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Abstract

The integration of local elements into shape contours is critical for target detection and
identification in cluttered scenes. Previous studies have shown that observers can learn to use image
regularities for contour integration and target identification. However, we still know little about the
generalization of perceptual learning in contour integration. Specifically, whether training in
contour detection task could transfer to untrained contour type, path or orientation is still unclear.
In a series of four experiments, human perceptual learning in contour detection was studied using
psychophysical methods. We trained participants to detect contours in cluttered scenes over several
days, which resulted in a significant improvement in sensitivity to trained contour type. This
improved sensitivity was highly specific to contour type, but transfer across changes in contour path
and contour orientation. These results suggest that short-term training improves the ability to
integrate specific types of contours by optimizing the ability of the visual system to extract specific
image regularities. The differential specificity and generalization across different stimulus features
may support the involvement of both low-level and higher-level visual areas in perceptual learning
in contour detection. These findings provide further insights into understanding the nature and the

brain plasticity mechanism of contour integration learning.

Introduction

Segregating objects from backgrounds and identifying them in cluttered scenes is one of the
most fundamental visual abilities for human survival, in which contour integration progress that
groups local image elements into global shape is very critical. Although, after long-term evolution
and development, human observers are better at detecting collinear contours defined by regularities
that typically define coherent contours in natural scenes (Geisler, 2008; Geisler et al., 2001; Sigman
et al., 2001; Simoncelli & Olshausen, 2001) than contours defined by regularities (e.g., elements
orthogonal to the contour path) that typically define discontinuities (Bex et al., 2001; Field et al.,
1993; Hess & Field, 1999; Ledgeway et al., 2005; Geisler et al., 2001; Vancleef & Wagemans,

2013). Previous studies have shown that short-term perceptual training in adulthood could also



improve observers’ ability to detect contours defined by regularities that typically signify
continuities or discontinuities (Schwarzkopf & Kourtzi, 2008; Schwarzkopf & Kourtzi, 2009;
Zhang & Kourtzi, 2010). However, we know little about the exact nature of perceptual learning of
contour integration. A lot of perceptual learning studies revealed that the learning of basic simple
stimulus features such as contrast, orientation, etc., is specific to the trained retinal location and
feature (Ball & Sekuler, 1982, 1987; Liu, 1999; Fiorentini & Berardi, 1981; Schoups et al., 1995;
Yu et al., 2004). As perceptual learning of relatively complex stimuli, over which features, and to
what extent, contour integration learning exhibits specificity or transferability is still not well

understood.

In this study, we examined the specificity and transferability of contour integration learning
over contour type (i.e., the local orientation alignment of contour elements), global contour path,
and global contour orientation through four experiments using the contour detection task. We tested
participants’ performance in detecting contours, with different contour types, contour paths, or
contour orientations, before and after training on orthogonal contours (i.e., elements orthogonal to
the contour path). We found that the learning effect was specific to contour type but partially
transferable over contour path and contour orientation, indicating both the low-level and higher-
level visual areas were engaged in the learning of contour integration and detection. These findings
advance our understanding of the nature and brain plasticity mechanisms of contour integration

learning.

Materials and Methods

Experiment 1

Participants

Twenty native participants (eight males; age: 20.50 + 2.19 years) with normal or corrected-to-
normal vision took part in this experiment. They were naive to the purpose of the study and had no

previous experience with contour integration experiments. Ten subjects participated in Experiment



1A (three males; age: 20.90 + 1.79 years), and ten subjects participated in Experiment 1B (four
males; age:20.10 + 2.56 years). All participants gave written informed consent before the
experiment and were paid for their participation. This project was approved by the local ethics

committee.

Apparatus and stimuli

All procedures were programmed using PsychToolbox-3 (Brainard, 1997; Kleiner et al., 2007)
for MATLAB (MathWorks, Natrick, MA). Stimuli were generated with GERT (Grouping Elements
Rendering Toolbox; Demeyer & Machilsen, 2012) called from MATLAB and presented on a 27-in
IPS monitor with a resolution of 2560 x 1440 and a refresh rate of 100Hz. Subjects viewed the
stimuli at a distance of 67 ¢cm in a darkened room, and a chin-and-head rest was used to stabilize
their heads.

The stimuli for the contour detection task were Gabor fields (radius: 4.1° of visual angle)
comprising 170-190 Gabor elements (Gaussian windowed cosinusoidal gratings, peak spatial
frequency: 8.3 cycle/deg, envelope o: 0.08°, contrast: 100%) and presented on an equiluminant gray
background (mean luminance: 43 cd/m2). The minimal distance between any element and its nearest
neighbor was 0.42°, which ensured that there were no local density cues in any Gabor fields.

In contour stimuli, there were four contours, that were composed of 28 Gabor elements,
embedded in a background of randomly positioned and oriented Gabor elements (see Fig. 1). The
contours were defined by elements that could be aligned along the invisible contour path (collinear
contours) or perpendicular to the path (orthogonal contours). The mean inter-element separation of
contour elements was 0.64° and the position jitter (the relative position of the elements jittered along
the contour or perpendicular to the contour) was + 0.13°.

In our study, there were two types of global contour paths: straight path and curved path. For
the straight path (see Fig. 1), the global orientation of the four parallel lines was randomly chosen
between 20°-80° and 110°-160° in increments of 5° (except 45° and 135°). The mean distance
between the four target contours was 1.88° with a 0.06° jitter. For the curved path (see Fig. 1), four
semicircular curves symmetrical about the center were arranged opposite to each other. The mean

curvature of these four paths was 14.4°. The global orientation of the symmetry axis was determined



in the same way used in the straight path conditions. The mean distance between the four target
contours was 1.88° and has the same jitter as the straight path. Furthermore, in this study, the
alignment of local contour elements relative to their mean orientation was jittered by an angle range.
In test sessions, the orientation jitter of local contour elements was either £0°, £10°, £20°, £30°, or
+45°. In training sessions, the jitter depended on the participant’s performance and was determined
by an adaptive staircase method (see the procedure for details).

Corresponding to contour stimuli, we also generated random stimuli. That is, for every stimulus
in each condition (collinear-straight contours, collinear-curved contours, orthogonal-straight
contours, orthogonal-curved contours), we created a random stimulus by shuffling the local

orientations of all the elements in the Gabor field.

Straight

Contour path

Curvature
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Figure 1. Stimuli in experiments la and 1b. Examples in each row show the same contour path

(straight or curved). Stimuli on the left and right are collinear contours and orthogonal contours,
respectively.



Experimental design and statistical analysis

All experiments (experiment 1a and experiment 1b) consist of four phases: (1) pretest, (2) 5-
day training, (3) post-test I; and (4) posttest I1. Posttest I and posttest 11 phases were separated for

several weeks in order to assess the stability of training effect.

Task

In both test and training sessions, participants performed a two-interval forced-choice (2IFC)
contour detection task. As shown in Fig. 2, each trial started with a central fixation of a red dot
presented for 500-ms. Two Gabor field stimuli separated by a 500-ms fixation interval were
sequentially presented for 300-ms in random order. One of them contained the target contours and
the other was a random stimulus. Participants were asked to indicate which interval contained the
contours by pressing one of two buttons within 3000-ms after the second stimulus vanished.
Moreover, they were required to maintain fixation during the whole experiment and respond as

accurately and quickly as possible.

Staircase procedure

To quantify participants’ ability of contour detection on every training day, we used an adaptive
staircase method (3-up-1-down, step size of 1°), which converged at a performance level of 79.4%
accuracy. Each staircase consisted of 7 preliminary reversals and 8 experimental reversals. The
staircase block ended when there were 15 reversals or participants completed 100 trials. The

geometric mean of the experimental reversals was taken as the threshold for each staircase block.
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Figure 2. Experimental procedures. An example trial of the contour detection task in the test and
training phase.

Test sessions (pretest, posttest, posttest 1)

These test sessions consisted of four experimental conditions (2 contour types X 2 contour
paths) with five orientation jitters (0°, 10°, 20°, 30°, 45°) to assess the effect of learning and transfer.
Participants completed 800 trials (40 trials per jitter level per condition) in each session and had a
rest every 40 trials. All stimuli were presented randomly and no feedback was given in these sessions.

We quantified the ability of participants to detect contours embedded in a cluttered pattern by
two measures: accuracy at 0° jitter, and the orientation jitter at 70% correct performance (threshold)
fitting a cumulative Gaussian function.

On the first day, all participants were given three brief familiarization runs before commencing
the pretest session. All runs had auditory feedback on incorrect responses. In the first run,
participants only practiced 0° jitter contours (4 trials per condition) which were presented for 1000-
ms. In the second run, participants also practiced 0° jitter contours but stimuli presentation time was
shortened to 300-ms (same as the formal experiment). In the third run, participants practiced all
jitter contours for 80 trials, and the procedure was as same as the pretest session except for auditory

feedback.



Training sessions

The task and stimuli in training sessions were identical to those used in test sessions.
Participants were trained on a contour detection task with different contour conditions for 5 days.
One group of participants was trained on orthogonal-straight contours (Experiment 1a, n=10), and
the other was trained on orthogonal-curved contours (Experiment 1b, n=10). During the whole
training session, auditory feedback was given on incorrect trials.

The detection thresholds were estimated by an adaptive staircase method (3-up-1-down, step
size of 1°, 15 reversals). The training session on each day included 15 blocks. For the first block of
the first day, the starting orientation jitter was 0°. Then the start jitter value in subsequent staircase
blocks followed the preceding block. The threshold in each block was determined by the mean
orientation jitter of the last eight reversals, and the threshold of the day was calculated by averaging
these 15 blocks. Furthermore, for the next day, the orientation jitter of the first block was the one

used in the last block the day before.

Data analysis

To validate the training effect, we used a paired-samples t-test to compare the detection
thresholds between the first and last sessions of the training phase. To examine the effect of training
on detection performance in the test phases and to inspect whether the learning effect could transfer
to untrained contour conditions, we performed one-sample t-tests on four conditions’ (2 contour
type x 2 contour path) mean improvement (MI, posttest-pretest) of threshold (two-tailed, compared
with 0). We applied false discovery rate (FDR) method to correct p values for multiple comparisons
across conditions. Furthermore, we conducted a two-way (contour type x contour path) repeated-
measures ANOVA on the MI of threshold to compare the improvement between different conditions.

Consistent with previous research, we used a transfer index (TI), which is a quotient of the
improvement on the threshold at the transfer condition divided by the improvement on the trained
condition, to quantify the transfer effect and compared it among different experiments. As is known
that TI = 0 indicates complete learning specificity. Instead, TI = 1 indicates complete learning

transfer.



Experiment 2

Participants

Twenty-one participants (seven males; age: 20.43 + 1.97 years) with normal or corrected-to-
normal vision took part in this study. They were naive to the purpose of the study and had no
previous experience with contour integration experiments. Ten subjects participated in experiment
2a (three males; age: 19.90 + 1.97 years), and eleven subjects participated in experiment 2b (four
males; age: 20.91 + 1.30 years). All participants gave written informed consent before the

experiment and received a monetary reward. This study was approved by the local ethics committee.

Apparatus and stimuli

The stimuli in Experiment 2 were identical to those in Experiment 1, except for the following
three aspects: 1) adding a contour type (see Fig. 3) that the local contour elements were aligned at
an acute angle (30°) to the contour path (acute contours); 2) decreasing mean inter-element
separation of contour elements to 0.58°; 3) increasing the number of curved contour elements to 34.
The purpose of the last two points was to control the task difficulty across different contour

conditions (especially for orthogonal-curved, orthogonal-straight, acute-curved, and acute-straight).

Acute straight contours Acute curvature contours

Figure 3. Acute contour stimuli in experiments 2. Examples of acute contour stimuli in which

contour paths are straight (left) and curved (right).



Experimental design and statistical analysis

Procedure

The general procedure in Experiment 2 was mostly identical to that in Experiment 1, except
that there were seven sessions of training in the current experiment. Furthermore, because of adding
another contour condition, we increased the trial number to 1200 and divided all test sessions

(including pretest, posttest, and second posttest) into two days to avoid the fatigue effect.

Data analysis

Mostly the same as Experiment 1, a paired-samples t-test was performed in training sessions
to examine the training effect. One-sample t-test for six contour conditions (3 contour types X 2
contour paths) on MI of the threshold was performed to investigate the effect of training on detection
performance in the test phases and inspect whether the learning effect could transfer to untrained
contour conditions (two-tailed, compared with 0). Multiple comparisons were corrected by using
false discovery rate (FDR) method. We also conducted a two-way (contour type X contour path)
repeated-measures ANOVA on the MI of threshold to compare the improvement between different
conditions and calculated TI (based on MI of the threshold) to quantify the transfer effect and

compare it across experiments.

Experiment 3

Participants

A total of twenty subjects (five males; age: 18.39 + 3.95 years) with normal or corrected-to-
normal vision participated in Experiment 3. They were not told the purpose of the study and had no
previous experience with contour integration experiments. Ten subjects participated in Experiment
3a (two males; age: 18.60 + 1.80 years), and ten subjects participated in Experiment 3b (three males;
age: 19.80 + 1.75 years). All participants gave written informed consent before the experiment and

received a monetary reward. This study was approved by the local ethics committee.



Apparatus and stimuli

The contour stimuli we used in Experiment 3 were only orthogonal contours oriented around

45° and 135° with a range of £15° (see Fig. 4). Apart from this, other aspects were the same as those

in Experiment 2.
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Figure 4. Stimuli in experiments 3a and 3b. Examples in each row show the same contour path

(straight or curved). Stimuli on the left and right are orthogonal contours oriented at 45° and 135°,

respectively.

Experimental design and statistical analysis

Task

As with Experiment 1 and Experiment 2, there were four phases in Experiment 3: (1) pretest
(1 day), (2) training (7 days), (3) post-test I (1 day); and (4) posttest II (1 day). To assess the stability
of training effect, the same participants performed posttest Il several weeks after they completed

posttest I. Similarly, the subjects also performed the contour detection task in this experiment.



Test sessions (pretest, posttest, posttest I1)

All test sessions comprised the same four experimental conditions (2 contour orientations x 2
contour paths). For each experiment condition, we set five levels of local contour elements’
orientation jitter (0°, 10°, 20°, 30°, 45°) to assess the effect of learning and transfer. Participants
completed 800 trials (40 trials per jitter level per condition) in each session and had a rest every 40

trials. All stimuli were presented randomly and no feedback was given in these sessions.

Training sessions

The task and procedure during the training sessions were the same as those during the test
sessions. During 7-days training sessions, participants were presented with one of four experimental
conditions only and received auditory feedback on incorrect responses. Subjects in Experiment 3a
and Experiment 3b were trained on straight contours and curved contours respectively. To maintain
balance, one-half of the participants were trained to detect contours oriented at 45°, and the other

half were trained to detect contours oriented at 135°, in both Experiment 3a and Experiment 3b.

Data analysis

Similarly, we performed a paired-samples t-test on training sessions to examine the training
effect. Furthermore, one-sample t-tests for four contour conditions (2 contour orientations X 2
contour paths) on MI of the threshold were performed to investigate the effect of training and
transfer of the learning effect (two-tailed, compared with 0). The p-values of multiple comparisons
across conditions were corrected by using false discovery rate (FDR) method. We also conducted a
two-way (contour path xcontour orientation) repeated-measures ANOVA on the MI of threshold to
compare the improvement between different conditions. To quantify the transfer effect and compare
transfer patterns, we calculated TI (based on the MI of threshold) and performed a one-sample t-test

on it (two-tailed, compared with 0 and 1).

Experiment 4

Participants

A total of twenty participants (seven males; age: 19.25 £ 1.12 years) with normal or corrected-

to-normal vision took part in Experiment 4. They were naive to the purpose of the study and had no



previous experience with contour integration experiments. Ten subjects participated in experiment
4a (four males; age: 19.30 + 0.82 years), and ten subjects participated in experiment 4b (three males;
age: 19.20 £ 1.40 years). All participants gave written informed consent before the experiment and

received a monetary reward. This study was approved by the local ethics committee.

Apparatus and stimuli

To test training-dependent changes for orthogonal contours, we introduced acute contours (see
Fig. 5) for four experimental conditions of Experiment 3 in this experiment. That is, for each
condition of four stimulus conditions (2 contour orientations x 2 contour paths), we generated
contour stimuli in which local contour elements were aligned orthogonally to the path and contour

stimuli in which local contour elements were aligned at an acute angle (30°) to the path.

Straight

Contour path

Curvature

45° 135°

Contour orientation

Figure 5. Acute contour stimuli in experiments 4. Examples in each row contain the same contour
path (straight or curved). Stimuli on the left and right are acute contours oriented at 45° and 135°,

respectively.



Experimental design and statistical analysis

Procedure
In Experiment 4, each test session comprised eight experimental conditions (3 contour types X
2 contour orientations x 2 contour paths), due to the introduction of acute contours. We had to
increase the trial number of each test session to 1600 and divided all test sessions (including
pretest, posttest, and second posttest) into two days (800 trials per day) to avoid the fatigue effect.
Except for this, there was no difference between the procedure of Experiment 4 and that of

Experiment 3.

Data analysis

As we did in the above experiments, we performed similar paired-samples t-tests and one-
sample t-tests on the threshold to examine the training effect and the transfer of learning. Consistent
with our experimental design, we conducted a three-way (contour type x contour path x contour
orientation) repeated-measures ANOVA on the MI of threshold to compare the improvement

between different conditions.



Result
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Figure 6. Training on Orthogonal-Straight Contours in Experiment 1a. (A) Psychometric curves

(averaged across participants) for contour detection performance (percent correct) plotted as a

function of local orientation jitter before training on orthogonal-straight contours. (B) Detection



performance for each training session. (C) Psychometric curves for performance (percent correct)
plotted as a function of local orientation jitter after training. (D) Psychometric curves for
performance (percent correct) tested 3-16 weeks after training. (E) MI of detection thresholds for
trained and untrained conditions after training on orthogonal-straight contours. (F) TI of detection
thresholds for untrained conditions. Asterisks indicate significant difference with 0. Error bars
represent standard error of the mean across participants.

Improved performance in detecting orthogonal contour both for trained and untrained path

In Experiment 1a, we trained participants on the detection of orthogonal-straight contours with
auditory feedback. After training, participants’ sensitivity to detecting orthogonal-straight contour
was improved across training sessions (Figure.6B). The threshold measurement of the last training
session was significantly higher than the measurement of the first training session (#9)= 5.41, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d =1.71).

Figure. 6A and Figure. 6C show participants’ performance in the pretest session and posttest I
session, respectively. To examine the effect of training on detection performance and to inspect
whether the learning effect can transfer to other contour conditions, we performed one-sample t-
tests (two-tailed, compared with 0) on four conditions’ (2 contour types X2 contour paths) mean
improvement (MI, posttest-pretest) of threshold (Figure. 6E). For training (orthogonal-straight)
condition, we observed significant improvement of threshold (tg) = 7.73, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
2.44; FDR-corrected), indicating a significant learning effect. Furthermore, we also observed
significant improvement in detecting the untrained orthogonal-curved condition (tg = 2.90, p =
0.033, Cohen’s d = 0.93; FDR-corrected), which shared the same contour type (orthogonal) with
training condition,. However, there was no significant improvement for the other two untrained
conditions: collinear-straight contours (tg) = 0.82, p = 0.434, Cohen’s d = 0.26; FDR-corrected) and
collinear-curved contours (tg = -0.82, p = 0.434, Cohen’s d = -0.26; FDR-corrected). The results
showed that the learning effect for the training condition could transfer to the untrained condition
which contained the same contour type as the trained one but failed to do it when the untrained
conditions contained different contour type, and may suggest the learning of image regularity
(contour type) after contour-detection training.

In addition, there was no significant difference in the performance of participants (n=6)

between the posttest immediately after training and the second posttest 3-16 weeks after training



(threshold: #s)= 0.63, p = 0.558, Cohen’s d = 0.26), which indicated that the learning effect for

orthogonal-straight contours could be maintained for a prolonged period (Figure. 6C vs. Figure. 6D).

Partial transfer of learning effect across contour paths when training on the straight path

A two-way (contour type x contour path) repeated-measures ANOVA on the MI of threshold
showed a significant main effects of contour type (F(1.9)= 15.79, p = 0.003 7,2 = 0.64) and contour
path (F1,9)= 23.28, p < 0.001, #p? = 0.72), indicating more training-induced improvement for the
trained type and path versus untrained type and path. The interaction between contour type and
contour path showed a trend of significance (F(1,9)= 4.92, p = 0.054, 5,> = 0.35 ). Further simple
effect analysis revealed significantly larger MI of straight path than curved path (¢9)=4.77, p =
0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.27) only for orthogonal contours (Figure. 6E).

Furthermore, we calculated the TI of threshold to quantify the transfer effect (Fig. 6F). In the
current experiment, TI of the transfer condition (orthogonal-curved contours) showed a trend of
significantly higher than 0 (#9)=2.71, p =0.073, Cohen’s d = 0.86; FDR-corrected), but significantly
lower than 1 (#9)=-5.58, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = -1.77; FDR-corrected), suggesting a partial transfer
of contour-detection learning between contour paths. However, TI for other untrained conditions
(contours with untrained type) showed no significant difference with 0 (collinear-curved contours:
te6)=-0.29 , p=0.777, Cohen’s d = -0.09; collinear-straight contours: ¢ = 1.3, p = 0.339, Cohen’s

d = 0.41; FDR-corrected:).



Experiment 1b
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Figure 7. Training on Orthogonal-Curved Contours in Experiment 1b. (A) Psychometric curves
(averaged across participants) for contour detection performance (percent correct) plotted as a
function of local orientation jitter before training on orthogonal-curved contours. (B) Detection
performance for each training session. (C) Psychometric curves for performance (percent correct)
plotted as a function of local orientation jitter after training. (D) Psychometric curves for

performance (percent correct) tested 3-16 weeks after training. (E) MI of detection thresholds for



trained and untrained conditions after training on orthogonal-curved contours. (F) TI of detection
thresholds for untrained conditions. Asterisks indicate significant difference with 0. Error bars

represent standard error of the mean across participants.

Improved performance in detecting orthogonal contour both for trained and untrained path

In Experiment 1b, we trained participants to detect orthogonal-curved contours. After training,
three of ten participants’ detection accuracy at 0° jitter for orthogonal-curved contours in posttest |
did not reach 70% correct. The small number of outlier participants could not support conclusive
analysis, and therefore, we excluded the data from these participants. Figure 7A and Figure 7C show
participants’ detection performance before and after training respectively. During the training phase,
the threshold measurement of the last training session was significantly higher than the
measurement of the first training session (¢ = 6.16, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.33; Figure 7B).

As in Experiment 1a, we conducted one-sample t-tests (two-tailed, compared with 0) on MI of
threshold, to elucidate the learning effect on training condition and the transfer on untrained
conditions (Figure 7E). We observed significant learning effect for trained orthogonal-curved
contours (fe = 4.60, p = 0.007, Cohen’s d = 1.74; FDR-corrected). Furthermore, again, the
performance for untrained orthogonal-straight contours, which shared the same contour type with
training condition, were also significantly improved (¢ = 4.72, p = 0.007, Cohen’s d = 1.78; FDR-
corrected). However, we found no significant improvements on collinear-curved contours (#s)= 0.31,
p =0.769, Cohen’s d = 0.12; FDR-corrected) and collinear-straight contours (#s)= 1.24, p = 0.350,
Cohen’s d = 0.47; FDR-corrected), which was identical to our findings in Experiment la. The
learning transfer from trained condition to the untrained transfer condition with untrained contour
path but trained contour type may indicate that participants learned the image statistic regularity
(contour type) during contour-detection training.

Furthermore, we observed no significant difference in performance on orthogonal-curved
contours between the posttest I and the posttest II (threshold: #s) = 0.79, p = 0.460, Cohen’s d =
0.30), indicating that learning effect for training contours lasted for a prolonged period (Figure 7C

vs. Figure 7D).

Complete transfer of learning effect across contour paths when training on the curved path

We entered the MI of threshold into a two-way (contour type X contour path) repeated-

measures ANOVA (Figure. 7E). The ANOVA on threshold showed a significant main effect of



contour type (F(1,6)= 30.17, p = 0.002, 55> = 0.83), indicating more training-induced improvement
for the trained versus untrained type. Neither the main effect of contour path (#(1,6)=0.28, p=0.614,
15> = 0.04) nor the interaction effect (F(1,6)= 0.33, p = 0.587, 5,2 = 0.05) reached the significance
level, indicating no difference in improvement between contour paths.

We further calculated the TI of thresholds for untrained conditions to quantify the transfer of
training effect (Figure 7F). One-sample t-test revealed no significant difference between TI for
orthogonal-straight condition (contours with trained contour type but untrained contour path) and 1
(t6)=0.84 , p = 0.435, Cohen’s d = 0.32; FDR-corrected). Consistent with the results of our one-
sample t-tests on MI, TI for other untrained conditions (contours with untrained type) showed no
significant difference with 0 (collinear-curved contours: #s =0.70 , p = 0.762, Cohen’s d = 0.27,
collinear-straight contours: #6=-0.22 , p = 0.835, Cohen’s d = -0.08; FDR-corrected). These results
show a complete transfer of learning effect between contour paths but no transfer of learning effect

between contour types, which were not exactly the same as our findings in Experiment 1a.

The effects of training conditions on the degree of learning transfer

Interestingly, in Experiment 1b (training on orthogonal-curved contours), we observed
complete learning transfer between contour paths, rather than partial transfer as in Experiment 1a
(training on orthogonal-straight contours). To compare the transfer effects between different training
conditions, we conducted an independent-sample t-test on TI for untrained transfer conditions
(contours with trained type but untrained path) from Experiment la and Experiment 1b. We
observed a trend of significant difference between the two training conditions (#15)=2.12, p =0.051,
Cohen’s d = 1.045). Furthermore, a mixed-design ANOVA on the MI of thresholds with contour
type (collinear and orthogonal) and contour path (straight and curved) as within-subject factors and
experiment (Experiment 1a and Experiment 1b) as a between-subject factor showed that the three-
factor interaction (F(1,15y= 0.57, p = 0.462, 5,° = 0.04), the interaction between experiment and
contour type (F(1.15= 1.01, p=0.330, 5, = 0.06) was not significant. The main effects of experiment
(Fa,15y=3.57, p=0.078, np2= 0.19) and path (F(1.15= 4.25, p = 0.057, 75> = 0.22) and the interaction
between contour type and contour path (F(1.15 = 3.12, p = 0.098, 5, = 0.17) were marginally
significant. The main effect of contour type (F(1,15)=41.72, p < 0.001, 575> = 0.74) and the interaction

between experiment and contour path (F(1,15)= 9.32, p = 0.008, 75> = 0.38) were significant. Simple



analysis revealed that, for the untrained contour path, the performance improvement in Experiment
1b was significantly higher than that in Experiment 1a (¢32=2.75, p = 0.010, Cohen’s d = 0.96). In
contrast, there was no significant difference between performance improvement in Experiment 1a
and Experiment 1b for the trained contour path (#32 = -0.19, p = 0.852, Cohen’s d = -0.07). These
results indicated that the transfer effect between paths was larger when training on curved contours
than training on straight contours in this experiment.

We further compared the detection thresholds for training conditions on the fourth day and the
fifth day during the training phase in the two experiments, respectively. We observed significantly
higher thresholds on the fifth day than on the fourth day in Experiment 1b (¢ = 2.61, p = 0.040,
Cohen’s d = 0.99), but no significant difference in performance between the last two days in
Experiment 1a (#9)= 1.40, p = 0.195, Cohen’s d = 0.44), which meant that the training in the two
experiments might be at different levels. To control the degree of training under different training

conditions, we increased the number of sessions in the training phase to 7 in subsequent experiments.
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Figure 8. Training on Orthogonal-Straight Contours in Experiment 2a. (A) Psychometric curves

(averaged across participants) for contour detection performance (percent correct) plotted as a

function of local orientation jitter before training on orthogonal-straight contours. (B) Detection

performance for each training session. (C) Psychometric curves for performance (percent correct)

plotted as a function of local orientation jitter after training. (D) Psychometric curves for



performance (percent correct) tested 3-16 weeks after training. (E) MI of detection thresholds for
all conditions after training on orthogonal-straight contours. (F) TI of detection thresholds for
untrained conditions. Asterisks indicate significant difference with 0. Error bars represent standard

error of the mean across participants.

Improved performance in detecting orthogonal contours both for trained and untrained
paths

Consistent with previous studies (Schwarzkopf & Kourtzi, 2008; Schwarzkopf & Kourtzi,
2009), our measurement showed that participants’ performance in detecting collinear contours was
higher than in detecting orthogonal or acute contours before training (Figure 8A). Compared to the
first training session, participants’ detection threshold for orthogonal-straight contours in the last
training session was significantly higher (z9)= 10.46, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.31). Moreover, there
was no significant difference between thresholds in the last two training sessions (f9)= 1.30, p =
0.225, Cohen’s d = 0.41), indicating that the training for orthogonal-straight contours had reached
the asymptotic level.

Similar to Experiment 1, we conducted one-sample t-tests (two-tailed, compared with 0) on six
conditions’ (3 contour types X 2 contour paths) MI of threshold after training (Figure 8E), to
examine the effect of training on detection performance and inspect the transfer of learning. We
observed significantly improved performance for trained orthogonal-straight contours (tg) = 12.90,
p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 4.08; FDR-corrected) and untrained orthogonal-curved contours (te) = 5.43,
p = 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.72; FDR-corrected), which shared the same contour type with training
condition. Consistent with Experiment 1, the performance for collinear-straight contours (t)= 0.85,
p = 0.503, Cohen’s d = 0.27; FDR-corrected) and collinear-curved contours (tg) = 0.34, p = 0.743,
Cohen’s d = 0.11; FDR-corrected) did not show significant improvement after training. Similarly,
the M1 of acute-straight contours (tg) = 1.49, p = 0.257, Cohen’s d = 0.47; FDR-corrected) had no
difference with 0. The difference between MI of acute- curved contours and 0 was marginally
significant (tg) = 2.38, p = 0.083, Cohen’s d = 0.75; FDR-corrected). These results showed that the
learning effect was significant on training condition and could transfer to the untrained condition
with trained type and untrained path, but lack of significant learning transfer to the other conditions,
supporting the learning of contour type in contour-detection training. In addition, we did not

observe significant difference in performance for orthogonal-straight contours between the posttest



I and the posttest II (threshold: t(9) = 0.66, p=0.525, Cohen’s d =0.21), which indicated a prolonged

learning effect (Figure 8C vs. Figure 8D).

Partial transfer of learning effect across contour paths when training on the straight path

A two-way (contour type x contour path) repeated-measures ANOVA on the MI of threshold
showed a main effect of contour type (F(2,15= 30.45, p < 0.001, 7p2= 0.77). Post hoc test revealed
that there was more performance improvement for the trained than untrained type (orthogonal vs.
collinear: #19)= 6.27, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.61; orthogonal vs. acute: f19)= 6.77, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d = 2.41; FDR-corrected). The main effect of contour path (F(1.9)= 15.64, p = 0.003, 55° =
0.64) and the interaction effects (Fi,15)= 10.45, p < 0.001, 5,2 = 0.54 ) also reached significance
level. Simple effect analysis showed that, only for orthogonal contours, the MI of straight paths was
significant larger than that of curved paths (#9)=5.11, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.62) . No significant
difference of MI between different paths were observed for collinear contours (f9)=0.39, p = 0.709,
Cohen’s d = 0.12) or acute contours (#9)=-0.29, p = 0.780, Cohen’s d = -0.09). Furthermore, the TI
of threshold for orthogonal-curved contours was significantly higher than 0 (¢9)=4.67, p = 0.006,
Cohen’s d = 1.48; FDR-corrected), but lower than 1 (z9)=-5.13, p <0.001, Cohen’s d=-1.62; FDR-
corrected). None of the TI for other untrained conditions was significantly higher than 0. These
results may indicate a partial transfer of contour-detection learning between paths but no transfer

between types.
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Figure 9. Training on Orthogonal-Curved Contours in Experiment 2b. (A) Psychometric curves

(averaged across participants) for contour detection performance (percent correct) plotted as a

function of local orientation jitter before training on orthogonal-curved contours. (B) Detection

performance for each training session. (C) Psychometric curves for performance (percent correct)
plotted as a function of local orientation jitter after training. (D) Psychometric curves for



performance (percent correct) tested 3-16 weeks after training. (E) MI of detection thresholds for
trained and untrained conditions after training on orthogonal-curved contours. (F) TI of detection
thresholds for untrained conditions. Asterisks indicate significant difference with 0. Error bars
represent standard error of the mean across participants.

Improved performance in detecting orthogonal contours both for trained and untrained path

In Experiment 2b, one of eleven participants’ detection accuracy for orthogonal-curved
contours at 0° jitter in posttest I didn’t reach 70%, for which data from this participant was not used
in the analysis. As we observed in the above experiments, participants were more sensitive to
collinear contours than orthogonal or acute contours before training (Figure 9A). In the training
phase (Figure 9B), the threshold of the last session was significantly higher than that of the first
session (f9)=7.79, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.46, and there was no significant difference between the
thresholds of the last two sessions (¢ = -0.76, p = 0.468, Cohen’s d = -0.24), which indicated that
the training reached the asymptotic level.

One-sample t-tests (two-tailed, compared with 0) on the MI of thresholds (Figure 9E) revealed
significant improved performance for both orthogonal-curved (trained) contours (#9y= 13.13, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 4.15; FDR-corrected) and orthogonal-straight contours, the untrained condition
with trained type but untrained path (#9)= 6.76, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.14; FDR-corrected).
However, there was no significant improvement for other untrained conditions (collinear-straight
contours: f9)= 1.63, p = 0.172, Cohen’s d = 0.51; collinear-curved contours: #9)= 1.48, p = 0.172,
Cohen’s d = 0.47; acute-straight contours: #9)= 2.08, p = 0.136, Cohen’s d = 0.66; acute-curved
contours: t9) = 1.49, p= 0.172, Cohen’s d = 0.47; FDR-corrected) after training. These results
suggest that the contour-detection learning effect was transferable between contour paths but
untransferable between contour types, supporting the argument that participants learned the image

statistic regularity in contour stimuli during training.

Near-complete transtfer of learning effect across contour paths when training on the curved
path

A two-way (contour type x contour path) repeated-measures ANOVA on the MI of threshold
showed a significant main effect of contour type (Fi2,15)= 54.22, p < 0.001, 775> = 0.86). Post hoc test
revealed that there was more improvement for orthogonal contours than collinear or acute contours

(orthogonal vs. collinear: #19)=9.25, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.17; orthogonal vs. acute: #19)=8.77,



p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.01; FDR-corrected). Moreover, The main effect of contour path (F1,9)=
3.92, p = 0.079, 55> = 0.30) and the interaction effect (F2,15)= 2.81, p = 0.087, 55> = 0.24) were
marginally significant. Simple effect analysis showed that the difference between the MI of straight
paths and curved paths was neither significant for collinear contours (f9)= 0.32, p = 0.757, Cohen’s
d = 0.10) nor acute contours (#9,= 0.39, p =0.705, Cohen’s d = 0.12), but significant for orthogonal
contours (f9)=-2.35, p=0.043, Cohen’s d = 0.74). The MI for orthogonal-curved (trained) contours
was significantly larger than that for orthogonal-straight (untrained) contours. However, the TI of
threshold for untrained orthogonal-curved contours was significantly higher than 0 (#9)= 6.00, p =
0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.90; FDR-corrected), but showed no significant difference with 1 (¢9)=-1.75,
p = 0.115, Cohen’s d = 0.55; FDR-corrected). There was no significant difference between TI for
other untrained conditions and 0. These results indicate that the improvement for the two conditions
with trained contour type but different contour paths were similar, suggesting a near-complete
learning transfer between paths. Furthermore, although the difference between performance for
training condition in posttest I (Figure 9C) and posttest II (Figure 9D) was significant (threshold:
t9y=-0.6.2, p = 0.553, Cohen’s d = -0.20), participants’ detection thresholds for training condition
was significantly higher in posttest II than in pretest (threshold: #9y=9.97, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
3.15), indicating that the performance improvement after training could lasted for a relatively long

time.

The effects of training condition on the degree of learning transfer

To compare the transfer effects among different training conditions, we further conducted an
independent-sample t-test on TI of the condition with trained contour type and untrained contour
path in Experiment 2a and Experiment 2b. The difference between TI in the two experiments was
marginally significant (¢1s)=1.81, p=0.087, Cohen’s d = 0.81). Furthermore, similar to Experiment
1, we also performed a mixed-design ANOVA on the MI of thresholds with contour type (collinear
vs. orthogonal) and contour path (straight vs. curved) as within-subject factors and experiment
(Experiment 2a and Experiment 2b) as a between-subject factor. The three-factor interaction (F(2,17)
=1.10, p = 0.354, 5,> = 0.12), the interaction between experiment and contour type (F(2,17)= 0.76, p
= 0.482, 575> = 0.08) and the main effect of experiment (F1,15= 2.02, p = 0.173, 75> = 0.10) were not

significant. The interaction between experiment and contour path was marginally significant (F{1,1s)



= 4.21, p = 0.055, 5,°> = 0.19), and other interactions and main effects were all significant (the
contour type X contour path interaction: F,17= 10.18, p = 0.001, 7,2 = 0.55; the main effect of
contour type: F(2,17)= 66.42, p < 0.001, 55> = 0.89; the main effect of contour path: F{; 15= 19.06, p
< 0.001, #7p> = 0.51). Simple analysis showed that there was no significant difference between
performance improvement in Experiment 2a and Experiment 2b both for the trained contour path
(ts8y= 0.22, p = 0.827, Cohen’s d = 0.06) and the untrained contour path (#s3 = 1.53, p = 0.130,
Cohen’s d = 0.40). This result was not identical to what we observed in Experiment 1, which may
be influenced by the different task difficulty and training duration in Experiment 2.

In sum, results in Experiment 1 and Experiment 2 suggested that the performance improvement
was specific to the trained contour type but could transfer to the untrained contour path after
contour-detection training. This indicated that participants could learn to use image regularities
(organization regularities) in contour stimuli for contour linking during contour-detection training,
which implied that this contour integration learning effect may be transferable over global feature
dimensions of contour stimuli. However, a previous study (Zhang & Kourtzi, 2010) showed that the
learning effect of contour detection was specific to global orientation. To examine whether the
contour integration learning could transfer over global contour orientation or not, we performed

Experiment 3 and Experiment 4.
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Figure 10. Training on Orthogonal-Straight Contours in Experiment 3a. (A) Psychometric curves
(averaged across participants) for contour detection performance (percent correct) plotted as a
function of local orientation jitter before training on orthogonal-straight contours. (B) Detection
performance for each training session. (C) Psychometric curves for performance (percent correct)
plotted as a function of local orientation jitter after training. (D) Psychometric curves for



performance (percent correct) tested 3-16 weeks after training. (E) MI of detection thresholds for
trained and untrained conditions after training on orthogonal-straight contours. (F) TI of detection
thresholds for untrained conditions. Asterisks indicate significant difference with 0. Error bars
represent standard error of the mean across participants.

Improved performance in detecting orthogonal contours after training

In Experiment 3a, participants underwent training on orthogonal-straight contours orientated
at 45° or 135°. Two of the twelve participants were excluded from the analysis for their detection
accuracy at 0° jitter lower than the criterion. Figure 10A shows that observers’ detection sensitivity
for orthogonal contours with trained path (straight) or untrained path (curved) orientated at trained
orientations or untrained orientations was at a chance level before training. During the training phase,
participants’ detection thresholds for the training condition increased across sessions (Figure 10B).
Particularly, there was a significant difference between the thresholds of the first training session
and the last training session (¢#9)= 5.58, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.77), but no significant difference
between the thresholds of the last two sessions (#9)= 1.27, p = 0.236, Cohen’s d = 0.40).

Participants’ performance immediately after training (posttest I) and 3-16 weeks after training
(posttest II) are shown in Figure 10C and Figure 10D, respectively. There was no significant
difference in performance for the trained condition (orthogonal-straight contours orientated at
trained orientations) between posttest I and posttest I (threshold: #9)= -0.26, p = 0.802, Cohen’s d
= -0.08). Figure 10E shows the mean improvements (posttest I — pretest) of contour detection
thresholds for trained and untrained conditions. One-sample t-tests (two-tailed, compared with 0)
on the MI of thresholds after training showed significant improvements for straight (trained path)
contours orientated at trained orientations (#9)= 14.94, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 4.73; FDR-corrected)
and curved (untrained path) contours orientated at trained orientations (Z9) = 6.55, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d = 2.07; FDR-corrected). Furthermore, significant improvement was also observed for
curved contours orientated at untrained orientations (¢9)= 2.94, p = 0.022, Cohen’s d = 0.93; FDR-
corrected), and a trend of significant improvement was observed for straight contours orientated at
untrained orientations (f9) = 1.87, p = 0.095, Cohen’s d = 0.59; FDR-corrected). These results
suggest that the learning effect for orthogonal-straight contours could last a prolonged period and

may transfer to the untrained contour path and even untrained contour orientation.

Partial transfer of learning effect across both contour paths and contour orientations when



training on the straight path

We further conducted a two-way (contour path x contour orientation) repeated-measures
ANOVA on the MI of threshold, which revealed a significant main effect of contour orientation
(F,9=10.62, p=0.010, 7p>= 0.54) and a significant interaction between contour path and contour
orientation (F(1.9)= 5.63, p = 0.042, 5,2 = 0.39). However, the main effect of the contour path was
not significant (F(19 = 0.75, p = 0.408, 5,°> = 0.08). Simple effect analysis for the contour path
showed that improvement in detecting straight (trained) paths was significantly larger than that in
detecting curved (untrained) paths for contours orientated at trained orientation (z9)=2.87, p =0.019,
Cohen’s d = 0.91), and there was no significant difference in improvements between straight paths
and contour paths for contours orientated at untrained orientation (#9)= -0.77, p = 0.462, Cohen’s d
= -0.24). Simple effect analysis for the contour orientation revealed a significant higher
improvement for contours orientated at trained orientations than contours orientated at untrained
orientations (f9) = 3.61, p = 0.006, Cohen’s d = 1.14) when contour paths were straight (trained).
The difference in improvements between curved (untrained) contours orientated at trained
orientations and curved (untrained) contours orientated at untrained orientations showed a trend
towards significance (#9)=2.13, p = 0.062, Cohen’s d = 0.67).

Furthermore, one-sample t-tests revealed that the TI of thresholds for untrained conditions
were significantly higher than 0 (curved contours orientated at trained orientations: #9)= 7.77, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.46; FDR-corrected; curved contours orientated at untrained orientations: #9)=
3.15,p=0.018, Cohen’s d=1.00; FDR-corrected) or showed a trend higher than 0 (straight contours
orientated at untrained orientations: #9)= 1.94, p = 0.084, Cohen’s d = 0.613; FDR-corrected).
However, the TI of threshold for all untrained conditions were significantly lower than 1 (curved
contours orientated at trained orientations: #9)=-2.93, p =0.017, Cohen’s d = -0.9; straight contours
orientated at untrained orientations: f#9) = -3.67, p = 0.008, Cohen’s d = -1.16; curved contours
orientated at untrained orientations: #9y=-4.23, p =0.007, Cohen’s d = -1.34; FDR-corrected). These
results may imply the partial transfer of contour detection learning between both contour paths and

contour orientations.
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Figure 11. Training on Orthogonal-Curved Contours in Experiment 3b. (A) Psychometric curves
(averaged across participants) for contour detection performance (percent correct) plotted as a
function of local orientation jitter before training on orthogonal-curved contours. (B) Detection

performance for each training session. (C) Psychometric curves for performance (percent correct)



plotted as a function of local orientation jitter after training. (D) Psychometric curves for
performance (percent correct) tested 3-16 weeks after training. (E) MI of detection thresholds for
trained and untrained conditions after training on orthogonal-curved contours. (F) TI of detection
thresholds for untrained conditions. Asterisks indicate significant difference with 0. Error bars
represent standard error of the mean across participants.

Improved performance in detecting orthogonal contours after training

In Experiment 3b, we trained participants to detect orthogonal-curved contours orientated at
45° or 135°. Before training, the detection performance of participants for all conditions was not
significantly different from chance (Figure 11A). Participants’ detection thresholds for the training
condition increased during the training phase (Figure 11B). There was a significant improvement in
thresholds between the last training session and the first training session (o) =7.84, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d = 2.48). There was no significant difference between thresholds in the last session and
the third session (#9)=-0.36., p = 0.728, Cohen’s d = -0.11), but the difference in thresholds between
the last two sessions was significant (¢9) = 2.56, p = 0.031, Cohen’s d = 0.81). Furthermore, we did
not observe a significant difference in detection thresholds for the training condition between the
last training session in Experiment 3b and Experiment 3a (#1s)=1.68, p =0.111, Cohen’s d = 0.75),
indicating that the degree of training on orthogonal-curved contours and that on orthogonal-straight
contours were at the same level. Figure 11C and Figure 11D show the detection performance of
participants for posttest I (immediately after training) and posttest II (3-16 weeks after training) in
Experiment 3b, respectively. There was no significant difference in performance for the trained
condition (orthogonal-curved contours orientated at trained orientations) between the two posttest
phases (threshold: #9)=1.08, p = 0.309, Cohen’s d = 0.34).

To evaluate the learning effect of contour detection, we calculated mean improvements
(posttest I — pretest) of detection thresholds for trained and untrained conditions in the current
experiment (Figure 11E). One-sample t-tests (two-tailed, compared with 0) on the MI showed
significant improvements for all conditions (curved contours orientated at trained orientations: #(o)
=9.25, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.93; straight contours orientated at trained orientations: #9)= 4.60,
p = 0.003, Cohen’s d = 1.45; curved contours orientated at untrained orientations: f9)= 3.32, p =
0.009, Cohen’s d = 1.05; straight contours orientated at untrained orientations: #9)= 4.30, p = 0.003,
Cohen’s d = 1.36; FDR-corrected) after training, indicating a significant learning effect for training

condition and transfers of learning across both contour paths and contour orientations.



Near-complete transtfer of learning effect across contour paths and partial transfer across
contour orientations when training on the curved path

A two-way (contour path x contour orientation) repeated-measures ANOVA on the MI of
threshold showed a significant main effect of contour orientation (F(1,9= 5.12, p = 0.050, 77,°> = 0.36)
and a significant interaction effect (F{1.9)= 8.04, p = 0.020, 7,2 = 0.47) but no significant main effect
of contour path (F(1,9)= 0.65, p = 0.440, 5,2 = 0.07). Simple effect analysis for contour path revealed
a trend of significantly higher MI for curved (trained) paths than straight (untrained) paths when
contours orientated at trained orientations (f9)=2.12, p=0.063, Cohen’s d = 0.67), but no significant
difference between them when contours orientated at untrained orientations (¢9y=-1.65, p = 0.134,
Cohen’s d = 0.52). Simple effect analysis for contour orientation revealed only for curved (trained)
contours was the MI in detecting trained orientations significantly higher than that in detecting
untrained orientations (¢9)= 3.35, p = 0.009, Cohen’s d = 1.06).

Moreover, One-sample t-tests on the TI of thresholds for three untrained conditions (Figure.
11F) revealed that they were significantly higher than 0 (straight contours orientated at trained
orientations: #9) = 5.86, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.8; curved contours orientated at untrained
orientations: #9) = 2.88, p = 0.018, Cohen’s d = 0.9; straight contours orientated at untrained
orientations: #9)=4.03, p = 0.004, Cohen’s d = 1.27; FDR-corrected) but significantly lower or in a
trend of significantly lower than 1 (straight contours orientated at trained orientations: #9y=-2.03, p
= 0.073, Cohen’s d = -0.64; curved contours orientated at untrained orientations: #9)= -3.49, p =
0.013, Cohen’s d =-1.10; straight contours orientated at untrained orientations: #9)=-3.32, p=0.013,
Cohen’s d = -1.05; FDR-corrected). These results indicate the learning effect for contour detection
could partially transfer to untrained path and untrained orientation, which may support the learning

of image regularity in contour stimuli during contour detection training.

No effects of training condition on the pattern of learning transfer

To compare the transfer effect of learning between Experiment 3a (training on orthogonal-
straight contours) and Experiment 3b (training on orthogonal-curved contours), we applied a mixed-
design ANOVA to the TI of thresholds with contour condition (three untrained conditions) as a
within-subject factor and experiment (Experiment 3a and Experiment 3b) as a between-subject
factor. Neither the main effect of experiment (F,18 = 0.33, p = 0.574, #,*= 0.02) nor the interaction

effect (Fpse) = 0.11, p = 0.893, 5,> = 0.01) was significant, suggesting there was no significant



difference in transfer effect between different training conditions (straight contours vs. curved

contours).
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Figure 12. Performance Improvement for Orthogonal Contours in Experiment 3. (A) MI of detection
thresholds for trained and untrained conditions after training on orthogonal-straight contours or
orthogonal-curved contours. (B) TI of detection thresholds for untrained conditions. Asterisks
indicate significant difference with 0. Error bars represent standard error of the mean across

participants.

We further combined Experiment 3a and Experiment 3b since a mixed-design ANOVA
(experiment = contour path > contour orientation) on the MI revealed no significant difference
between performance improvement patterns in Experiment 3a and Experiment 3b (experiment x
contour path > contour orientation: F115 = 0.003, p = 0.955, 7, = 0; experiment > contour path:
F18=0.02, p = 0.955, 5,2 = 0.001; experiment xcontour orientation: F 15 = 0.001, p = 0.973, 7,2
= 0; the main effect of experiment: F(115 = 1.48, p = 0.39, 5,° = 0.08). The pooled results (n = 20)
showed significant improvements for all four orthogonal-contour conditions (one-sample t-tests,
compared with O; trained-path x trained-orientation: tug) = 15.36, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.43;
untrained-path x trained-orientation: tue) = 7.41, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.66; trained-path x
untrained-orientation: tug) = 3.57, p = 0.002, Cohen’s d = 0.80; untrained-path > untrained-
orientation: tug = 5.13, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.15; FDR-corrected; Figure. 12A). Two-way
(contour path > contour orientation) repeated-measures ANOVA on the MI revealed a significant
interaction effect (F(,19)= 14.05, p = 0.001, 7,2 = 0.43) and a significant main effect of contour
orientation (F,0)= 14.48, p = 0.001, #,>= 0.43) but no significant main effect of contour path (F.9)

= 1.48, p = 0.239, 5, = 0.07). Simple effect analysis for contour path revealed significantly higher



MI for trained paths compared to untrained paths when contours orientated at trained orientations
only (tue) = 3.52, p = 0.002, Cohen’s d = 0.79). Simple effect analysis for contour orientation
revealed significantly higher MI in detecting contours orientated at trained orientations than in
detecting contours orientated at untrained orientations, no matter the paths of contours were trained
(two) = 5.04, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.13) or untrained (tq9) = 2.23, p = 0.038, Cohen’s d = 0.50).
One-sample t-tests on the combined data showed that the TI of the three untrained orthogonal-
contour conditions were significantly higher than O (untrained-path >trained-orientation: t19)= 9.58,
p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.14; trained-path ><untrained-orientation: tg) = 3.43, p = 0.003, Cohen’s d
= 0.77; untrained-path > untrained-orientation: tug) = 5.16, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.15; FDR-
corrected; Figure. 12B) but lower than 1 (untrained-path <trained-orientation: tug)=-3.47, p = 0.003,
Cohen’s d = -0.78; trained-path >untrained-orientation: ti9) = -5.17, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = -1.16;
untrained-path >untrained-orientation: tqg) = -5.42, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = -1.21; FDR-corrected).
These results indicated the transfer of contour detection learning between contour paths and between
contour orientations.

To confirm the performance improvements for contours with untrained path or untrained
orientation in Experiment 3a and Experiment 3b were due to the learning of image regularities in
contour stimuli and excluded the influence of familiarity with the task procedure, we trained
participants on orthogonal contours and tested them on both orthogonal and acute contours in

Experiment 4a and Experiment 4b.



Experiment 4a
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Figure 13. Training on Orthogonal-Straight Contours in Experiment 4a. (A) Psychometric curves
(averaged across participants) for contour detection performance (percent correct) plotted as a
function of local orientation jitter before training on orthogonal-straight contours. (B) Detection

performance for each training session. (C) Psychometric curves for performance (percent correct)



plotted as a function of local orientation jitter after training. (D) Psychometric curves for
performance (percent correct) tested 3-16 weeks after training. (E) MI of detection thresholds for
trained and untrained conditions after training on orthogonal-straight contours. (F) TI of detection
thresholds for untrained conditions. Asterisks indicate significant difference with 0. Error bars
represent standard error of the mean across participants.

Improved performance in detecting orthogonal contours after training

In Experiment 4a, we trained participants on orthogonal-straight contours orientated at 45° or
135° and tested them on orthogonal and acute contours with trained or untrained path orientated at
trained or untrained orientation. Data of one participant who failed to achieve the criterion detection
performance after seven training sessions were excluded from the analysis. As shown in Figure.
13A, participants’ detection performance for all orthogonal or acute contours conditions was not
significantly different from chance before training. During the training phase, the detection
thresholds of participants gradually increased (Figure. 13B), and there was no significant difference
in thresholds between the last two training sessions ()= 0.46, p = 0.656, Cohen’s d = 0.15). Figure.
13C and Figure. 13D show the performance of participants in posttest I and posttest II, respectively.
The difference between detection thresholds for the trained condition in the two posttest phases was
not significant (threshold: #g)=-0.03, p = 0.980, Cohen’s d = -0.01).

Figure. 13E shows the mean improvements (posttest I — pretest) of contour detection thresholds
for trained and untrained conditions after training. One-sample t-tests (two-tailed, compared with 0)
on the MI of thresholds for all eight conditions revealed a significant improvement for orthogonal-
straight (trained) contours orientated at trained orientations (#s) = 11.03, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
3.68; FDR-corrected) and orthogonal-curved (untrained) contours orientated at trained orientations
(t8)=6.84, p<0.001, Cohen’s d =2.28; FDR-corrected). The improvements for orthogonal-straight
(t®) = 2.12, p = 0.093, Cohen’s d = 0.71; FDR-corrected) and orthogonal-curved (#s) = 2.38, p =
0.090, Cohen’s d = 0.79; FDR-corrected) contours orientated at untrained orientations were
marginally significant. We also observed marginally significant improvements for acute-straight (#s)
= 2.46, p = 0.090, Cohen’s d = 0.82; FDR-corrected) and acute-curved (¢35 = 2.09, p = 0.093,
Cohen’s d = 0.70; FDR-corrected) contours orientated at trained orientations, but no significant
improvements for acute-straight (#s) = 1.81, p = 0.0124, Cohen’s d = 0.60; FDR-corrected) and
acute-curved (fs) = 1.04, p = 0.327, Cohen’s d = 0.35; FDR-corrected) contours orientated at

untrained orientations. These results indicated there was a transfer of learning effect between



contour paths.

Partial transfer of learning effect between contour paths when training on straight path

A three-way (contour type x contour path x contour orientation) repeated-measures ANOVA
on the MI of thresholds showed a marginally significant interaction among contour type, contour
path and contour orientation (F(1 5= 3.90, p = 0.084, 7p>= 0.33). A further two-way (contour path x
contour orientation) repeated-measures ANOA on the MI for orthogonal (trained type) contours
revealed significant main effects of contour path (F(1.8)= 7.60, p = 0.025, 5,2 = 0.49) and contour
orientation (F(1,8 = 16.76, p = 0.003, 75> = 0.68) and a significant interaction between path and
orientation (F(18 = 6.43, p = 0.035, 5,2 = 0.45). Simple effect analysis of contour path showed that
the improvement in detecting straight (trained) paths was significantly higher than that in detecting
curved (untrained) paths (#s) = 4.36, p = 0.002, Cohen’s d = 1.45), only for orthogonal contours
orientated at trained orientations. For orthogonal contours orientated at untrained orientations, there
was no significant difference in improvement between straight paths and curved paths (#s) = -0.27,
p =0.791, Cohen’s d = -0.09). Simple effect analysis of contour orientation showed a significant
higher improvement in detecting contours orientated at trained orientations compared with detecting
contours orientated at untrained orientations for orthogonal-straight (trained) contours (#g) = 4.45,
p = 0.002, Cohen’s d = 1.48), and a trend of significant difference between the improvement of
detecting trained orientations and that of detecting untrained orientations for orthogonal-curved
(untrained) contours () = 2.24, p = 0.055, Cohen’s d = 0.75). The two-way (contour path X contour
orientation) repeated-measures ANOA on the MI for acute (untrained type) contours showed none
of the main effects or the interaction effect was significant (the main effect of path: F1 5= 1.15, p
=0.316, 1,° = 0.13; the main effect of orientation: F(1 5y= 0.48, p = 0.508, 1,° = 0.06; the interaction
effect: F1.)= 0.40, p = 0.546, 1,°= 0.05).

TI of thresholds for untrained conditions are shown in Figure. 13F. One-sample t-tests (two-
tailed, compared with 0 and 1) showed the TI for untrained conditions were all significantly lower
than 1. Only for orthogonal-curved contours orientated at trained orientations was the TI
significantly higher than 0 (#s)=7.95, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.65; FDR-corrected). The difference
between TI for orthogonal-straight contours orientated at untrained orientations and 0 (fg) = 2.48, p

=0.093, Cohen’s d = 0.83; FDR-corrected) and that between orthogonal-curved contours orientated



at untrained orientations and 0 (#s) = 2.37, p = 0.093, Cohen’s d = 0.79; FDR-corrected) were
marginally significant. The difference between TI for acute-straight contours orientated at trained
orientations and 0 was also marginally significant (#s) = 2.27, p = 0.093, Cohen’s d = 0.76; FDR-
corrected). None of the TI for other untrained conditions was significantly higher than 0.

To rule out the potential impact of familiarity with the task procedure and confirm the transfer
of learning effect between paths or between orientations, we calculated the difference between MI
for orthogonal-contour conditions and corresponding acute-contour conditions (Figure. 15A). One-
sample t-tests (two-tailed, compared with 0) on the difference between MI showed significant
improvement for contours orientated at trained orientations (trained-path (straight) x trained-
orientation: #s)= 5.79, p = 0.002, Cohen’s d = 1.93; untrained-path (curved) x trained-orientation:
t®)=3.47,p=0.017, Cohen’s d = 1.16; FDR-corrected), but no significant improvement for contours
orientated at untrained orientations (trained-path (straight) X untrained-orientation: ¢#g)= 0.71, p =
0.499, Cohen’s d = 0.24; untrained-path (curved) x untrained-orientation: #sy = 1.56, p = 0.20,
Cohen’s d = 0.52; FDR-corrected). Two-way (contour path x contour orientation) repeated-
measures ANOVA revealed marginally significant interaction effect (F1.8 = 3.90, p = 0.084, ,° =
0.33) and main effect of contour orientation (F1.8)= 3.93, p = 0.083, 5,° = 0.33), but no significant
main effect of contour path (F15y= 0.68, p = 0.434, 5,°= 0.08). Simple effect analysis showed
significant higher improvement for contours with trained paths compared to contours with untrained
paths only when contours orientated at trained orientations (#s) = 3.20, p = 0.013, Cohen’s d = 1.07),
and significant higher improvement for contours orientated at trained orientations compared
contours orientated at untrained orientations only when contour paths were trained (¢s) = 2.53, p =
0.035, Cohen’s d = 0.84). These results indicated the partial transfer of contour detection learning

between contour paths, consistent with our findings in previous experiment.



Experiment 4b
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Figure 14. Training on Orthogonal-Curved Contours in Experiment 4b. (A) Psychometric curves
(averaged across participants) for contour detection performance (percent correct) plotted as a
function of local orientation jitter before training on orthogonal-curved contours. (B) Detection
performance for each training session. (C) Psychometric curves for performance (percent correct)
plotted as a function of local orientation jitter after training. (D) Psychometric curves for



performance (percent correct) tested 3-16 weeks after training. (E) MI of detection thresholds for
trained and untrained conditions after training on orthogonal-curved contours. (F) TI of detection
thresholds for untrained conditions. Asterisks indicate significant difference with 0. Error bars
represent standard error of the mean across participants.

Improved performance in detecting orthogonal contours after training

In Experiment 4b, participants were trained on orthogonal-curved contours orientated at 45°
or 135° and tested on both orthogonal contours and acute contours. Consistent with Experiment 3,
participants’ performance in detecting orthogonal and acute contours before training was at the
chance level (Figure. 14A). As shown in Figure. 14B, participants’ detection thresholds for the
training condition gradually increased across training sessions. There was no significant difference
between the threshold for the training condition of the last training session in Experiment 4b and
that in Experiment 4a (¢17) = -0.01, p = 0.990, Cohen’s d = -0.006), indicating participants reached
an identical training level in the two experiments. Figure. 14C and Figure. 14D show participants’
performance in posttest I and posttest II, respectively. No significant difference between detection
thresholds for training condition in the two posttest phases was observed (threshold: #9y=1.49, p =
170, Cohen’s d = 0.47).

As we did in the above experiments, we calculated the MI (posttest I — pretest) of thresholds
for trained and untrained conditions after training (Figure. 14E). One-sample t-tests (two-tailed,
compared with 0) on the MI revealed that there were significant performance improvements for all
orthogonal-contour conditions (orthogonal-curved contours orientated at trained orientations: #9) =
10.96, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.47; orthogonal-straight contours orientated at trained orientations
toy = 7.65, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.42; orthogonal-curved contours orientated at untrained
orientations: #9) = 3.67, p = 0.010, Cohen’s d = 1.16; orthogonal-straight contours orientated at
untrained orientations o) = 4.19, p = 0.006, Cohen’s d = 1.33; FDR-corrected), but no significant
performance improvements for acute-contour conditions (acute-curved contours orientated at
trained orientations: f9) = 1.54, p = 0.228, Cohen’s d = 0.49; acute -straight contours orientated at
trained orientations f#9) = 1.39, p = 0.228, Cohen’s d = 0.44; acute-curved contours orientated at
untrained orientations: #9) =1.17, p = 0.273, Cohen’s d = 0.3; acute -straight contours orientated at
untrained orientations: #o9) = 1.48, p = 0.228, Cohen’s d = 0.47; FDR-corrected). These results
suggested that the learning effect for training condition was significant and could transfer to

contours with same contour type but different contour path or different orientation.



Near-complete transtfer of learning effect between contour paths and partial transfer between
orientations when training on curved contours

We also applied three-way (contour type X contour path X contour orientation) repeated-
measures ANOVA on the MI of thresholds, which revealed no significant three-factor interaction
(Fa,9=1.63, p=0.234, 2= 0.15), but a significant contour type x contour orientation interaction
(Fa.9)=45.96, p <0.001, 5,2= 0.84) and significant main effects of contour type (F(1,9)= 25.07, p <
0.001, 77, = 0.74) and contour orientation (F(1.0)= 9.01, p = 0.015, #p> = 0.50). None of the other
effects reached significance. A further two-way (contour type X contour orientation) repeated-
measures ANOVA showed significant main effects of contour type (F1,19)= 51.64, p < 0.001, 7p> =
0.73) and contour orientation (F1,19)= 16.95, p < 0.001, 7, = 0.47). The interaction effect was also
significant (F(1,19)=49.44, p < 0.001, 7, = 0.72). Simple effect analysis showed that the performance
improvement in detecting contours orientated at trained orientations was significantly higher than
that of detecting contours orientated at untrained orientations for orthogonal contours (¢19) = 5.77,
p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.29), but not for acute contours (#19)= 0.38, p = 0.703, Cohen’s d = 0.09).
The improvement of orthogonal contours was significantly higher than that of acute contours,
regardless of whether the contour orientation was trained (#19) = 9.84, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.20)
or untrained (¢19) = 4.18, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.94).

Figure. 14F shows the TI of thresholds for untrained conditions in the current experiment. We
compared the TI with 0 and 1 respectively, using one-sample t-tests (two-tailed). TI for untrained
orthogonal contours were significantly higher than 0 (orthogonal-straight contours orientated at
trained orientations: #9)= 12.09, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.82; orthogonal-curved contours orientated
at untrained orientations: #9) = 3.97, p = 0.008, Cohen’s d = 1.26; orthogonal-straight contours
orientated at untrained orientations: #9) = 4.34, p = 0.007, Cohen’s d = 1.37; FDR-corrected) but
lower than 1 (orthogonal-straight contours orientated at trained orientations: ¢y = -2.32, p = 0.046,
Cohen’s d = -0.73; orthogonal-curved contours orientated at untrained orientations: #9) = -4.59, p =
0.002, Cohen’s d = -1.45; orthogonal-straight contours orientated at untrained orientations: f#9) = -
4.76, p = 0.001, Cohen’s d = -1.50; FDR-corrected). No significant differences between TI for
untrained acute contours and 0 were observed (acute-curved contours orientated at trained
orientations: f) = 1.46, p = 0.209, Cohen’s d = 0.46; acute-straight contours orientated at trained

orientations: #9) = 1.61, p = 0.209, Cohen’s d = 0.51; acute-curved contours orientated at untrained



orientations: #9) = 1.32, p = 0.218, Cohen’s d = 0.42; acute-straight contours orientated at untrained

orientations: #9) = 1.56, p = 0.209, Cohen’s d = 0.49; FDR-corrected).
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Figure 15. Difference of Performance Improvement Between Orthogonal Contours and Acute
contours in Experiment 4. (A) Difference of MI in detection thresholds (Orthogonal — Acute) for
trained and untrained conditions after training on orthogonal-straight contours (Experiment 4a). (B)
Difference of MI in detection thresholds (Orthogonal — Acute) for trained and untrained conditions
after training on orthogonal-curved contours (Experiment 4b). Asterisks indicate significant
difference with 0. Error bars represent standard error of the mean across participants.

Figure. 15B shows the difference between MI for orthogonal-contour conditions and
corresponding acute-contour conditions in Experiment 4b. We observed significant improvement
for all four conditions (trained-path (curved) x trained-orientation: #9)= 7.73, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d
= 2.45; untrained-path (straight) x trained-orientation: #9)= 6.09, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.93;
trained-path (curved) x untrained-orientation: #9)= 2.68, p = 0.025, Cohen’s d = 0.85; untrained-
path (straight) x untrained-orientation: #9)= 3.11, p = 0.017, Cohen’s d = 0.98; FDR-corrected).
Two-way (contour path x contour orientation) repeated-measures ANOVA revealed a significant
main effect of contour orientation (F(1,9)= 45.96, p <0.001, 7,°= 0.84). None of the other effect was
significant (the main effect of contour path: F1.9)=2.45, p = 0.152, 5,° = 0.21; the interaction effect:
Fu9=1.63, p=0234,,°=0.15).

These results indicated near-complete transfer of learning effect between contour paths, partial
transfer of learning effect between contour orientations but no transfer of learning effect between
contour types, supporting the learning of image regularity in stimuli during contour detection

training.



No effects of training condition on the pattern of learning transtfer

To compare the transfer effect of learning between Experiment 4a (training on orthogonal-
straight contours) and Experiment 4b (training on orthogonal-curved contours), we performed a
mixed-design ANOVA on the TI of thresholds with contour condition (seven untrained conditions)
as a within-subject factor and experiment (Experiment 4a and Experiment 4b) as a between-subject
factor. Neither the main effect of experiment (F(.17=0.02, p = 0.892, 5,2= 0.001) nor the interaction
effect (Fse = 1.07, p = 0.429, 5, = 0.35) was significant, suggesting there was no significant

difference in transfer effect between the two experiments.

A B
Orthogonal Acute Orthogonal - Acute
301 ) 301 )
wokok Il Trained-Path Bl Trained-Path
< Untrained-Path o Untrained-Path
o *kk ~
S 20 =
2T L :
0‘_.) KRk 8
S 2
« 10 E
2 * t £
) B @
T
0

& Trained-Ori Untrained-Ori

Figure 16. Performance Improvement in Experiment 4. (A) Combined MI of detection thresholds
for trained and untrained conditions across Experiment 4a and Experiment 4b. (B) The combined
difference between MI for orthogonal-contour conditions and that for acute-contour conditions
across Experiment 4a and Experiment 4b. Asterisks indicate significant difference with 0. Error bars
represent standard error of the mean across participants.

Similar to Experiment 3, a mixed-design ANOVA (experiment > contour type > contour path
> contour orientation) revealed no significant difference between performance improvement in
Experiment 4a and Experiment 4b (experiment xcontour type >xcontour path ><contour orientation:
Fain = 1.72, p = 0.208, 7,2 = 0.09; experiment x contour type > contour path: F17)= 0.10, p =
0.75, 55> = 0.006; experiment > contour type > contour orientation: F(117= 0.01, p = 0.911, 5,°=
0.001; experiment > contour type: F117)= 1.13, p = 0.303, 5,2 = 0.06; experiment x contour path:
Fai7) = 3.43, p=0.082, 5,2 = 0.17; experiment < contour orientation: F117= 0.33, p = 0.572, 55> =

0.02; the main effect of experiment: F17y = 0.008, p = 0.931, 7,2 = 0). So, we further combined



contour conditions across Experiment 4a and Experiment 4b to expand the sample amount and
confirm the transfer of learning. As shown in Figure. 16A, the pooled results (n = 19) showed
significant improvements for four orthogonal-contour conditions (orthogonal > trained-path >
trained-orientation: tug) = 15.94, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.66; orthogonal >untrained-path >trained-
orientation: tug) = 10.08, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.31; orthogonal > trained-path > untrained-
orientation: tus) = 4.09, p = 0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.94; orthogonal > untrained-path > untrained-
orientation: tus) = 4.59, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.05; FDR-corrected) and two acute-contours
conditions orientated at trained orientations (acute >trained-path = trained-orientation: tus = 2.87,
p = 0.016, Cohen’s d = 0.66; acute > untrained-path xtrained-orientation: tus) = 2.52, p == 0.029,
Cohen’s d = 0.58; FDR-corrected). The improvements for acute-contour condition orientated at
untrained orientations were marginally significant (acute xtrained-path ><untrained-orientation: t(s
= 2.16, p = 0.051, Cohen’s d = 0.50; acute > untrained-path > untrained-orientation: tus = 1.82, p
== 0.086, Cohen’s d = 0.42; FDR-corrected). Three-way (contour type > contour path > contour
orientation) repeated-measures ANOVA revealed significant three-factor interaction (F1,18 = 5.28,
p = 0.034, 5,°> = 0.23), and further two-way (contour path > contour orientation) repeated-measures
ANOVA on MI for orthogonal contours also revealed significant interaction effect (F(1.15= 8.85, p
=0.008, #p2 = 0.33) and significant main effects of contour path (F(,1s = 10.89, p = 0.004, > =
0.38) and orientation (Fa11s = 38.12, p < 0.001, 5,> = 0.68). Simple effect analysis showed
significantly higher performance improvement for orthogonal contours with trained paths compared
to orthogonal contours with untrained paths only when contours orientated at trained orientations
(tws) = 4.46, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.02), and significant higher improvement for orthogonal
contours orientated at trained orientations than orthogonal contours orientated at untrained
orientations no matter contour paths were trained (tus) = 6.24, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.43) or
untrained (tus) = 4.23, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.97). Two-way (contour path ><contour orientation)
repeated-measures ANOVA on MI for acute contours showed no significant effect (the main effect
of path: F(1,18 = 1.03, p = 0.323, 7,2 = 0.05; the main effect of orientation: F.15)= 0.59, p = 0.452,
15> = 0.03; the interaction effect: F1.15y= 0.31, p = 0.586, 7,2 = 0.02).

We also combined the difference between MI for orthogonal-contour conditions and that for
acute-contour conditions across Experiment 4a and Experiment 4b since there was no significant

difference between that in the two experiments (mixed-design ANOVA; experiment <contour path



xcontour orientation: Fq,17y= 1.72, p = 0.208, 7,2 = 0.09; experiment > contour path: F,17)= 0.10,
p = 0.753, 5,°> = 0.006; experiment > contour orientation: F 17 = 0.01, p = 0.911, 5,2 = 0.001; the
main effect of experiment: F17 = 1.13, p = 0.303, 7> = 0.06). As shown in Figure. 16B, one-
sample t-tests on the combined difference of MI between orthogonal contours and acute contours
(n=19) revealed significant improvement for all four conditions (trained-path <trained-orientation:
tas)=9.70, p<0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.23; untrained-path x<trained-orientation: tis) = 6.50, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d = 1.49; trained-path > untrained-orientation: tis) = 2.18, p = 0.043, Cohen’s d = 0.50;
untrained-path > untrained-orientation: tis = 3.19, p = 0.007, Cohen’s d = 0.73; FDR-corrected).
Two-way (contour path > contour orientation) repeated-measures ANOVA revealed significant
interaction effect (F(1,18) = 5.28, p = 0.034, 5,2 = 0.23) and main effect of contour orientation (F,1s)
=17.69, p < 0.001, 5,2 = 0.50), but no significant main effect of contour path (Fu 18 = 1.79, p =
0.198, #p> = 0.09). Further simple effect analysis showed significantly higher performance
improvement for contours with trained paths compared to contours with untrained paths only when
contours orientated at trained orientations (tus) = 3.23, p = 0.005, Cohen’s d = 0.74). The
improvement for contours orientated at trained orientations was significantly higher than that for
contours orientated at untrained orientations, regardless of whether contour paths were trained (t(s)
= 4.47, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.02) or not (tus = 2.36, p = 0.030, Cohen’s d = 0.54). Consistent
with our previous findings in Experiment 3, these results confirmed the transfer of contour detection
learning between contour paths and between contour orientations, supporting the learning of image

regularity during contour detection training.

Discussion

Previous studies showed that the human brain could flexibly exploit image regularities and
learn to integrate signals atypical of shape contours in natural scenes (orthogonal, acute alignments),
but the learning effect was specific to the contour type (Schwarzkopf & Kourtzi, 2008;
Schwarzkopf & Kourtzi, 2009). In this study, we examined whether the learning effect of contour
integration could transfer on the other feature dimensions (i.e., contour path and contour orientation).
Consistent with previous studies, we found that the learning of contour integration showed a

significant contour type specificity. Specifically, the detection performance improved significantly



for trained contour type (i.e., orthogonal alignments) but not for other contours with untrained
alignments (i.e., collinear and acute alignments) after training. Apart from this, we also observed,
at least, partial transfers of learning between contour paths or between contour orientations for
contours with trained contour type. These results support that the visual system learns to capitalize
on statistical regularities in the visual inputs for contour linking during contour detection training
and advance our understanding of the essence and character of the learning of contour integration

and detection in cluttered scenes.

The present study confirms previous findings that short-term experience in adulthood retunes
the utility of image regularities to support the perceptual integration of contours (Schwarzkopf &
Kourtzi, 2008; Schwarzkopf & Kourtzi, 2009). After training, learners learned to integrate and
detect contours defined by regularities (e.g., elements orthogonal to the contour path) that typically
signify discontinuities rather than coherent shape contours in natural scenes. However, this learning
effect did not transfer to contours defined by other discontinuity regularity (e.g., elements at an
acute angle to the contour path), although orthogonal alignments and acute alignments have similar
probability of occurrence in natural scenes (Sigman et al., 2001; Geisler et al., 2001). This learning
specificity for contour type is consistent with the feature-specificity of perceptual learning (Ball &
Sekuler, 1982; Fiorentini & Berardi, 1981; Schoups et al., 1995; Watanabe et al., 2002), and
indicates that the image regularities learned by observers during training involved the orientation of

local contour elements encoded by primary visual cortex.

It is interesting to note that we observed significant performance improvements for contours
with trained contour type but untrained contour path, indicating a partial, sometimes complete,
transfer of contour integration learning between global contour paths. The contours in our study
were either straight contours or curved contours with low curvature. There was a study showing that
a neuron population in monkey visual area V4, involved in the processing of shapes of intermediate
complexity, selectively responded to straight or low-curvature contours (Nandy et al., 2013), which

may give us some enlightenment in the learning transfer over the contour path observed in our study.

We also observe a partial transfer of learning effect between global contour orientations, which

is different from the findings reported in the previous study (Zhang & Kourtzi, 2010). In the study



of Zhang and Kourtzi (2010), the stimuli in training sessions consisted of four contour lines with
large spacing between contour elements, but the stimuli in test sessions only comprised two contour
lines, which was different from the design in our study that stimuli in both training sessions and test
sessions consisted of 4 contour paths with smaller spacing between contour elements. It is more
difficult to detect contours comprising two paths than those comprising four paths and it is more
difficult to detect contours with large spacing between contour elements than those with smaller
element spacing. According to previous studies, the specificity and transferability of perceptual
learning are influenced by the detection difficulty of the target (Ahissar & Hochstein, 1997; DelLoss
etal., 2014; Talluri et al., 2015; Wang et al., 2013). Moreover, participants in our study were trained
for five or seven days, which was significantly less than the number of training sessions in Zhang
and Kourtzi (2010). Studies about the effects of training amount on perceptual learning showed that
prolonged training led to stronger specificity (Jeter et al., 2010; Hung & Seitz, 2014; Liang et al.,
2015a; Song et al., 2021). The different results of the learning transfer between global contour
orientations observed in our study and previous study may due to the differences in stimuli and
training amount. Some previous studies using double training or training-plus-exposure procedures
had showed transfer of perceptual learning across retina locations and stimuli features (Xiao et al.,
2008; Zhang et al., 2010; Wang et al., 2016; Xiong et al., 2016). However, the learning transfer
between contour paths or contour orientations observed in our study may reflect a transfer
mechanism which is not exactly the same as that was revealed in these studies, in which the transfer

orientation or location was exposed additionally via irrelevant tasks.

Many contour integration theories have assumed that contour integration would be mediated
by the long-range horizontal connections in V1 that connects neurons with similar orientation
preferences (Field et al., 1993; Li, 1998; Kapadia et al., 2000; Gilbert & Wiesel, 1989). However,
some evidence showed that contour integration also involves other visual areas (Altmann et al.,
2003; Kourtzi et al., 2003; Kuai et al., 2017). Studies based on monkey and human data showed that
neural responses related to contour in higher-level regions such as V4 and LOC are earlier than
those in V1 (Chen et al., 2014; Shpaner et al., 2013; Mijovi¢ et al., 2014) and V1 responses to
contour stimuli are strongly modulated by top-down feedback (Li et al. 2006, 2008; McManus et

al., 2011; Chen et al., 2014; Li et al., 2019). The observed transfer between global paths or



orientations in this study may also support the engagement of higher cortical areas in contour

integration and its learning (Kourtzi et al., 2005).

According to theories about visual processing, there is a distributed hierarchy processing of
visual information in the human cerebral cortex (Felleman & Van Essen, 1991). Within the
hierarchy structure, at the low-level, simple local features are encoded in the early visual areas, and,
at a higher level, local features combine to form more complex features encoded in higher visual
areas. Along the hierarchy, neurons represent more and more complex and abstract information,
which may show more generalization gradually (Fukushima, 1988; Kobatake & Tanaka, 1994;
Riesenhuber & Poggio, 1999; Hochstein & Ahissar, 2002). The difference in specificity and transfer
of different stimuli features, observed in our study, may be related to the levels at which these
features are represented in shape and contour processing. The local orientation of contour elements
(i.e., contour type) is a low-level stimulus feature that is encoded primarily by V1 neurons showing
orientation selectivity (Hubel & Wiesel, 1959, 1965, 1968), which may support the contour-type
specificity of contour integration learning. In contrast, the global contour path and orientation are
higher-level features compared with local element orientations, and their representations involve
higher occipitotemporal areas responsible for global form processing, such as V3, V4, and LO
(Schwarzkopf & Kourtzi, 2009; Zhang & Kourtzi, 2010; Kuai et al. 2017). Kuai et al. (2017)
reported that IPS and LO activation patterns could not discriminate the orientation of contours,
implying that these higher cortical regions may be parts of the neural substrate supporting the

transfer of contour integration learning observed in our study.

In sum, our findings reveal that contour integration learning shows no transfer over contour
type but partial transfer over global contour path or orientation, supporting that short-term training
improved the ability to integrate specific types of contours by optimizing the ability of the visual
system to use specific image regularities. The different specificity and transferability over different
stimulus feature dimensions provide more insights into understanding the nature of contour
integration learning and indicate the involvement of both low-level and higher-level visual regions
in such progress (Kourtzi et al., 2005). The precise brain plasticity mechanisms that mediate the

various transfer effect of contour integration learning should be investigated in future work.
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