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Selective attention and adaptation in an audio-visual temporal order judgment task

Harish Gunasekaran and Virginie van Wassenhove,

i Cognitive Neuroimaging Unit, INSERM, CEA, CNRS,
Neurosp"] @ I"iII !nserm Université Paris-Saclay, NeuroSpin, 91191 Gif/Yvette, France

2. Materials and Methods

1. Introduction - Sensory events timing

What we know from the psychophysical experiments?

Figure 2.1. Experimental design Figure 2.2. Adaptation paradigm Figure 2.3. TOJ task
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1. TOJ/SJ tasks: Humans could tell the temporal order and simultaneity between sensory
events [Hirsh and Sherrick 1961; Dixon and Spitz 1980; Sternberg and Knoll 1973]

2. Prior entry: Titchener (1908, p. 251): "the object of attention comes to consciousness more
quickly than the objects which we are not attending to." [Spence, Shore, and Klein, 2001]
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3. Temporal recalibration: By repeated exposures to desynchronized AV stimuli (eg., A200V),
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point of subjective simultaneity (PSS) shifts towards sound. [Fujisaki et al, & Vroomen et al 2004] —_— - A sy """" ;S >
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was modified to suit the current research questions.

4. Results (N = 23) and Discussions
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