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Introduction Method Discussion
Visual system can utilize distinct modes of Stimuli _ - 10 Prep_rocessmg | | Behavioral
visual processing!t2 for different objects . Bf;mk of Star_ldardlzed Stimuli (BOSS) | e 27 images with frontal-parallel viewpoint Familiarity inversely correlated with critical
. Holistic: Global shape, outlines, Gestalt: * High-resolution photographs of real-world objects  Converted to grayscale eccentricity
lateral occipital cortex (LOC)34] * Includes normalized data with ratings of semantic and higher- * Normalized for contrast and luminance using SHINE toolbox!11]
. Configural/Analytic: Local features, details, level visual properties (e.g., familiarity, category, complexity) Tasks presented using MATLAB and Psychophysics Toolbox Limitations
) : . 5.6 . Ayt . .
parts; perhaps intraparietal sulcus (|PS)[ ] Neuroimaging Task Behavioral Task . 2 Incorrect: Image moved Critical eccentrlf:lty cor\tra_st re.strlcted to
— . Index 1. Tvbe 1 fast —— 75 px (3.7°) closer to fixation mutually exclusive activation, i.e. betas
: L e 16 participants (9 n , 1YP  Same participants, post-scan PX (S. : : :
Number of visual parts present within a t-related design(12 _ hen it t d reflect correlation with entire range
) _ _ female, 7 male) event-related design * Visual angle = 7.33° when it next appeared on ) _
stimulus influences the type of processing _ . 785 trial _ ide of Small number of items compared to total
usedis! ' -  Objects presented at nals * Labels entered for all objects Same side of screen BOSS (27), although represenative sample:
. Fewer barts = more holistic fixation (TR = 2.26 s) . Butt-on_press recordec_l at - Used chinrest, fixated cross at * Correct: Locatl.o.n on screen
Visual stimuli may not be perceived strictly by stimulus changed color) - 1. Object presented briefly at . Object_s correctly identified on |
field on left or right side of screen  fémoved from the set
( 150 ms) Boxes: distribution of all BOSS objects

Visual Crowding: naturally occurring effect Bars: the 27 objects viewed in this study

that disrupts recognition of closely-spaced Fixation * Images Identified aloud; coded |

objects presented in the peripheral field82! — for ac.curacty In real-time by | . N -
» Crowding also occurs within objects such Sresentation experimenter. o o T

that those with more component parts & fixation Button * Max. eccentricity = 31.02 1

experience more crowding and vice stimulus press W% R Bt IR I INS | B I

versal78! | change Fixation (.(76s) ] 3 B

TR=226s ‘ | ‘ |

The BOSS : Assessments of holistic/analytic - L= I

modes will make more sense in the context R esu It S 3 o eooy Vi View%pomt

of the covariance structure of the many Agreecr;na:;ory Entropy Comp'eXizb,-ectAgreemem

pOSSib|e ObjeCt features. Agreement Familiarity ~ Agreement  Manipulability

Neuroimaging Behavioral

Average Visual Angle in the Left Visual Field

* The BOSS dataset includes normative
ratings of numerous high-level features,
which can complement analyses based on Crowding Measure

local image features. Future directions

 Model: beta weights for each of the 27

Oblimin rotated exploratory factor analysis objects Right ’ Hemisphere effeCtS
Factor . Contrast: proportional to each Fusiform * Principal components regressions
1 2 3 participant’s critical eccentricity scores
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 Contrast: betas vs. baseline

1. Identify cortical regions associated with
crowding-based behavioral measure

Visual Angle (degrees)
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3. Assess the correlation of the crowding- * Reduced model: no manipulability Familiarity:

. . . iliari RH Fusiform
based measure with BOSS ratings Effect of familiarity found RH Lingual




