Driven by target location, not object placement6

How does visual system neuroanatomy account for the 
object-based shift direction anisotropy?

Results

• Cerebral hemispheres have independent attentional resources7,8

• Emphasizing vertical meridian has no affect on SDA due to anatomical 
segregation (interhemispheric boundary) separating hemispheres

• Emphasizing horizontal meridian establishes artificial intrahemispheric 
boundary within hemispheres, further subdividing and sequestering 
attentional resources into four distinct pools
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