Object Memories Alter the Appearance of Blurry Object Borders |
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» Object memories will be integrated with sensory input. BIiLinLz:TiSt:Z:LTS No evidence that familiar objects automatically attract attention [4]

* Memories represent norm of previously seen objects and

tend to be sharp. Perception does not replicate what is out there. Instead, it

Results from Exp 1 replicated

» No object memories associated with novel object. Anchor perceived sharper than Novel object, p <.0001, n = 15 produces the best interpretation for sensory input based on
* Thus familiar object will look sharper than novel. Bias observed again. After removal of bias, perceived increase in sharpness for familiar object was ~.386 past experience. We show that past experience effects
extend to appearance — to the perceived sharpness of
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