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Concepts with implicit spatial meaning (e.g., "hat", "boots") can bias visual attention in
space. This result is typically found in experiments with a single visual target per trial, which
can appear at one of two locations (e.g., above vs. below). Furthermore, the interaction is
typically found in the form of speeded responses to targets appearing at the compatible
location (e.g., faster responses to a target above fixation, after reading "hat"). It has been
argued that these concept-space interactions could also result from experimentally-induced
associations between the binary set of locations and the conceptual categories with upward
and downward meaning. Thus, rather than reflecting a conceptually driven spatial bias, the
effect could reflect a benefit for compatible cue-target sequences that occurs only after target onset. We addressed these concerns by going beyond a binary set of locations and
employing a search display consisting of four items (above, below, left, and right). Within
each search trial, before performing a visual search task, participants performed a conceptual task involving concepts with implicit upward or downward meaning. The search display,
in addition to including a target, could also include a salient distractor. Assuming a conceptually driven visual bias, we expected to observe, first, a benefit for target processing at the
compatible location and, second, an increase in the cost of the salient distractor. The findings confirmed both predictions, suggesting that concepts do indeed generate a spatial
bias. Finally, results from a control experiment, without the conceptual task, suggest the
presence of an axis-specific effect, in addition to the location-specific effect, suggesting that
concepts might cause both location-specific and axis-specific spatial bias. Taken together,
our findings provide additional support for the involvement of spatial processing in conceptual understanding.
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There is considerable evidence that spatial symbols can generate attentional bias toward locations in the periphery. One of the first such studies [1] used a variation of the traditional cueing
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paradigm in which centrally presented arrow cues appeared before the presentation of peripheral targets. Unlike previous studies, the cues were uninformative, and participants were told
that the cues did not predict the locations of the upcoming targets. Nevertheless, a cueing effect
was observed such that responses to targets at locations compatible with the cue were faster
than to targets at incompatible locations. Follow-up experiments confirmed that the effect of
arrows was not based on volitional shifts of attention [1,2,3] (for an elaborate treatment of the
role of voluntary control, see [4]), or the physical properties of the arrow [5,6]. In addition to
arrows, a variety of uninformative symbols have been shown to produce visuospatial bias.
These include explicitly directional words (e.g., "left" and "right", [1,7,8]) and words with an
implicit spatial meaning. Implicit spatial cues include numbers [9,10], concepts referring to
time [11], concepts with a positive or negative valence [12,13,14,15], concepts related to social
status and self-esteem [16,17], and concepts referring to divinity and evil [18]. In all these
cases, peripheral targets were processed faster at locations compatible with the spatial meaning
of the concepts. The standard interpretation of the existing findings is that the conceptually
driven spatial bias reveals the robust association between visuospatial mechanisms and conceptual representation [19,20,21,22]. Processing the concepts, accordingly, involves activating the
corresponding sensorimotor spatial components.
The spatial bias induced by concepts has, thus far, been found only in variations of the
visuospatial cueing paradigm [23]. This paradigm, although elegant and useful, has two important shortcomings. First, it reveals only the effect of the conceptual cues on processing the target. A spatial bias, however, should not only enhance processing of a task-relevant item but
also increase the cost of a task-irrelevant distractor. Demonstrating that conceptually driven
spatial biases can increase both target facilitation and distractor interference will confirm that
the biases reflect not a benefit for compatible cue-target sequences, but a form of visuospatial
bias induced by the conceptual cues. Second, in the cueing paradigm target location is often a
binary set (e.g., up vs. down), which opens the results to an alternative interpretation that is not
based on the intrinsically sensorimotor components of concepts. According to this alternative,
it is possible for binary task dimensions (upward/downward conceptual categories, up/down
targets) to become artificially linked during the experiment.
The alternative view is based on the logic of polarity correspondence [24,25] (see also
[26,27,28,29]), which posits the following assumptions. First, any binary task dimension consists of a more dominant value (+polar) and a less dominant value (-polar). For instance, in a
two-choice localization task, with above vs. below stimulus locations and left vs. right response
locations, the above location might be considered the +polar stimulus value. Similarly, the
right-hand response might be considered the +polar response value. Second, being the +polar
value causes a feature to more easily map onto (correspond) the +polar value of other task
dimensions. Similarly, being the -polar value causes a feature to more easily map onto the
-polar value of other task dimensions. Third, the correspondence between features that share
common polarity does not require any intrinsic representational overlap between the features.
The correspondence is merely due to sharing the same status along their dimension. That is, as
a result of the task structure, the concomitant processing of two +polar values (e.g., right and
above), or two -polar values, becomes more efficient than the concomitant processing of a
+polar value and a -polar value. Applying this reasoning to conceptual cueing studies, one
could argue that the effects are not because concepts are intrinsically associated with spatial
features, but because of a task-induced correspondence between the conceptual and the spatial
polar values [25]. For instance, comprehending positive affective concepts speeds up responding to visual targets above fixation [12], not because of the intrinsically spatial associations
between the abstract concepts and space, but because the two happen to share the same status
within the given task, i.e., both being the +polar value along their own dimensions.
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There has been debate over what empirical demonstration could constitute unique support
for either the representational account or the polarity correspondence account [27,30,31,32],
and the two accounts are difficult to disentangle as long as the experimental task involves
binary dimensions (e.g., up vs. down). Thus, although the spatial biases induced by conceptual
cues have been replicated several times, the phenomenon stands on a narrow foundation
because of these two issues, which limits both the interpretation and the generalizability of the
impact of conceptual processing on spatial bias. To address these limitations, here we extend
the effect of implicit spatial cues in another extensively-studied paradigm of visual attention,
known as the additional singleton paradigm [33,34]. Importantly, using this paradigm enables
us to use a visual task with non-binary target locations.
In this paradigm, participants are typically instructed to identify a visual target (e.g., line
orientation) inside a target object that is defined by a relatively subtle feature (e.g., a square
placeholder among circles) while attempting to ignore a relatively salient object (e.g., a highluminance circle) at one of the distractor locations. Because participants search for a unique
target feature whose location is unknown, they are susceptible to capture by other unique features in the display [35,36]. Similar to the cueing paradigm, the additional singleton paradigm
can provide information on the effect of centrally presented cues on targets appearing at compatible and incompatible locations. The additional singleton paradigm has two important
advantages over the cueing paradigms. The first advantage is that target location is not a binary
variable. Given that compatibility effects in tasks with binary locations can be interpreted in
terms of task-induced association of the task dimensions (e.g., aligning upward cues with the
UP target location), instead of conceptually driven spatial bias [28,29], the present method
affords a more rigorous test of the association between concepts and spatial codes. It is important to note that, ultimately, we were still interested in comparing visual attention above and
below fixation, depending on the compatibility of those locations with a preceding concept.
The critical improvement is that our comparison is now in a situation where participants do
not attend solely to locations above and below fixation. Thus, although our critical statistical
contrast remains between two values, the experimental situation that grounds this contrast
does not consist of a binary spatial set. And, indeed, what matters more for the logic of polarity
correspondence is experimental task, and not the statistical contrast.
The second advantage is that the paradigm allows testing for two complementary consequences of spatial bias: (a) variation in the speed of target processing, and (b) variation in the
amount of interference from the salient distractor. The first consequence has been studied
rather extensively, but the second consequence merits some clarification. With regard to the
cost of a salient distractor, the received view is that, at least on a subset of trials, attention is
involuntarily captured by the salient distractor, before any other item is attended [37]. In the
present study, concepts introduce another source of upward or downward spatial bias, which
would increase the probability of attending to the concept-compatible location. Consequently,
we predict that concepts would increase the number of trials in which attention is initially captured by the salient distractor, which will be reflected by an increased overall cost of distractors
at the concept-compatible location. The combination of consequences (i.e., benefit for the target; cost of the salient distractor) makes the additional singleton paradigm ideal for examining
the impact of concepts on spatial attention.

Experiment 1: Cues Present
In the present experiment, a sequence of two words was presented at fixation with the first
being a context word (e.g., "COWBOY") and the second being the cue word (e.g., "HAT").
When the context word and the cue word were related, participants were instructed to perform
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the search task by finding the square placeholder among the three circular placeholders and
identifying the slant of the line presented in that placeholder. When the two words were unrelated, participants were instructed to not perform the search task. The conceptual (relatedness
judgment) task was used to ensure participants were processing the cue words prior to performing the search task, instead of ignoring the cue words. Building on previous studies
[13,26,38,39,40], we only used cues with implicit spatial meaning along the vertical domain
(up/down).
On some trials one of the circular placeholders in the search display had a higher salience
level than the other stimuli on the screen, which is expected to induce a stimulus-driven spatial
bias [37]. We predicted that a cue word would benefit processing at the locations that are compatible with their meaning (e.g., "HAT" followed by an item above fixation). Although cue-target compatibility has been found to also interfere with visual processing [39], the interference
often turns into facilitation if (a) there is enough delay between the cue and target presentation
[26], (b) when the cues are consciously perceived [41], or (c) when the cue and the target are
both featurally and spatially compatible (e.g., perceiving an image of a bird above fixation, after
reading the word “BIRD” at fixation; [40]). Because of a relatively long cue-target onset delay
and the fact that our task required conscious processing of the words, we predicted that spatial
bias brought about by the word cues would facilitate processing at compatible locations. This
bias should, in turn, reduce response time (RT) for a cue-compatible target and increase RT for
a compatible salient distractor.

Method
Ethics Statement. Participants gave informed written consent to participate in the study
in exchange for course credit. All experimental procedures, including the procedures for
acquiring consent and post-experiment debriefing, were approved by the Research Ethics
Board of the University of Toronto.
Participants. Twenty-three University of Toronto undergraduate students participated in
this experiment. They all reported normal or corrected-to-normal vision, and were unaware of
the purpose of the study.
Apparatus and Stimuli. Participants performed the task in dimly lit rooms. Stimuli were
presented on 19" CRT monitors set at 1024 × 768 resolution and 85 Hz refresh rate. Using a
head/chin-rest, participants' distance from the display was fixed at about 45 cm.
The display structure and the sequence of events are shown in Fig 1. Stimuli were presented
in white against a black background. The words were presented centrally, with each letter subtending approximately.6° × 1.2° of visual angle in size; Arial font). Nine context words were
included and each context word was linked to an upward cue, a downward cue, and a catch
word. In their respective order (context {upward, downward, catch}), these were RELIGION
{GOD, DEVIL, TABLE}, MOOD{HAPPY, SAD, CHALK}, HOUSE{ATTIC, BASEMENT,
THUMB}, COWBOY{HAT, BOOT, SCISSORS}, ROOM{CURTAIN, CARPET, BOTTLE},
TREE{BRANCH, ROOT, BOX}, WATER{RAIN, PUDDLE, ZIPPER}, WEIGHT{LIGHT,
HEAVY, SHOWER}, ANIMAL{BIRD, WORM, BICYCLE}, and ACTION{FLY, DIG, CLASSROOM}. We used concepts that varied in their categories and in their degree of abstractness,
because using cues drawn from a single category in an entire experiment may cause artificial
and task-induced mapping between category members and stimulus locations [24,25,26].
The peripheral stimuli (one target and three distractors) were presented above, below, left,
and right of the display center (distance from center = 8°). These peripheral stimuli consisted
of lines inside placeholders. Distractors consisted of circular placeholders, fit within a 2.4° ×
2.4° square (frame width = .04°), and contained a vertical line (length = 1.4°; width = .1°). The
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Fig 1. Sequence of events on a sample trial of Experiment 1. The top sequence represents a test trial
(context and cue word are related) in which participants were supposed to perform the visual search by
identifying the orientation of the tilted line inside the square. The bottom sequence represents a catch trial
(context and cue are unrelated) in which participants were supposed to ignore the search display and press
the 'z' key.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928.g001

target consisted of a square placeholder (2.4° × 2.4°; frame width = .04°) and contained a tilted
line ("\" vs. "/"; length = 1.4°; width = .1°). The salient distractor was a circular placeholder with
the frame width increased to .24°.
Procedure. Each trial began with a central fixation cross ("+") subtending .6° × 6° of visual
angle, remaining for 1000 ms. Following fixation, the context word (e.g., "MOOD") was presented for 500 ms. Next, the fixation cross reappeared for another 200 ms and was then
replaced by the cue word (e.g., "HAPPY"). Participants were instructed to press the 'z' key if the
cue and context words were unrelated (catch trial, e.g., "MOOD" followed by "CHALK"), with
these trials serving as catch trials. By contrast, participants were instructed to perform the
search task if the two words were related. The search display appeared 1000 ms after the onset
of the cue word. Participants were asked to find the tilted line inside the square-shaped placeholder, and press either the left or right arrow key depending on the direction of the target tilt.
The cue word and the search display remained on display until a response was recorded or
2000 ms elapsed.
Design. Each participant completed 40 practice trials and 480 experimental trials. Out of
the 480 trials, 160 trials were catch trials (unrelated context-cue word pairing, e.g., "MOOD"
followed by "CHALK") and 320 trials were test trials (related context-cue word pairing). Out of
the 320 test trials, 160 trials involved cues with upward spatial meaning (e.g., "MOOD" followed by "HAPPY") and the other 160 trials involved cues with downward spatial meaning
(e.g., "MOOD" followed by "SAD"). Participants took self-paced breaks after every 120 trials.
Each context word appeared 48 times, and each cue 16 times. The target was equally likely to
appear at any of the 4 locations. Therefore, for any given cue word, the visual search target was
25% probable to be at the compatible location, 25% likely to be at the incompatible location,
and 50% likely to be at one of the two neutral locations (i.e., along the horizontal axis). On 25%
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of trials no salient distractor was presented. On the remaining 75% of trials, the salient distractor was equally likely to occupy any of the distractor locations. The target was equally likely to
have a left- or rightward tilt and target identity varied independently of target location and distractor location. For the purpose of analysis, we categorized trials based on the cue-target relationship (compatible, incompatible, and neutral), and based on the cue-distractor relationship
(compatible, incompatible, neutral, and absent). The term "neutral" refers to left/right peripheral locations.

Results & Discussion
Three participants were excluded for having percent errors (PEs) above 20% on catch trials.
The mean catch- and test-trial PEs of the remaining participants were, respectively, 8%
(SE = 1%) and 4% (SE = .6%), indicating that these participants were, for the most part, processing the words. Data were analyzed in two steps, once as a function of cue-target relationship and once as a function of cue-distractor relationship. This is because the location of the
salient distractor did not vary independently of the target (e.g., they could not both be compatible or incompatible) and, therefore, the two cannot be treated as independent factors. In analyzing RTs we discarded responses faster than 100 ms and those that fell 2.5 SD standard
deviations above or below the total mean (3% of trials).
Cue-target relationship. Mean RTs from the correct test trials were submitted to a oneway repeated measures ANOVA with cue-target relationship (compatible, incompatible, neutral) as the independent factor (Fig 2). This analysis revealed a significant effect (F[2,38] =
29.58, p < .001, ŋp2 = .61), which was primarily driven by the faster responses on neutral trials
(M ± SE = 684 ± 22 ms) compared to compatible trials (M ± SE = 724 ± 21 ms, t[19] = 5.36,
p < .001) and incompatible trials (M± SE = 736 ± 21 ms, t[19] = 6.14, p < .001). More importantly, the comparison between compatible and incompatible trials revealed an advantage for
cue-compatible targets (t[19] = 2.18, p < .05, Cohen's d = .49). Responses were faster for targets
appearing at the cue-compatible location, compared to the cue-incompatible location.
The same analysis was conducted on error rates (Fig 2), which did not reveal a significant
effect (F[2, 38] = 2.53, p = .093, ŋp2 = .12). We directly compared error rates across cue-target
compatible and incompatible conditions. This comparison did not yield a significant difference
(t[19] < 1, p = .40). Therefore, the RT benefit for compatible targets cannot be attributed to a
speed-accuracy trade-off.
Cue-distractor relationship. We submitted the RT data to a similar repeated measures
ANOVA, this time with cue-distractor relationship as the factor (compatible, incompatible,
neutral, and absent; Fig 3). This analysis revealed a significant effect (F[3,57] = 5.95, p < .01,
ŋp2 = .24). Responses were faster in the absence of the salient distractor (692 ± 19 ms), compared to in the presence of the distractor (709 ± 22 ms, t[19] = 2.91, p < .01). Furthermore,
responses were slower with the distractor on the horizontal axis (i.e., left or right) compared to
the distractor on the vertical axis (t[19] = 5.98, p < .001). When considering the vertical axis,
the cost of the salient distractor was larger when the distractor appeared at the cue-compatible
location (710 ± 22 ms) compared to when it appeared at the cue-incompatible location
(697 ± 22 ms, t[19] = 2.96, p < .01). This observation is consistent with a cue-induced spatial
bias that not only benefits target processing at the compatible location, but also increases the
cost of a salient distractor.
The same analysis was conducted on error data (Fig 3), which revealed a non-significant
effect (F[3, 57] < 1). Compatible and incompatible distractors did not lead to significantly different error rates (t[19] < 1, p = .36). Therefore, the cost of cue-compatible distractors cannot
be attributed to a speed-accuracy trade-off.
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Fig 2. Response time and error data from Experiment 1, graphed as a function of cue-target
relationship. Error bars represent 95% within-subject confidence intervals [42].
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928.g002

Experiment 2: Cues Absent
The results of Experiment 1 confirmed our predictions with regard to the ability of conceptual
processing to generate spatial bias. Aside the primary purpose of Experiment 1, we also found
the unexpected advantage of horizontal locations over vertical locations. This finding motivated this second experiment. Interestingly, the advantage of the horizontal axis was shown
both for target processing (i.e., faster responses for targets) and distractor processing (i.e.,
slower responses for distractors). It is possible that the concepts had an overall interference
effect with both locations along the vertical axis. Axis-based, as opposed to location-specific,
interference has been reported in previous studies, albeit less commonly [43,44]. To test the
possibility of an axis-based effect, we conducted a control experiment in which participants
performed a visual search task using identical display features, without the cue and context
words. The purpose of this experiment was to see whether the advantage of the horizontal locations would be observed without the conceptual component of the task.
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Fig 3. Response time and error data from Experiment 1, graphed as a function of cue-distractor
relationship. Error bars represent 95% within-subject confidence intervals.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928.g003

Method
Participants. Twenty new participants took part in this experiment. They were all
unaware of the purpose of the study. They all reported normal or corrected-to-normal vision.
Stimuli, apparatus, and procedure. These were identical to Experiment 1, with the following exceptions. First, no context or cue words were presented prior to the search display.
Following the presentation of the fixation cross (1000 ms), the search display appeared and
remained until a response was recorded or 2000 ms elapsed. Second, no catch trials were
included in this experiment. Therefore, on each trial participants only reported the orientation
of the line inside the target square. The target and the salient distractor were equally likely to
appear at any of the 4 locations. For the purpose of analysis, we categorized trials based on the
axis of the target location and the axis of the distractor location (vertical vs. horizontal).
Design. Each participant completed 20 practice trials and 224 experimental trials. The target was equally likely to appear at any of the 4 locations. On 25% of trials no salient distractor
was presented. On the remaining 75% of trials, the salient distractor was equally likely to
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occupy any of the distractor locations. The target was equally likely to have a left- or rightward
tilt and target identity varied independently of target location and distractor location.

Results & Discussion
Similar to Experiment 1, we analyzed the data in two steps, once as a function of target location
axis and once as a function of distractor location axis. In analyzing RTs we discarded responses
faster than 100 ms and those that fell 2.5 SD standard deviations above or below the mean
(3.1% of trials).
Target Axis. Results showed an RT advantage for the horizontal target locations
(M ± SE = 633 ± 30 ms) over vertical locations (645 ± 29 ms, t[19] = 2.27, p = .035). Percentage
of errors was also consistent with the benefit for targets appearing along the horizontal axis
(3.3% ± .6%), compared to the vertical axis (4.2% ± .8%), although the effect on errors did not
reach significance (t[19] = 1.81, p = .086). In order to examine the impact of cues, we conducted a mixed ANOVA across the two experiments, using target axis (vertical vs. horizontal)
as the within-subjects factor and cue presence (present vs. absent) as the between-subjects factor (Fig 4). An axis-based interference driven by cues would be reflected in a two-way interaction between cue presence and target axis, because the disadvantage of the vertical axis over
the horizontal axis would be reduced or eliminated without the conceptual processing component of the task. The analysis revealed a main effect of target axis (F[1,38] = 31.3, p < .001,
ŋp2 = .45), and a main effect of cue presence (F[1,38] = 5.26, p = .027, ŋp2 = .12), as well as a
two-way interaction (F[1,38] = 11.06, p < .01, ŋp2 = .23). The two-way interaction was driven
by a larger effect of axis in the presence of cues (Experiment 1, Cohen's d = 1.15), than in the
absence of cues (Experiment 2, Cohen's d = .51). This observation suggests that concepts either
facilitated visual selection of items along the horizontal axis or interfered with visual selection
of items along the vertical axis. Although both alternatives are logically possible, there is much
stronger precedence for the latter possibility in the literature [26,39,40,43,44,45].
Next, error rates were submitted to the same mixed ANOVA (Fig 4). This analysis revealed
a main effect of target axis (F[1,38] = 5.63, p = .023, ŋp2 = .13), a marginal effect of cue presence
(F[1,38] = 3.17, p = .083, ŋp2 = .08), but no two-way interaction (F[1,38] < .4, p = .53, ŋp2 =
.01). The main effect of target axis was driven by the higher error rates for horizontal targets
(5% ± .5%) compared to vertical targets (4% ± .5%). The marginal effect of cue presence reflects
the higher error rates in the presence of cues (Experiment 1; 5% ± .6%) than in the absence of
cues (Experiment 2; 4% ± .6%). Therefore, the RT benefit of the horizontal axis (main effect)
seems to be, at least in part, due to a speed-accuracy trade-off. However, the absence of a twoway interaction in error rates suggest that the interaction found in the RT data (larger interaxis difference in the presence of cues) does not reflect a speed-accuracy trade-off.
We should note that performance was faster in the control experiment, in which responses
were not contingent on conceptual processing. For this reason, we should consider the possibility that slow performance might be responsible for accentuating the axis effect. To examine the
effect of performance speed, we divided participants in both experiments based on their mean
RT into two equal groups of fast and slow performers (i.e., a median split), with 10 participants
in each subset (see Fig 5). Importantly, the benefit for the horizontal axis was not reduced in
faster performers. The axis effect in Experiment 1 (Cohen's d = 1.32 and 1.00, respectively, for
fast and slow performers) and Experiment 2 (Cohen's d = .97 and .26, respectively, for fast and
slow performers), suggests slow performance was not responsible in increasing the axis effect.
Instead, it seems more plausible that conceptual processing generated an inter-axis difference
effect in Experiment 1 [43,44].
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Fig 4. Response time and error data from the two experiments graphed as a function of target axis and cue presence. Error bars represent 95%
within-subjects confidence intervals.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928.g004

Distractor Axis. As expected, performance was slower in the presence of salient distractors (645 ± 29 ms), relative to without a salient distractor (630 ± 30 ms, t[19] = 2.58, p = .018).
However, unlike Experiment 1, the axis of the salient distractor did not significantly modulate
its cost in terms of speed of responses (for vertical and horizontal distractor, respectively,
639 ± 30 ms and 645 ± 30 ms, t[19] = 1.2, p = .24). Analysis of errors showed no overall cost of
a salient distractor relative to no distractor (error rates with and without the salient distractors,

Fig 5. Response time data graphed as a function of cue presence (Experiment 1: cues present vs. Experiment 2: cues absent), performance speed
(fast group vs. slow group), and target axis (horizontal vs. vertical). Error bars represent 95% within-subjects confidence intervals. This graph
demonstrates that slow performance alone cannot be responsible for the increased advantage of the horizontal axis over the vertical axis.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928.g005
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respectively, 3.8% ± .6% and 3.3% ± .8%, t[19] = 1.12, p = .27). However, comparisons of error
rates when there was a salient distractor revealed a significantly greater cost of the salient distractor along the vertical axis (4.3% ± .7%) than along the horizontal axis (2.9% ± .7%, t[19] =
2.35, p = .03). Therefore, the axis effect in Experiment 2 might reflect a speed-accuracy tradeoff, in contrast to the axis effect found in Experiment 1. This suggest that the presence of the
conceptual component in Experiment 1 was crucial for obtaining the axis effect.
To examine the axis-specific effect of the concepts on distractor processing, we also conducted a mixed ANOVA across the two experiments, using distractor axis (vertical vs. horizontal) as the within-subjects factor and cue presence (present vs. absent) as the between-subjects
factor (Fig 6). An axis x cue interaction could indicate that the concepts, by engaging the
vertical spatial dimension, reduced the distractor cost along the vertical axis. Analysis of RTs
revealed a main effect of distractor axis (F[1,38] = 9.71, p = .003, ŋp2 = .20), a marginal effect of
cue presence (F[1,38] = 3.70, p = .062, ŋp2 = .09), but no two-way interaction (F[1,38] = 2.12,
p = .153, ŋp2 = .05). Analysis of error rates, by contrast, revealed no main effect of distractor
axis (F[1,38] = 1.83, p = .184, ŋp2 = .05), no main effect of cue presence (F[1,38] = 2.68, p = .11,
ŋp2 = .07), but a significant two-way interaction (F[1,38] = 5.74, p = .022, ŋp2 = .13). In light of
the absent two-way interaction in RT data, analysis of error data can be interpreted as a conceptually driven difference in processing across the two axes. In the absence of cues, distractor
cost was larger for distractors along the vertical axis (M ± SE = 4.3% ± .7%) relative to the
horizontal axis (M ± SE = 3.5% ± .6%, t[19] = 2.14, p = .046). In the presence of cues,
distractor costs were comparable for distractors along the two axes (M ± SE = 5.3% ± .3% and
M ± SE = 5.5% ± .3, for vertical and horizontal distractors, t[19] = .89, p = .38). Together with
the effect of cues on target axis (Fig 4), these results are consistent with an interference with
processing items along the vertical axis caused by the conceptual cues.
In the preceding analyses, we used cue-target and cue-distractor spatial relationships. This
method helps remove any cue-independent advantage for the upper or lower hemifield. In
Tables 1 and 2, RT and PE data are presented, divided based on specific target locations.
Inspection of these tables reveals a baseline upward and rightward bias in the task. Because we
were interested in the effect of congruency between cues and visual items in the present study,
and not pre-existing biases toward specific locations, we confined data analysis to factors that
reflect cue-target and cue-distractor spatial relationships.

General Discussion
The purpose of this study was to examine the interaction between implicit spatial meaning of
concepts and visuospatial processes in the additional singleton paradigm, which included (a)
locations along both the horizontal and vertical axes and (b) a salient distractor as well as a
search target. Processing concepts, which here served as spatial cues, is thought to automatically activate perceptual features associated with the cue meaning (i.e., simulation, [19]).
Conceptually-driven bias in space is commonly interpreted in terms of the underlying representation of the concepts. Namely, it is argued that sensorimotor spatial codes are an essential
component of the concepts [26,38,39]. However, tasks with only two possible target locations
(above and below) might encourage participants to group together the binary values across
those dimensions, which in this case means artificially aligning cue categories and target locations [24]. This interpretation relies on task structure, instead of assuming stable and taskindependent associations between conceptual representation and space [13,27,28,29]. Previous
studies that used more than two target locations either used only one spatial axis [29] or
changed the spatial axis across experimental sessions [17,18]. Our design addressed this limitation by presenting targets at four possible locations within the same experiment.
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Fig 6. Response time (RT) data and proportion of errors from the two experiments graphed as a function of the salient distractor axis and cue
presence. Error bars represent 95% within-subjects confidence intervals.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928.g006

The second advantage of our method was that it enabled us to observe two distinct consequences of conceptually driven spatial bias. First, we replicated the common finding of faster
responses to targets that appear at cue-compatible locations, compared to incompatible locations. Second, we found higher distractor cost when the distractors appeared at the compatible,
relative to incompatible, location. To our knowledge, this is the first time that conceptuallydriven spatial bias has been demonstrated in terms of an increased cost of distractors appearing
at the compatible location. Variations in distractor cost, together with variations in target processing benefit, confirm the role of concepts in biasing spatial attention.
Although we originally aimed to assess the influence of concepts at specific locations along
the vertical axis (up vs. down), results from Experiment 1 found the unexpected overall disadvantage at both locations along the vertical axis, relative to locations along the horizontal axis.
To test whether conceptual processing might have played a role in the axis effect, we conducted
Experiment 2, in which no cues were presented prior to search trials. Comparing the results
from the two experiments revealed an overall disadvantage for the vertical axis. Specifically,
Table 1. Mean (SE) response-time data (milliseconds), as a function of cue type, target location, and distractor location.
Experiment 1

target

distractor

Experiment 2

upward cue

downward cue

cue absent

above

678 (22)

700 (21)

627 (32)

below

770 (24)

772 (23)

663 (28)

left

695 (25)

703 (24)

636 (29)

right

678 (22)

682 (22)

630 (32)

above

663 (24)

726 (25)

640 (31)

below

669 (20)

699 (22)

641 (30)

left

709 (23)

713 (20)

634 (29)

right

724 (24)

732 (24)

656 (31)

absent

681 (19)

703 (20)

630 (31)

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928.t001
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Table 2. Mean (SE) percent-error data presented as a function of cue type, target location, and distractor location.
Experiment 1

target

Distractor

Experiment 2

upward cue

downward cue

cue absent

above

3.9 (.9)

2.5 (.5)

2.4 (.7)

below

4.9 (.9)

4.5 (1.0)

4.1 (.7)

left

4.3 (.7)

4.3 (.9)

5.0 (1.1)
3.4 (.8)

right

4.9 (1.0)

5.6 (1.1)

above

5.2 (.9)

5.5 (1.2)

4.6 (.9)

below

4.0 (1.0)

2.5 (.6)

4.0 (1.0)

left

4.3 (.9)

4.0 (.9)

3.3 (.6)

right

4.7 (1.4)

5.8 (1.1)

3.7 (.9)

absent

4.3 (.7)

3.5 (.8)

3.1 (.8)

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928.t002

cue presence increased RT for targets along the vertical axis. The interaction between cue presence and target axis suggests that the cues, by engaging the vertical spatial dimension, might
have rendered the vertical axis less available for the visual search task. With regard to distractor
processing, in the absence of cues, distractors along the vertical axis were more costly than the
horizontal distractors. In the presence of cues, this difference disappeared. This finding also
suggests that the cues reduced the impact of vertical distractors, without impacting the influence of horizontal distractors, consistent with the idea that the cues selectively engaged the vertical spatial dimension.
One difference between the two spatial axes has to do with the possible stimulus-response
compatibility effect between the location of the search target (left vs. right) and the response to
the search target (leftward vs. rightward tilt). Although this form of compatibility applies only
when targets appear along the horizontal axis, in the context of the entire experiment it does
not introduce a major source of difference between the two axes, because there are equal number of trials with stimulus-response compatible and incompatible combinations. As a consequence, any benefit of the compatibility between search target location and the responding key
will be offset by the (equally frequent) incompatible combinations.
Axis-specific interference has been previously reported [43,44], and could be explained in at
least three ways. First, the involvement of the vertical spatial codes in processing the concept
could render those spatial codes less available for the concurrent perceptual task [45,46]. Second, the need to differentiate and keep separate the two subtasks, the conceptual judgment and
the visual search, might have inhibited the features that they share in common [47,48]. Third,
repeated activation of the vertical spatial features due to the conceptual subtasks might have
caused a habituation in cells that respond to those features, increasing the threshold for activating those feature representations within the visual search task [49].
Previous studies have repeatedly found that conceptual processing can systematically bias
spatial processing in both perceptual [39] and motor tasks [50]. A common methodological
feature of these studies, however, is that the spatial dimension of the perceptual/motor task is
typically a binary set. For instance, participants are required to read a word (e.g., "SKY" or
"GROUND"), and then perform one of two actions (upward vs. downward keypress/saccade;
e.g., [38,41,50,51,52]) or report a visual target that appears in one of two locations (above vs.
below fixation; e.g., [18,26,39,53,54]). The binary spatial dimension might influence how concepts are being processed within the experimental task. According to the logic of polarity correspondence, within each binary set (e.g., up/down locations), one values is more salient, and
this value is referred to as the default, dominant, or +polar value of the binary dimension. In

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928 March 8, 2016

13 / 18

Implicit Spatial Cues

valence, positive is the +polar value, in up/down and left/right spatial dimensions, respectively,
up and right are the +polar values. According to polarity correspondence (a) selecting the
+polar values is more efficient than selecting the -polar values, and (b) aligning the +polar values across task dimensions further benefits performance [24]. Consistent with the logic of
polarity correspondence, the source of concept-space interaction is the +polar conceptual category, e.g., positive concepts in the category of valence [26,27,28,29]. In essence, the structure of
the experimental task is thought to lead participants to form associations between conceptual
categories and spatial categories of upward and downward, independently of whether there is
an inherently spatial component of the concepts.
There is, however, growing evidence suggesting that polarity correspondence cannot be the
sole source of concept-space interactions. For instance, although the vertical and the horizontal
spatial domain both have polar values, the conceptual metaphors related to the vertical domain
(e.g., valence, social status) have been shown to cause visual bias only in tasks involving vertical,
but not horizontal, spatial orienting [14,17]. Furthermore, although the polarity correspondence account holds that the concept-space interaction should be driven primarily by the
+polar conceptual category, it has been found that if visual targets follow the concept after brief
delays (100 ms), both positive and negative concepts can cause a spatial bias [14]. Furthermore,
the P200 event-related potential (ERP) was modulated by cue-target compatibility after both
positive and negative concepts [15]. These findings support the metaphorical association
account, over the polarity correspondence account.
Another attempt to disentangle polarity correspondence and metaphorical association
accounts was made, in which the relative salience of responses was manipulated in a two-choice
task by changing keyboard eccentricity [55]. It was assumed that the more eccentric response is
more salient than the more centrally located response and, therefore, should be mapped onto
the more salient conceptual feature (e.g., large numbers in the number categories, positive concepts in valence categories, and future-related concepts in temporal categories [24]). However,
the same number-space and time-space compatibility effect was found regardless of response
salience, suggesting that task-induced mapping between concepts and locations are not the
only source of the compatibility effects [55].
Our approach to the polarity issue consisted of increasing the number of potential locations
in which a target could appear, thus breaking up the binary spatial dimension. Our results,
therefore, suggest that the conceptually driven spatial bias does not depend on employing a
binary spatial set, and support the view that concepts involve inherently perceptual features
[19,20,21]. It should be noted, however, that reducing the task-relevance of either the spatial or
the conceptual dimension can reduce or eliminate the interaction [13,51,54,56], which suggests
that some degree of task-relevance needs to be assigned to both dimensions for the interaction
to arise.
It is worth noting that a similar sequence of two words, the first being a context word (e.g.,
"cowboy") and the second being an implicitly spatial cue (e.g., "hat" or "boots") has been
reported to result in an inverse compatibility effects (i.e., slower responses at compatible locations [39]). Importantly, their words were quickly (150–350 ms) followed by a speeded visual
identification task, where peripheral targets were presented above or below the fixation followed by masks (Experiments 2 and 3). They reasoned that conceptual processing evoked
perceptual simulation of the concept’s referent, and this simulation interfered with target identification. For instance, reading the sequence cowboy—hat may lead to a perceptual simulation
that (in addition to activating other perceptual features associated with the concept) engages
the cognitive spatial representation of above. Since that spatial code is engaged in the simulation, processing a visual target in this region of space is slowed. The conditions for when spaceconcept interaction results in facilitation or interference are not entirely clear. Recently, we
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found that cue-target onset asynchrony (CTOA) of around 300 ms tends to result in interference, whereas CTOA of around 1000 ms, in an otherwise identical task, tends to result in facilitation [26]. It seems, therefore, that perceptual simulation of non-spatial features might be
more transient than the spatial bias, resulting in early interference and late facilitation.
Other studies have found that cue awareness might play a role in the direction of an effect
[41,57,58]. Using relatively short CTOAs, they found that masked cues resulted in interference,
while unmasked cues resulted in facilitation of compatible responses. Finally, a recent study
found a role for cue-target featural similarity [40]. Specifically, it was found that the spatial
compatibility effect facilitated performance if the cue and the target match in their underlying
representational features (e.g., the word "BIRD" followed by an image of bird above fixation),
but the same spatial compatibility interfered with performance when the cue and the target
mismatch in features (e.g., the word "HAT" followed by an image of a bird above fixation).
Thus, the specifics of the timing and target presentations likely account for the different effects
despite the general commonality in the spatial cueing designs.
To summarize, the present study demonstrated that the spatial bias induced by conceptual
processing can be observed without relying on a binary spatial task dimension, supporting the
generalizability of such findings. In addition, finding facilitation of target processing as well as
increased cost of a salient distractor provides converging evidence for the spatial bias account
of the effect of symbolic cues. Finally, we found an axis-specific interference effect with the vertical axis that disappeared in the absence of the conceptual task. A remaining issue that requires
further study is the differences and similarities between the processes responsible for locationspecific and axis-specific interaction effects. Comparing the impact of concepts associated with
vertical and horizontal spatial dimensions (as well as comparing both class of concepts that
are spatially neutral) also represents a worthwhile avenue for future investigation. In general,
examining conceptual processes as a source of perceptual bias can continue to enrich our
understanding of both kinds of capacities.

Supporting Information
S1 Dataset. Complete dataset from Experiments 1 and 2. The entire dataset from Experiments 1 and 2 reported in this article are available to download from the following link: http://
goo.gl/iR23wx.
(XLSX)

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: DGG JP KZM ALC. Performed the experiments:
DGG KZM. Analyzed the data: DGG KZM. Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: JP
ALC. Wrote the paper: DGG JP KZM ALC.

References
1.

Hommel B, Pratt J, Colzato L, Godijn R. Symbolic control of visual attention. Psychological Science.
2001 Sep 1; 12(5):360–5. PMID: 11554667

2.

Ristic J, Kingstone A. Attention to arrows: Pointing to a new direction. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology. 2006 Nov 1; 59(11):1921–30. PMID: 16987781

3.

Tipples J. Eye gaze is not unique: Automatic orienting in response to uninformative arrows. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review. 2002 Jun 1; 9(2):314–8.

4.

Gibson BS, Sztybel P. The Spatial Semantics of Symbolic Attention Control. Current Directions in Psychological Science. 2014 Aug 1; 23(4):271–6.

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928 March 8, 2016

15 / 18

Implicit Spatial Cues

5.

Leblanc É, Jolicoeur P. How do selected arrows guide visuospatial attention? Dissociating symbolic
value and spatial proximity. Journal of experimental psychology: human perception and performance.
2010 Oct; 36(5):1314–20. doi: 10.1037/a0019954 PMID: 20873940

6.

Pratt J, Radulescu P, Guo RM, Hommel B. Visuospatial attention is guided by both the symbolic value
and the spatial proximity of selected arrows. Journal of experimental psychology: human perception
and performance. 2010 Oct; 36(5):1321–4. doi: 10.1037/a0019996 PMID: 20873941

7.

Gibson BS, Bryant TA. Variation in cue duration reveals top-down modulation of involuntary orienting to
uninformative symbolic cues. Perception & psychophysics. 2005 Jul 1; 67(5):749–58.

8.

Davis GJ, Gibson BS. Going rogue in the spatial cuing paradigm: high spatial validity is insufficient to
elicit voluntary shifts of attention. Journal of experimental psychology: human perception and performance. 2012 Oct; 38(5):1192–1201. PMID: 22390290

9.

Fischer MH, Castel AD, Dodd MD, Pratt J. Perceiving numbers causes spatial shifts of attention. Nature
neuroscience. 2003 Jun 1; 6(6):555–6. PMID: 12754517

10.

Dodd MD, Van der Stigchel S, Leghari MA, Fung G, Kingstone A. Attentional SNARC: There’s something special about numbers (let us count the ways). Cognition. 2008 Sep 30; 108(3):810–8. doi: 10.
1016/j.cognition.2008.04.006 PMID: 18538756

11.

Weger UW, Pratt J. Time flies like an arrow: Space-time compatibility effects suggest the use of a mental timeline. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review. 2008 Apr 1; 15(2):426–30.

12.

Meier BP, Robinson MD. Why the sunny side is up associations between affect and vertical position.
Psychological science. 2004 Apr 1; 15(4):243–7. PMID: 15043641

13.

Gozli DG, Chow A, Chasteen AL, Pratt J. Valence and vertical space: Saccade trajectory deviations
reveal metaphorical spatial activation. Visual Cognition. 2013 May 1; 21(5):628–46.

14.

Xie J, Huang Y, Wang R, Liu W. Affective valence facilitates spatial detection on vertical axis: shorter
time strengthens effect. Frontiers in Psychology. 2015; 6.

15.

Xie J, Wang R, Chang S. The mechanism of valence-space metaphors: ERP evidence for affective
word processing. PloS one. 2014 Jun 12; 9(6):e99479. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0099479 PMID:
24923271

16.

Lu A, Zhang H, He G, Zheng D, Hodges BH. Looking up to others: Social status, Chinese honorifics,
and spatial attention. Canadian Journal of Experimental Psychology/Revue Canadienne de Psychologie Expérimentale. 2014 Jun; 68(2):77–83. doi: 10.1037/cep0000008 PMID: 24364811

17.

Taylor JET, Lam TK, Chasteen AL, Pratt J. Bow Your Head in Shame, or, Hold Your Head Up with
Pride: Semantic Processing of Self-Esteem Concepts Orients Attention Vertically. PloS ONE. 2015
Sep 14; 10(9):e0137704. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0137704 PMID: 26368276

18.

Chasteen AL, Burdzy DC, Pratt J. Thinking of God moves attention. Neuropsychologia. 2010 Jan 31;
48(2):627–30. doi: 10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2009.09.029 PMID: 19804790

19.

Barsalou LW. Perceptions of perceptual symbols. Behavioral and brain sciences. 1999 Aug 1; 22
(04):637–60.

20.

Gallese V, Lakoff G. The brain's concepts: The role of the sensory-motor system in conceptual knowledge. Cognitive neuropsychology. 2005 May 1; 22(3–4):455–79.

21.

Pulvermüller F. Words in the brain's language. Behavioral and brain sciences. 1999 Apr 1; 22(02):253–
79.

22.

Zwaan RA. Experiential traces and mental simulations in language comprehension. In DeVega M.,
Glenberg A.M. & Graesser A.C. (Eds.), Symbols, Embodiment, and Meaning (pp. 165–180). 2008.
Oxford University Press.

23.

Posner MI. Orienting of attention. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology. 1980 Feb 1; 32(1):3–
25. PMID: 7367577

24.

Proctor RW, Cho YS. Polarity correspondence: A general principle for performance of speeded binary
classification tasks. Psychological Bulletin. 2006 May; 132(3):416–442. PMID: 16719568

25.

Proctor RW, Xiong A. Polarity Correspondence as a General Compatibility Principle. Current Directions
in Psychological Science. 2015 Dec 1; 24(6):446–51.

26.

Gozli DG, Chasteen AL, Pratt J. The cost and benefit of implicit spatial cues for visual attention. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: General. 2013 Nov; 142(4):1028–1046.

27.

Lakens D. High skies and oceans deep: polarity benefits or mental simulation?. Frontiers in psychology.
2011 Feb 10; 2:21. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00021 PMID: 21713176

28.

Lakens D. Polarity correspondence in metaphor congruency effects: structural overlap predicts categorization times for bipolar concepts presented in vertical space. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Learning, Memory, and Cognition. 2012 May; 38(3):726–723. doi: 10.1037/a0024955 PMID: 21843022

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928 March 8, 2016

16 / 18

Implicit Spatial Cues

29.

Lynott D, Coventry K. On the ups and downs of emotion: testing between conceptual-metaphor and
polarity accounts of emotional valence—spatial location interactions. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review.
2014 Feb 1; 21(1):218–26.

30.

Pecher D, Dantzig S, Boot I, Zanolie K, Huber DE. Congruency between word position and meaning is
caused by task-induced spatial attention. Frontiers in psychology. 2010; 1:30. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2010.
00030 PMID: 21833200

31.

Louwerse M. Stormy seas and cloudy skies: conceptual processing is (still) linguistic and perceptual.
Frontiers in psychology. 2011 May 23; 2:105. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00105 PMID: 21779261

32.

Van Dantzig S, Pecher D. Spatial attention is driven by mental simulations. Frontiers in psychology.
2011 Mar 10; 2:40. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00040 PMID: 21713173

33.

Theeuwes J. Cross-dimensional perceptual selectivity. Perception & Psychophysics. 1991 Mar 1; 50
(2):184–93.

34.

Theeuwes J. Perceptual selectivity for color and form. Perception & Psychophysics. 1992 Nov 1; 51
(6):599–606.

35.

Bacon WF, Egeth HE. Overriding stimulus-driven attentional capture. Perception & Psychophysics.
1994 Sep 1; 55(5):485–96.

36.

Yantis S, Egeth HE. On the distinction between visual salience and stimulus-driven attentional capture.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance. 1999 Jun; 25(3):661–676.
PMID: 10385983

37.

Theeuwes J. Top—down and bottom—up control of visual selection. Acta Psychologica. 2010 Oct 31;
135(2):77–99. doi: 10.1016/j.actpsy.2010.02.006 PMID: 20507828

38.

Dudschig C, Souman J, Lachmair M, de la Vega I, Kaup B. Reading “sun” and looking up: The influence
of language on saccadic eye movements in the vertical dimension. PloS one. 2013 Feb 27; 8(2):
e56872. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0056872 PMID: 23460816

39.

Estes Z, Verges M, Barsalou LW. Head up, foot down object words orient attention to the objects' typical location. Psychological Science. 2008 Feb 1; 19(2):93–7. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02051.x
PMID: 18271853

40.

Estes Z, Verges M, Adelman JS. Words, objects, and locations: Perceptual matching explains spatial
interference and facilitation. Journal of Memory and Language. 2015 Oct 31; 84:167–89.

41.

Dudschig C, de la Vega I, De Filippis M, Kaup B. Language and vertical space: On the automaticity of
language action interconnections. Cortex. 2014 Sep 30; 58:151–60. doi: 10.1016/j.cortex.2014.06.003
PMID: 25016318

42.

Cousineau D. Confidence intervals in within-subject designs: A simpler solution to Loftus and Masson’s
method. Tutorials in Quantitative Methods for Psychology. 2005 Mar; 1(1):42–5.

43.

Bergen BK, Lindsay S, Matlock T, Narayanan S. Spatial and linguistic aspects of visual imagery in sentence comprehension. Cognitive science. 2007 Sep 10; 31(5):733–64. doi: 10.1080/
03640210701530748 PMID: 21635316

44.

Richardson DC, Spivey MJ, Barsalou LW, McRae K. Spatial representations activated during real-time
comprehension of verbs. Cognitive science. 2003 Oct 31; 27(5):767–80.

45.

Gozli DG, Pratt J. Seeing while acting: Hand movements can modulate attentional capture by motion
onset. Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics. 2011 Nov 1; 73(8):2448–56.

46.

Hommel B. Event files: Feature binding in and across perception and action. Trends in cognitive sciences. 2004 Nov 30; 8(11):494–500. PMID: 15491903

47.

Schubö A, Aschersleben G, Prinz W. Interactions between perception and action in a reaction task with
overlapping SR assignments. Psychological Research. 2001 Aug 1; 65(3):145–57. PMID: 11571910

48.

Schubö A, Prinz W, Aschersleben G. Perceiving while acting: Action affects perception. Psychological
Research. 2004 Aug 1; 68(4):208–15. PMID: 12898251

49.

Smith L, Klein R. Evidence for semantic satiation: Repeating a category slows subsequent semantic
processing. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition. 1990 Sep; 16
(5):852–861.

50.

Lachmair M, Dudschig C, De Filippis M, de la Vega I, Kaup B. Root versus roof: automatic activation of
location information during word processing. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review. 2011 Dec 1; 18(6):1180–8.

51.

Dudschig C, Lachmair M, de la Vega I, De Filippis M, Kaup B. Do task-irrelevant direction-associated
motion verbs affect action planning? Evidence from a Stroop paradigm. Memory & Cognition. 2012 Oct
1; 40(7):1081–94.

52.

Thornton T, Loetscher T, Yates MJ, Nicholls ME. The highs and lows of the interaction between word
meaning and space. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance. 2013
Aug; 39(4):964–973. doi: 10.1037/a0030467 PMID: 23148472

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928 March 8, 2016

17 / 18

Implicit Spatial Cues

53.

Dudschig C, Lachmair M, de la Vega I, De Filippis M, Kaup B. From top to bottom: spatial shifts of attention caused by linguistic stimuli. Cognitive Processing. 2012 Aug 1; 13(1):151–4.

54.

Zhang E, Luo J, Zhang J, Wang Y, Zhong J, Li Q. Neural mechanisms of shifts of spatial attention
induced by object words with spatial associations: an ERP study. Experimental Brain Research. 2013
Jun 1; 227(2):199–209. doi: 10.1007/s00221-013-3500-x PMID: 23575954

55.

Santiago J, Lakens D. Can conceptual congruency effects between number, time, and space be
accounted for by polarity correspondence?. Acta Psychologica. 2015 Mar 31; 156:179–91. doi: 10.
1016/j.actpsy.2014.09.016 PMID: 25542784

56.

Santiago J, Ouellet M, Román A, Valenzuela J. Attentional factors in conceptual congruency. Cognitive
Science. 2012 Aug 1; 36(6):1051–77. doi: 10.1111/j.1551-6709.2012.01240.x PMID: 22435345

57.

Ansorge U, Khalid S, König P. Space-valence priming with subliminal and supraliminal words. Frontiers
in Psychology. 2013; 4: 81. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2013.00081 PMID: 23439863

58.

Ansorge U, Kiefer M, Khalid S, Grassl S, König P. Testing the theory of embodied cognition with subliminal words. Cognition. 2010 Sep 30; 116(3):303–20. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2010.05.010 PMID:
20542262

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0150928 March 8, 2016

18 / 18

