THE INTEGRATION OF INFORMATION FROM THE LEFT AND RIGHT HALVES OF THE FACE
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* The composite face effect (CFE) is a phenomenon in which a target face
half is more difficult to recognise when aligned with a different face half,
than when the two halves are misaligned!®.7].

BACKGROUND EXP 1: FACE HALVES IN TYPICAL VISUAL EIELDS - = Although well-established for horizontal composites (made of upper

and lower face halves), it is unclear whether a similar effect exists for

Faces are typically fixated at the horizontal midpoint, " Previous studies have shown that face halves presented in a vertical composites (made up of left and right halves).

slightly below the eyes!1l. typical visual field location (e.g., right half in right visual field)
This results in different parts of the face projecting have a detection advantage over face halves presented in an

to anatomically distinct regions of the visual cortex atypical visual field location (e.g., right half in left visual field)*>l.
For example, the left side of the face projects to the Here we asked whether a similar visual field bias exists for the
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right hemisphere and the right side of the face recognition of familiar and unfamiliar faces.
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perceived holistically!3l. This suggests that

information is integrated during processing. ” — | [
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Despite this segregation of information, faces are

o
~

Response Time - 3000ms
Accuracy (%)

Accuracy (%)

Reaction Time (s)
o
N

Unfamiliar

= Are the left and right sides of the face integrated
holistically? = Results showed a typical visual field bias for the recognition of

What is the role Of interhemispheric Connectivity familiar faceS. However, there Was no EVidence fOF d Visual f|e|d 4
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EXP 3: INTERHEMISPHERIC CONNECTIVITY IN FACE PERCEPTION Within-Subjects Connectivity Between-subjects Connectivity Inter-Intra Idiosyncrasy N vatol Rocteontal

| Within Subjects = Qur results showed a CFE for vertical composites, with a) lower accuracy
= and b) slower reaction times for alighed compared to misaligned faces,
comparable in size to that of the traditional horizontal CFE.

Neurological models of face perception have focused on
intrahemispheric connections (within hemispheres) between
face selective regions of the human brain!8! but have largely
ignored the potential relevance of interhemispheric
connections (between hemispheres).

= Qur findings suggest that left and right face halves are integrated
holistically.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Inter- and intra-hemispheric functional connectivity were | _ - 37 EEE Within Subjects " There was a visual field bias in the recognition of faces, which was

. . . . B Between Subjects
compared within- and between-subjects by calculating the t - shown by the increased recognition of face halves when they were
magnitude of correlations between regional time-courses of presented in the typical visual field.

BOLD activity during natural viewing. - Despite that the left and right halves of the face project to anatomically
: different regions of the visual brain, the presence of composite face
2. effect for vertically divided faces shows that they are integrated
. holistically.
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’ 1 corresponding face regions.

Pearson'sr

Here we compared the relative strength of interhemispheric
and intrahemispheric functional connectivity.

Interhemispheric - Intrahemispheric (Zr)

Face-selective Regions

We also questioned if patterns of interhemispheric
connectivity were idiosyncratic.
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