ROYAL SOCIETY
OPEN SCIENCE

rsos.royalsocietypublishing.org

RESea rCh a CrossMark

click for updates
Cite this article: Yehezkel 0, Ding J,
Sterkin A, Polat U, Levi DM. 2016 Binocular
combination of stimulus orientation. R. Soc.
open sci. 3:160534.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rs05.160534

Received: 21 July 2016
Accepted: 18 October 2016

Subject Category:
Psychology and cognitive neuroscience

Subject Areas:
neuroscience/psychology

Keywords:

binocular combination, orientation, contrast,
DSKL model, interocular suppression,
interocular enhancement

Author for correspondence:
D. M. Levi
e-mail: dlevi@berkeley.edu

*These authors contributed equally to the
study.

Electronic supplementary material is available
online at https://dx.doi.org/10.6084/m9.
figshare..3569487.

THE ROYAL SOCIETY

PUBLISHING

Binocular combination of
stimulus orientation

0. Yehezkel", J. Ding" T, A. Sterkin?, U. Polat? and
D. M. Levi'

1School of Optometry and Helen Wills Neuroscience Institute, UC Berkeley, Berkeley,
(A 94720, USA

2Goldschleger Eye Research Institute, Sackler Faculty of Medicine, Tel Aviv University,
Sheba Medical Center, Tel Hashomer 52621, Israel

3Faculty of Life Sciences, Optometry and Vision Sciences, Bar-llan University,
Ramat-Gan, Israel

DML, 0000-0002-5350-8639

When two sine waves that differ slightly in orientation are
presented to the two eyes separately, a single cyclopean sine
wave is perceived. However, it is unclear how the brain
calculates its orientation. Here, we used a signal detection
rating method to estimate the perceived orientation when the
two eyes were presented with Gabor patches that differed
in both orientation and contrast. We found a nearly linear
combination of orientation when both targets had the same
contrast. However, the binocular percept shifted away from
the linear prediction towards the orientation with the higher
contrast, depending on both the base contrast and the contrast
ratio. We found that stimuli that differ slightly in orientation
are combined into a single percept, similarly for monocular
and binocular presentation, with a bias that depends on the
interocular contrast ratio. Our results are well fitted by gain-
control models, and are consistent with a previous study
that favoured the DSKL model that successfully predicts
binocular phase and contrast combination and binocular
contrast discrimination. In this model, the departures from
linearity may be explained on the basis of mutual suppression
and mutual enhancement, both of which are stronger under
dichoptic than monocular conditions.

1. Introduction

The human visual system combines slightly different visual inputs
from the two eyes into a single coherent cyclopean percept
in which the two inputs are ‘fused’. Binocular combination
has been studied for almost two centuries [1], using both
neurophysiological and behavioural approaches involving a
wide variety of stimuli and tasks [2-24]. The simplest theory
of binocular combination is linear summation, in which the
combined fused image is the linear sum of the images presented
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to each eye. However, the common behavioural finding is that performance (sensitivity) benefits from
binocular viewing when compared with monocular only by about the square root of two (approx. 40%)
for detection tasks, and the benefit is even lower for discrimination tasks (for a review, see [25], with
numerous models offering explanations for this nonlinearity [25], such as gain-control theory [6,16,26]).
Binocular combination is also affected by the physical properties of the stimuli, such as stimulus energy,
becoming more linear at shorter durations and lower contrasts [16,17,27].

Much less is known about the mechanism of binocular combination. To date, this question has
been approached by measuring either the perceived phase or contrast of cyclopean gratings [6,7,14].
Surprisingly, binocular combination of orientation has received little attention. Understanding how
inputs are combined when they differ slightly in orientation is important, because the stimulus
orientations in the two eyes may be slightly different because of the viewing geometry or slight eye
torsion. In particular, surfaces that are slanted about a horizontal axis create orientation disparities
between corresponding vertical lines [28].

Classical receptive fields of simple cells are closely matched by Gabor signals [29,30], similarly for
behavioural and single-cell-level measurements [31]. However, in a substantial proportion of V1 neurons,
the preferred orientations may differ, with interocular differences of approximately 15 degrees in the
preferred orientations of neurons found in cat striate cortex [32]. In the macaque, roughly one-third of
V1 neurons differed significantly in the preferred orientations of the two eyes [33].

Humans perceive a fused orientation when the stimuli to the two eyes differ in orientation, with
long horizontal lines differing in orientation between the two eyes by approximately 5 degrees fused
without rotational eye movements [34]. Furthermore, briefly exposed short vertical lines appeared fused
for orientation difference of up to approximately 30 degrees [35]. Here, we presented brief Gabor signals
to the two eyes that differed in orientation by 10-20 degrees from vertical, and measured the perceived
cyclopean orientation. Thereby, we directly examined the extent of binocular combination of orientation
between receptive fields activated by inputs from the two eyes that are analysed by the same putative
processing channel [36-39].

Interestingly, if two gratings that differ slightly in orientation (within 15-20 degrees) are presented
briefly to one eye at the same time, they also appear fused [40—42]. Campbell et al. [40] suggest that this
occurs when the two gratings activate mainly one set of orientation selective neurons. Therefore, for
comparison, we also examined how Gabor signals differing in orientation were combined monocularly.

2. Material and methods

2.1. Observers

Four naive observers participated in both the dichoptic and monocular experiments (age range 18-27,
three females), with normal or corrected-to-normal visual acuity, unaware of the purpose of the study.
Full optometric refractions were performed, and refractive errors (including the astigmatic errors) were
fully corrected. Each observer signed an informed consent form approved by the local institutional
review board.

2.2. Apparatus

The experiments were controlled by a PC, and the stimuli were displayed as a grey-level modulation
on a Philips 107P colour monitor, 100 Hz refresh rate. The mean display luminance was 40 cd m—2inan
otherwise dark environment. Screen resolution was 1024 x 768 pixels; gamma correction was applied.
The stimuli were viewed from a distance of 150 cm.

2.3. Stimuli

Stimuli were localized grey-level gratings (Gabor patches, GPs) with a spatial frequency of three cycles
per degree (wavelength, 1), equal distribution (STD, o, 0.23 degrees, allowing minimum two cycles in
the GP). Stimuli were presented foveally using stereo goggles (crystal eyes 3, StereoGraphycs). Cross-talk
of our goggles was minimal (2.2% at the highest contrast level, determined by measuring the luminance
of a patch shown to each eye through the other eye’s shutter using a photometer), and was invisible to
observers at the brief exposure duration.
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Figure 1. Stimuli. (a) Five tested orientations, at a representative contrast of 20%. (b) Four contrast levels that were combined with a
representative base contrast of 20%, in order to create all possible interocular contrast ratios per orientation combination (table 1).

Table 1. A sample orientation-ratios matrix. The contrasts (peak-to-peak Michelson contrast, in %) used for the eight possible contrast
ratios when a representative orientation combination of 80 and 100 degree GPs were presented to the left (L) and right (R) eyes,
respectively. Base contrast = 20%. Note that contrast ratio = 1is presented twice.

orientation

difference

20 degrees. base contrast 20% right eye base contrast 20% left eye

L (80°)/R (100°) 0.25 0.5 0.75 1 133

Orientations with a difference of 10, 15 and 20 degrees were combined, resulting in a total of eight
combinations: 80-95, 80-100, 85-95, 85-100, 95-80, 95-85, 100-80 and 100-85 (figure 1a). We tested this
limited set of orientation differences (up to 20 degrees) in order to avoid conditions where rivalry (either
monocular or binocular) occurs. For each orientation combination, one eye (e.g. the right eye) was
stimulated with a fixed higher contrast or base contrast (e.g. 20%), whereas the fellow eye was presented
with one of the four contrast possibilities: 5%, 10%, 15% or 20% (figure 1b). This was repeated with
the same base contrast (20%) in the other eye (e.g. the left eye) and the varying contrast in the fellow
eye. Note that in this scheme, contrast ratio =1 is presented twice, resulting in eight interocular contrast
ratios per orientation combination (0.25, 0.5, 0.75, 1, 1, 1.33, 2 and 4; table 1). We tested four base contrasts
(10%, 20%, 40% and 60%). For each base contrast, five baseline control conditions were also tested when
interocular contrast ratios =0 or oo, i.e. only base contrast was presented to one eye, and the other eye
just viewed a blank with grey background (80, 85, 90, 95 and 100 degrees; figure 1a). In addition, for each
base contrast and contrast ratio, the monocular control conditions were also tested when the two gratings
were presented in the same eye (monocular orientation combination). During monocular presentation,
the other eye was presented with a blank screen at the mean contrast level.

2.4. Visual task

The task was to rate the perceived orientation as one of 5 options, corresponding to 80, 85, 90, 95 and
100 degrees, by pressing a computer keyboard button immediately after making their decision, using
the dominant hand. An additional (sixth) option was reserved for the ‘cannot decide’ response (with 0%
for this response in three out of four observers and up to 5% in observer D.V.; data not shown). Each
trial was preceded by a fixation circle (approx. 0.3 degrees) at the centre of the display until the observer
signalled their readiness using the keyboard space buttons. Observers were instructed to begin a trial
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Table 2. A sample stimulus—response matrix. The frequencies of orientation responses of 80, 85, 90, 95 and 100 degrees when 80 and
100 degree GPs were presented to the left (L) and right (R) eyes, respectively. The frequencies were summed over the two directions of
rotation and the two eyes. The eight interocular contrast ratios L/R = 0,0.25, 0.5,0.75,1,1,1.33, 2, 4, or 0o, the base contrast = 20% and
stimulus duration = 80 ms. (Observer = 0.E.). Note that the frequency of orientation responses is double for contrast ratio = 1because
ratio 1 was run twice.

L(100)/R(80) frequencies of orientation responses

contrast ratio 80 degrees 85 degrees 90 degrees 95 degrees 100 degrees

only given a clear perception of a single fixation circle to insure interocular alignment. Then, a stimulus
was presented for 80 ms. No feedback was provided.

2.5. Orientation tuning

Each of the orientation combinations was tested both monocularly and dichoptically. There were 32
conditions (eight orientation differences x four contrast ratios). In a given run of 192 trials, we intermixed
16 conditions (all eight orientation differences and two contrast ratios—12 trials per condition). In the
monocular trials, the fellow eye was presented with a mean isoluminance background, with observers
unaware of the origin of stimulation. Each run was repeated four times per eye receiving the base contrast
yielding 48 measurements per condition. The same condition was repeated with the base contrast
switched to the other eye, yielding another 48 measurements (combining the two eyes resulted in 96 trials
per condition). The total number of trials for each contrast base was 3072, yielding 12288 trials for the
four base contrasts altogether. The monocular control conditions were tested in additional 12 288 trials,
using the same protocol (the monocular and dichoptic trials were not interleaved). The baseline control
conditions were tested in additional 960 trials, using runs of 10 blocks of 12 trials each, repeated eight
times, yielding 96 measurements per condition. Overall, a total of 25536 trials were performed by each
subject, which took approximately 40-50 h per subject to complete the experiment. The first additional
run of the baseline control served as ‘preview’ training and was not included in the analysis. Data were
obtained for each observer and then merged for the group analysis.

2.6. Data analysis

We used a rating scale signal detection analysis [43] to obtain estimates of perceived orientation for
each observer and condition, using Matlab. Briefly, a stimulus-response matrix was obtained for each
base contrast and orientation combination. Table 2 shows an example matrix when base contrast =20%
and the GPs with 80 and 100 degree orientation were present to the left and right eyes, respectively.
To eliminate possible biases (e.g. response bias and binocular bias), for each observer, the response
frequencies were pooled over the two directions of rotation and the two eyes. The signal detection theory
(SDT) model was used to fit the final stimulus-response matrix. The model contains nine Gaussian
distributions, differing in their mean values but with the same standard deviation, corresponding to
the binocular-combined orientations with nine interocular contrast ratios. The model has a total of 14
parameters, four criteria for five response options, nine mean values of the Gaussian distributions to
give the perceived orientations and their standard deviations. The mean values of the first and the last
Gaussian distributions were fixed to be 80 and 100 degrees, respectively, corresponding to the control
conditions when interocular contrast ratio =0 and oco.
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Table 3. SDTmodel parameters. The reduced x 2 = 1.22; the number of degrees of freedom = 24; iy = 80 and 1y = 100 were fixed. The
standard errors were estimated from the standard deviation of the residuals and the Jacobean matrix at the point of best fit in parameter
space.

H M3 Ha Ms M6 M7 Mg (n n 3 (ry o
80.8+0.8 832408 863+07 90.0 +0.6 93.6 0.7 96.8+0.8 992408 795+06 87005 93.0+£05 100.5 4 0.6 47402

Table 3 shows the parameters of the SDT model that best fit the sample stimulus-response matrix
shown in table 2. The mean values of the first and the last Gaussian distributions were fixed to be 80 and
100 degrees, respectively (i.e. y1 =80 and 19 =100, the perceived orientations under control conditions
when the contrast ratio=0 and cc). The perceived orientation at a given test contrast ratio is given by
the mean value of its Gaussian distribution. Using this method, we estimated the perceived orientations
for all conditions for each observer, and averaged the results across the four observers.

2.7. Contrast detection threshold

Binocular and monocular presentations with a GP (90 degrees orientation) were used to measure
contrast detection thresholds per observer. Monocular and dichoptic trials were intermixed, whereas
in the monocular trials, the fellow eye was presented with a mean luminance background, with
observers unaware of the origin of stimulation. A one-up three-down staircase procedure was used
to estimate thresholds. Data were obtained for each observer and then merged for the group. The
averaged thresholds were 5.0 +0.52% for monocular contrast detection, and 3.2 £1.80% for binocular
contrast detection—a binocular summation ratio of approximately 1.56—well within the range reported
in previous studies [25].

2.8. Modelling

When the two eyes were presented with two GPs with slightly different orientations, a single fused
GP was perceived. In order to better understand the mechanisms underlying binocular combination of
orientation, we tested several models.

The simplest model is linear vector summation. If a GP of one orientation is represented by a vector
GP(m, 6), with the vector length representing the GP’s contrast m, and the vector angle representing
the orientation angle 6, the linear summation model assumes that the fused GP is the linear vector
summation of the two monocular GP vectors. Note that this vector summation is not the real
mathematical summation of two GPs with different orientations. Let GP(m1, 61) and GP(mj, 6;) be two
GPs presented to the two eyes, respectively. The fused GP vector is given by GP(ii1, 6) = GP(my,6;) +
GP(m3,67). The perceived orientation is given by

« —m 6 — 6 646
0 =tan"! e 1tan 2 ! + 2+ 1.
my + my 2 2

2.1)

Ding & Sperling [6] proposed an interocular gain-control model to explain binocular phase
combination. Later, the model was modified by adding interocular gain-enhancement to explain both
binocular phase and contrast combination (DSKL model—[7]). Ding et al. [7] compared five nested
models to predict both phase and contrast binocular combination. The first nested model was a contrast-
weighted summation model, a simplified Ding-Sperling model with the gain-control threshold =0,
which can explain binocular phase combination [6,7], but failed to predict both phase and contrast in
a binocularly combined sine wave [7]. The second and third nested models were the Ding—Sperling
models with symmetric (the second) or asymmetric (the third) double-layer interocular gain-controls.
The fourth nested model added interocular gain-enhancement to the third model, and the full model
(the fifth nested model) added interocular gain-control of gain enhancement to the fourth model.

In this study, we set out to test these five nested models for orientation combination. However, it
is very difficult to obtain reliable data for perceived orientation when the stimulus contrast is near
threshold. Thus, in the model fitting, the gain-control thresholds were not significant and we therefore
fixed the gain-control threshold and the threshold for gain-control of gain-control to be 0 for all five
nested models. This makes the first three nested models identical. However, mutual enhancement had
to be assumed to account for the decreasing mutual suppression when the base contrast increases.
Therefore, we tested only three nested models in this study.
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Model 1: contrast-weighted summation model (simplified Ding—Sperling model). The Ding—Sperling model
can be simplified to be a contrast-weighted summation model when the gain-control threshold =0.
The fused GP vector is given by

my my
——L— GP(m1,0) + ——2— GP(my,6,), (2.2)
my + mj my + my

GP(ii, 0) =

and the perceived orientation is given by

y+1 y+1
A m —m 6 — 0 0+ 6
6 =tan! 2 T 1 7 tan 2= 4 2t L (2.3)
my ™ ml " 2 2

This is the first model of the five nested models in our previous study [7]. Similar to the prediction
of perceived phase [7], the power summation model [5] and the two-stage model [12] give the same
prediction of the perceived orientation as given by equation (2.3).

Model 2: contrast-weighted summation plus contrast gain-enhancement. This is the fourth nested model in
our previous study [7] with gain-control threshold =0. The fused GP vector is given by

A m! ma\" my my\”
GP(i, ) = — 1 (1 + ( 2) ) GP(m1,61) + ——2— (1 + (—1) ) GP(m,00).  (24)
m! +m} ge my + mb 8e

The formula for the perceived orientation is given in electronic supplementary material.

Model 3: DSKL model. The DSKL model consists of three layers for each eye before the binocular linear
summation site: (i) a selective signal layer that receives both gain-control and gain-enhancement from
the other eye and outputs the signal to the binocular summation site; (ii) a non-selective gain-control
layer that first extracts and sums image contrast energy (¢) across frequency channels and orientations
(total contrast energy, TCE) and then exerts gain-control to the other eye’s three layers separately with
different gain-control efficiencies; (iii) a gain-enhancement layer that extracts image contrast energy (¢*)
(TCE*) and exerts gain-enhancement only to the other eye’s signal layer. For normal vision without eye
bias, the full DSKL model has five parameters: gain-control threshold g., gain-enhancement threshold ge,
the threshold for gain-control of gain-control g, the threshold for gain-control of gain-enhancement gce,
and the gamma exponent y for calculation of image contrast energy. When g. =0 and g.. =0, the fused
GP vector is given by

o () n (%)
GP(, ) = T 1+ 1+(;1—1)y GP(my,6,) + g 1+ H(%)y GP(my,6,).  (2.5)

The formula for the perceived orientation is given in the electronic supplementary material.

3. Results

In order to explore how the orientation information is combined to form a unified fused percept, we
varied both the interocular (dichoptic) and monocular orientation difference and the interocular and
monocular contrast ratio. Varying the interocular contrast ratio has provided strong constraints and
important insights into both phase and contrast combination [6,7,14].

For each dichoptic orientation combination, one eye was stimulated with a fixed ‘base’ contrast (10%,
20%, 40% or 60%), whereas the fellow eye was presented with one of the four contrast levels, resulting
in eight interocular contrast ratios varying from 0.25 to 4 for each orientation combination (see Material
and methods). For example, when one eye was stimulated with a 20% base contrast, the fellow eye was
presented with 5% (which is near the monocular threshold of contrast detection, see Methods), 10%,
15% or 20% contrast. We also used identical conditions to compare between binocular and monocular
combination of orientation.

At each base contrast and contrast ratio, the raw rating data were analysed using SDT to calculate
the perceived orientation when a grating with one orientation was presented to the left eye and a
grating with a different orientation was presented to the right eye (binocular orientation combination),
or when the two gratings were presented in the same eye (monocular orientation combination). In order
to remove any possible bias, for each observer, the results were averaged across eyes and directions of
rotation. These results were averaged across the four observers and were fitted with several orientation
combination models (figures 2-5). We also fitted the individual data (shown in electronic supplementary
material).
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Figure 2. Perceived orientation when the orientation difference of the two input gratings was 20 degrees. The red and blue curves
are the best fits of the DSKL model [7] to the data (red squares and blue circles) averaged across four observers, and the black line
is the prediction of orientation linear vector summation model. The red and blue dots indicate data for individual observers. Error
bars: £+ 1s.e.

Figure 2a shows the results for an orientation difference of 20 degrees and a base contrast of 10%.
For both binocular (blue) and monocular (red) conditions, perceived orientation shifted from the left
eye’s orientation (80 degrees) to the right eye’s orientation (100 degrees) as the right eye/left eye contrast
ratio increased. Open circles are the average data, small dots show the individual data. The red and
blue curves are the best fits of an orientation combination model, i.e. the DSKL model [7] (see Material
and methods), to the data averaged across four observers, and the black line is the prediction of a linear
vector summation model. The data fall close to the linear summation prediction when the interocular
contrast ratio is close to 1; however, when the two input orientations had different contrasts (contrast
ratio # 1), the data shifts away from the orientation predicted by linear summation, and towards the
orientation with the higher contrast. This shift is a consequence of mutual suppression between the
two gratings. As base contrast increases (figure 2b—-d), the mutual suppression decreases, resulting in
a smaller deviation from the linear prediction. This reduced mutual suppression can be explained by
mutual enhancement between the two gratings. It is also noteworthy that while monocular and binocular
combination followed very similar patterns, both mutual suppression and mutual enhancement were
systematically stronger under binocular than under monocular conditions.

Both mutual suppression and enhancement were independent of input orientation difference over the
limited range tested. Similar results were obtained when the input orientation difference was 15 (figure 3)
or 10 degrees (figure 4). The astute reader might note that the two models converge as the orientation
difference becomes smaller at all base contrast levels (compare figures 2 and 4).

Figure 5 summarizes our main results by comparing the apparent contrast ratio (i.e. the ratio of the
monocular model outputs of the two eyes, see §2.8) to the input stimulus contrast ratio. Without any
interorientation interaction, the apparent contrast ratio is identical to the contrast ratio (black dashed
lines, which show the prediction of linear summation in figure 5). Mutual suppression reduced the
apparent contrast ratio when the stimulus contrast ratio was below 1. Note that this reduction in the
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Figure 3. Perceived orientation when the orientation difference of the two input gratings was 15 degrees. The red and blue curves are
the best fits of the DSKL model [7] to the data (red squares and blue circles) averaged across four observers, and the black curve is the
prediction of orientation linear vector summation model. The red and blue dots indicate data for individual observers. Error bars: £ 1s.e.
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Figure 5. Apparent contrast ratio as a function of the stimulus contrast ratio when the base contrast was fixed at 10% (red), 20% (blue),
40% (green) and 60% (magenta). Dashed black line shows the prediction of linear summation, for which the apparent contrast ratio
is identical to the contrast ratio.

apparent contrast ratio was substantially greater under binocular (figure 5a) than under monocular
(figure 5b) conditions. Averaged across the four observers, figure 5 demonstrates:

(1) Mutual suppression under both binocular and monocular conditions—i.e. the apparent contrast
is less than the input stimulus contrast.

(2) Mutual enhancement under both binocular and monocular conditions—i.e. as base contrast
increases (shown by the different coloured curves in figure 5a4,b), the mutual suppression
decreases, resulting in a smaller deviation from the linear prediction.

(3) Both mutual suppression and enhancement are stronger under binocular conditions than under
monocular conditions.

We note that there are substantial individual differences among observers (see electronic supplementary
material and discussion below). The variance across observers is summarized in electronic
supplementary material, table S1. We note that, for observers D.V. and O.E,, there is a strong effect of
mutual suppression and mutual enhancement under binocular conditions, whereas under monocular
conditions, mutual suppression is a weak effect, and there is no mutual enhancement. For these two
observers, the monocular and dichoptic data are significantly different (p < 0.05) at 10% base contrast; the
mutual suppression was much stronger under binocular conditions than under monocular conditions.
However, as base contrast increased, mutual enhancement cancelled the mutual suppression under
binocular conditions, resulting in similar data to those under monocular conditions at high base
contrast (60%). For observers Y.S. and S.T., the monocular and dichoptic data are very similar; under
both binocular and monocular conditions, observer Y.S. showed strong suppression and enhancement,
whereas observer S.T. showed strong suppression but no enhancement.

3.1. Model fitting

Table 4 shows model parameters when fitting the DSKL model to the average data of four observers (red
and blue curves in figures 2—4). We compared three nested models, in which a previous model is nested
within its successor. When the threshold of gain-control of gain-enhancement gce = 0o, the DSKL model is
simplified to be model 2, and when the gain-enhancement threshold ge = 0o, model 2 is further simplified
to be model 1. Their fitting statistics (reduced Chi-square ( x%/v) and corrected Akaike information
criterion (AIC—see electronic supplementary material for details) are shown in tables 5 and 6.

The comparison of two neighbouring models was made through an F-test (see electronic
supplementary materials for details) with the F-value given in the row of the second model (F-test and
its p-value are only shown for the average data). When fitting averaged data, under both binocular and
monocular conditions, the F-test shows that the goodness of fit was significantly improved by adding
interocular gain-enhancement to the model (model 2 versus model 1). Although the F-test also shows
a further improvement of fit performance by adding gain-control of gain-enhancement (DSKL model
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Table 4. DSKL model parameters. The standard errors were estimated from the standard deviation of the residuals and the Jacobean
matrix at the point of best fit in parameter space.

9c G e Jee 4
bino 0 0 0.053 = 0.009 0.043 4 0.006 2474054
mono 0 0 0.022 - 0.003 0.020 == 0.004 3574118

Table 5. Model fitting statistics (binocular). N, the number of parameters; v, the number of the degrees of freedom; AIC, the Akaike
information criterion with a correction for finite sample sizes.

average

3 3 2 .62 4 45 37 3 25

Table 6. Model fitting statistics (monocular). N, the number of parameters; v, the number of the degrees of freedom; AIC,, the Akaike
information criterion with a correction for finite sample sizes.

Average

versus model 2), we cannot exclude the possibility of overfitting the model to the noise in the data,
because the reduced Chi-square ( x2/v) was less than one [44]. In this study, we did not have enough
data to test gain-control of gain-enhancement in the DSKL model, although it significantly improved the
model fit in our previous studies [7,45]. For three observers, adding gain-enhancement (observers D.V.
and Y.S.) and further adding gain-control of gain-enhancement (observer O.E.) also improved the fits to
the individual data under binocular conditions (table 5). However, for the fourth observer (S.T.), whose
data showed no interocular gain-enhancement (the interocular suppression remained constant when
base contrast increased—see electronic supplementary material), neither adding gain-enhancement nor
adding gain-control of gain-enhancement (model 2 or DSKL model) improved the fit. Under monocular
conditions (table 6), three observers showed no interocular gain-enhancement, and no improvement was
observed when fitting their data with model 2 or the DSKL model.

4. Discussion

Earlier behavioural studies showed that orientation discrimination thresholds are lower under binocular
than monocular conditions when the stimuli are brief and have low contrast, but the binocular advantage
is essentially eliminated for contrasts above about 15% [17]. However, our aim was not to compare
monocular and binocular sensitivity, but rather to directly investigate the mechanism behind the
combined fused percept that substitutes the two separate monocular percepts. Our results show that
stimuli that differ in orientation by up to 20 degrees around the vertical meridian, within the “effective
limit on single vision” [35] are combined to form a single percept, regardless of whether the two
orientations are presented monocularly or binocularly, with a bias that depends on the interocular
contrast ratio, demonstrating that the brain can produce a coherent percept from a combination of two
different orientations that is similar to a pure single-orientation stimulation.

There is no previous evidence on how different orientations presented to the two eyes are combined
when the task is to explicitly address the perceived orientation and not to use it as a cue for depth
(we note that in our experiments using small GPs and brief exposures, slant was not experienced by
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any of the participants (or by the authors)). Because both physiology and behaviour showed orientation
tuning of about £10 degrees around the preferred orientation, we assume that dichoptic stimuli, with a
total orientation difference of up to 20 degrees used here, probably activate the same processing channel
with the same orientation preference. Importantly, a substantial proportion of cells in both cat striate
cortex [32] and macaque V1 [33] differ significantly in the preferred orientations of the two eyes. In the
same vein, it has been suggested that if two gratings that activate the same processing channel with
the same orientation preference are presented monocularly, they provide a stable percept of a single
orientation [40].

Based on recordings from neurons in the cat striate cortex, Hubel and Wiesel showed that the
inputs from the two eyes exhibited linear spatial summation [46,47]. Smith et al. [48] showed in
monkey simple cells that the effectiveness of a stimulus in producing a response reflects interocular
differences in the relative balance of inputs to a given cell; however, the eye of origin has no specific
consequence. Simple cells showed linear spatial summation between the left- and right-eye receptive
fields. The same mechanism of linear summation has been suggested to account for orientation
selectivity, before a cell’s nonlinear mechanisms. This suggestion appears to be applicable to our findings
when the interocular contrast ratio is close to 1. However, as shown in figures 2-4, the results depart
from simple linear (vector) summation when the two eyes have different contrasts. This nonlinear
contrast influence on interocular effects is reminiscent of the nonlinear contrast influence on context
effects of collinearly oriented flanking elements falling outside target’s receptive field [49,50]. Based
on our DSKL model, the departures from linearity, both under monocular and dichoptic viewing,
may be explained on the basis of mutual suppression and mutual enhancement, both of which are
stronger under dichoptic than monocular conditions. So far as we know, no physiological studies
have directly addressed the mutual interaction of two gratings with similar orientations. However,
based on studies using gratings with orthogonal orientations, previous physiological studies [51,52]
demonstrated that interocular suppression is substantially different from monocular cross-orientation
suppression. These studies suggest that interocular suppression is mediated by inhibitory circuitry
within the visual cortex, whereas monocular cross-orientation suppression is mediated by subcortical
mechanisms.

We fitted several models to the data. The linear vector summation model (black lines in figures 2—4)
is clearly a poor fit when the interocular contrast ratio is not equal to one. The data are well fitted by
a gain-control model (model 2) and by the full DSKL model [7]—red and blue curves in figures 24—
which has been used to successfully predict binocular combination of perceived phase and contrast [7]
and also contrast discrimination [45,53]. Here, we show that it can also predict both the binocular and
monocular combination of nearby orientations.

Binocular orientation and phase combination differ from each other in several important ways.
In binocular phase combination, the interocular suppression becomes stronger as the base contrast
increases, and at low contrast and short stimulus duration, the summation is almost linear, without
interocular suppression [27]. However, in binocular orientation combination, the interocular suppression
becomes weaker as the base contrast increases. We assume interocular enhancement to account for
this decreasing interocular suppression at higher contrasts. This interocular enhancement cannot
be observed directly in binocular phase combination because of the strong mutual interocular
suppression in observers with normal vision. However, it can be observed in observers with amblyopia,
because of the weak or absent interocular suppression from the non-dominant eye to the dominant
eye [45].

It is not altogether surprising that the binocular orientation and phase combinations have different
behaviours given the differences in stimuli and tasks. For example, stimuli differing in phase can be
combined into one mathematically by simply summing the two stimuli. However, stimuli differing in
orientation cannot be combined into one mathematically by simply summing the two. Moreover, in the
phase task, observers match the perceived phase of the dichoptically combined gratings to a binocularly
viewed reference line, whereas in the orientation task, observers match the perceived orientation to an
internal subjective standard.

Our study was limited to briefly presented stimuli with orientation differences of up to 20 degrees.
We have not explored larger orientation differences, where the two orientations cannot be combined into
a percept of a single orientation, and are probably processed by separate channels [39]. Similarly, we
have not explored long durations, where two Gabor stimuli of slightly different orientations presented
binocularly will continue to produce a single fused percept, but temporally interleaved monocular
stimuli do not, instead producing an oscillating percept, most likely owing to after-images [42]. For our
stimuli, it is plausible that the two inputs are processed by a single channel, because the orientation
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differences are small, within Braddick’s [35] ‘effective limit on single vision’. Of course, this suggestion
merits verification in an experiment on a cellular level with a similar set of stimuli.

Ethics. The experimental procedures were approved by the University Committee for the Protection of Human
Subjects, and the research was conducted according to the principles expressed in the Declaration of Helsinki.
Informed consent was obtained from each participant.
Data accessibility. Data files relevant to this study can be found in the Dryad database: http:/ /dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.
4q730 [54].
Authors’ contribution. Substantial contributions to conception and design: all authors. Acquisition of data: primarily O.Y.;
analysis and interpretation of data: primarily ]J.D. with contributions from all authors. Drafting the article or revising
it critically for important intellectual content: all authors. Final approval of the version to be published: all authors.

Competing interests. We declare no competing interests.
Funding. This work was supported by grants RO1IEY020976 from the NEI (D.M.L.).

References

Wheatstone C. 1838 Contributions to the physiology
of vision. Part the first. On some remarkable, and
hitherto unobserved, phenomena of binocular
vision. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. 128, 371-394.
(doi:10.1098/rst1.1838.0019)

Cogan Al.1987 Human binocular interaction:
towards a neural model. Vision Res. 27, 2125-2139.
(doi:10.1016/0042-6989(87)90127-1)

Cohn TE, Lasley DJ. 1976 Binocular vision: two
possible central interactions between signals from
two eyes. Science 192, 561-563. (doi:10.1126/
science.1257791)

Legge GE. 1984 Binocular contrast summation—I.
Detection and discrimination. Vision Res. 24,
373-383. (d0i:10.1016/0042-6989(84)90063-4)
Legge GE. 1984 Binocular contrast summation—II.
Quadratic summation. Vision Res. 24, 385-394.
(doi:10.1016/0042-6989(84)90064-6)

Ding J, Sperling G. 2006 A gain-control theory of
binocular combination. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 103,
1141-1146. (doi:10.1073/pnas.0509629103)

Ding J, Klein SA, Levi DM. 2013 Binocular
combination of phase and contrast explained by a
gain-control and gain-enhancement model. J. Vis.
13, 13-13. (d0i:10.1167/13.2.13)

Anderson PA, Movshon JA. 1989 Binocular
combination of contrast signals. Vision Res. 29,
M5-1132. (doi:10.1016/0042-6989(89)90060-6)
Campbell FW, Green DG. 1965 Monocular versus
binocular visual acuity. Nature 208, 191-192.
(doi:10.1038/208191a0)

. Baker DH, Meese TS, Georgeson MA. 2007 Binocular

interaction: contrast matching and contrast
discrimination are predicted by the same model.
Spat. Vis. 20, 397-413. (doi:10.1163/1568568
07781503622)

. Legge GE.1981A power law for contrast

discrimination. Vision Res. 21, 457-467.
(doi:10.1016/0042-6989(81)90092-4)

. Meese TS, Georgeson MA, Baker DH. 2006 Binocular

contrast vision at and above threshold. J. Vis. 6,
1224-1243. (doi:10.1167/6.11.7)

. Huang (B, Zhou J, Lu ZL, Zhou Y. 2011 Deficient

binocular combination reveals mechanisms of
anisometropic amblyopia: signal attenuation
and interocular inhibition. J. Vis. 11. (doi:10.1167/
1.6.4)

. Huang (B, Zhou J, Zhou Y, Lu ZL. 2010 Contrast and

phase combination in binocular vision. PLoS ONE 5,
€15075. (doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0015075)

20.

2.

2.

3.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

. Legge GE, Rubin GS. 1981 Binocular interactions in

suprathreshold contrast perception. Percept.
Psychophys. 30, 49-61. (doi:10.3758/BF03206136)

. Banton T, Levi DM. 1991 Binocular summation

in vernier acuity. J. Opt. Soc. Am. A 8, 673-680.
(doi10.1364/J0SAA.8.000673)

. Bearse Jr MA, Freeman RD. 1994 Binocular

summation in orientation discrimination depends
on stimulus contrast and duration. Vision Res.
34,19-29. (d0i10.1016/0042-6989(94)

90253-4)

. Mansfield JS, Legge GE. 1996 The binocular

computation of visual direction. Vision Res. 36,
27-41. (doi:10.1016/0042-6989(95)00095-H)

. Zhou J, Jia W, Huang (B, Hess RF. 2013 The effect

of unilateral mean luminance on binocular
combination in normal and amblyopic vision.

Sci. Rep. 3, 2012. (d0i:10.1038/srep02012)

Hou F, Huang (B, Liang J, Zhou Y, Lu ZL. 2013
Contrast gain-control in stereo depth and
cyclopean contrast perception. J. Vis. 13, 3.
(doi:10.1167/13.8.3)

Legge GE, Yuanchao Gu. 1989 Stereopsis and
contrast. Vision Res. 29, 989-1004. (doi:10.1016/
0042-6989(89)90114-4)

Hess RF, Hutchinson CV, Ledgeway T, Mansouri B.
2007 Binocular influences on global motion
processing in the human visual system. Vision
Res. 47,1682-1692. (d0i:10.1016/j.visres.2007.
02.005)

Mansouri B, Thompson B, Hess RF. 2008
Measurement of suprathreshold binocular
interactions in amblyopia. Vision Res. 48,
2775-2784. (doi:10.1016/j.visres.2008.09.002)
Zhou J, Huang PC, Hess RF. 2013 Interocular
suppression in amblyopia for global orientation
processing. J. Vis. 13,19. (doi:10.1167/13.5.19)
Blake R, Sloane M, Fox R. 1981 Further
developments in binocular summation. Percept.
Psychophys. 30, 266-276. (doi:10.3758/BF03214282)
Moradi F, Heeger DJ. 2009 Inter-ocular contrast
normalization in human visual cortex. J. Vis. 9, 13.
11-22. (d0i:10.1167/9.3.13)

Ding J, Sperling G. 2007 Binocular combination:
measurements and a model. In Computational
vision in neural and machine systems (eds LR Harris,
MRM Jenkin), pp. 257-305. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.

Cagenello R, Rogers BJ. 1993 Anisotropies in the
perception of stereoscopic surfaces: the role of

29.

30.

31

32

3.

34,

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

4.

4.

orientation disparity. Vision Res. 33, 2189-2201.
(doi:10.1016/0042-6989(93)90099-1)

Marcelja S. 1980 Mathematical description of the
responses of simple cortical cells. J. Opt. Soc. Am.
70,1297-1300. (doi:10.1364/J0SA.70.001297)
Jones JP, Palmer LA. 1987 An evaluation of the
two-dimensional Gabor filter model of simple
receptive fields in cat striate cortex. J. Neuraphysiol.
58,1233-1258.

Neri P, Levi DM. 2006 Receptive versus perceptive
fields from the reverse-correlation viewpoint. Vision
Res. 46, 2465-2474. (d0i:10.1016/j.visres.2006.
02.002)

Blakemore C, Fiorentini A, Maffei L. 1972 A second
neural mechanism of binocular depth
discrimination. J. Physiol. 226, 725-749.
(doi:10.1113/jphysiol.1972.5p010006)

Bridge H, Cumming BG. 2001 Responses of macaque
V1 neurons to binocular orientation differences.

J. Neurosci. 21,7293-7302.

Kertesz AE, Jones RW. 1970 Human cyclofusional
response. Vision Res. 10, 891-896. (doi:10.1016/
0042-6989(70)90168-9)

Braddick 0J. 1979 Binocular single vision and
perceptual processing. Proc. R. Soc. Lond. B 204,
503-512. (d0i:10.1098/rspb.1979.0043)

Campbell FW, Kulikowski JJ. 1966 Orientational
selectivity of the human visual system. J. Physiol.
187, 437-445. (doi:10.1113/jphysiol.1966.
sp008101)

Thomas JP, Gille J. 1979 Bandwidths of orientation
channels in human vision. J. Opt. Soc. Am. 69,
652-660. (doi:10.1364/J05A.69.000652)

Delahunt PB, Hardy JL, Werner JS. 2008 The effect of
senescence on orientation discrimination and
mechanism tuning. J. Vis. 8, 5.1-5. 9. (doi:10.1167/
83.59)

Russell L, DeValois KKD. 1988 Spatial vision. Oxford,
UK: Oxford University Press.

Campbell F, Gilinsky A, Howell E, Riggs L, Atkinson
11973 The dependence of monocular rivalry on
orientation. Perception 2,123-125. (doi:10.1068/
p020123)

Georgeson MA, Phillips R. 1980 Angular selectivity
of monocular rivalry: experiment and computer
simulation. Vision Res. 20, 1007-1013. (d0i:10.1016/
0042-6989(80)90084-X)

Georgeson MA. 1984 Eye movements, afterimages
and monocular rivalry. Vision Res. 24, 1311-1319.
(doi:10.1016/0042-6989(84)90186-X)

45091 :€ DS Uado 205y BioBuysigndiyaposieforsos:


http://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.4q730
http://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.4q730
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rstl.1838.0019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(87)90127-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1257791
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1257791
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(84)90063-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(84)90064-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0509629103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/13.2.13
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(89)90060-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/208191a0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/156856807781503622
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/156856807781503622
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(81)90092-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/6.11.7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/11.6.4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/11.6.4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0015075
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BF03206136
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/JOSAA.8.000673
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(94)90253-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(94)90253-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(95)00095-H
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep02012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/13.8.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(89)90114-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(89)90114-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2007.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2007.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2008.09.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/13.5.19
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BF03214282
http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/9.3.13
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(93)90099-I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/JOSA.70.001297
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2006.02.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2006.02.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1972.sp010006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(70)90168-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(70)90168-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1979.0043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1966.sp008101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1966.sp008101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1364/JOSA.69.000652
http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/8.3.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/8.3.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/p020123
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/p020123
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(80)90084-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(80)90084-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(84)90186-X

4.

45.

46.

47.

Macmillan NA, Creelman CD. 2005 Detection theory:
auser’s guide. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.

. Andrae R, Schulze-Hartung T, Melchior P. 2010 Dos

and don'ts of reduced chi-squared.
(https://arxiv.org/abs/1012.3754)

Ding J, Klein SA, Levi DM. 2013 Binocular
combination in abnormal binocular vision. J. Vis. 13,
14. (doi:10.1167/13.2.14)

Hubel DH, Wiesel TN. 1962 Receptive fields,
binocular interaction and functional architecture
in the cat’s visual cortex. J. Physiol. (Lond.)

160, 106—154. (doi:10.1113/jphysiol.1962.
sp006837)

Hubel DH, Wiesel TN. 1959 Receptive fields of
single neurones in the cat’s striate cortex.

48.

49.

50.

5.

J. Physiol. 148, 574-591. (doi:10.1113/jphysiol.1959.
sp006308)

Smith 3rd EL, Chino Y, Ni J, Cheng H. 1997 Binocular
combination of contrast signals by striate cortical
neurons in the monkey. J. Neurophysiol. 78,
366—382.

Polat U, Sagi D.1993 Lateral interactions between
spatial channels: suppression and facilitation
revealed by lateral masking experiments. Vision Res.
33, 993-999. (doi:10.1016/0042-6989(93)90081-7)
Polat U, Mizobe K, Pettet MW, Kasamatsu T, Norcia
AM. 1998 Collinear stimuli regulate visual responses
depending on cell’s contrast threshold. Nature 391,
580-584. (d0i:10.1038/35372)

Li B, Peterson MR, Thompson JK, Duong T, Freeman
RD. 2005 Cross-orientation suppression: monoptic

52.

53.

54.

and dichoptic mechanisms are different. J.
Neurophysiol. 94, 1645-1650. (doi:10.1152/jn.
00203.2005)

Sengpiel F, Vorobyov V. 2005 Intracortical origins
of interocular suppression in the visual cortex. J.
Neurosci. 25, 6394—6400. (doi:10.1523/JNEUR0SCI.
0862-05.2005)

Ding J, Levi DM. 2016 Binocular contrast
discrimination needs monocular multiplicative
noise. J. Vis. 16, 12-12. (doi:10.1167/16.5.12)
Yehezkel 0, Ding J, Sterkin A, Polat U, Levi D.

Data from: Binocular combination of stimulus
orientation. Dryad Digital Repository. (doi:10.5061/
dryad.4q730)

yE5091 3¢ s Uado 205y BioBuysiigndiyapos(eorsos:


http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/13.2.14
http://dx.doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1962.sp006837
http://dx.doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1962.sp006837
http://dx.doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1959.sp006308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1959.sp006308
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0042-6989(93)90081-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/35372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.00203.2005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.00203.2005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0862-05.2005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0862-05.2005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/16.5.12
http://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.4q730
http://dx.doi.org/10.5061/dryad.4q730

	Introduction
	Material and methods
	Observers
	Apparatus
	Stimuli
	Visual task
	Orientation tuning
	Data analysis
	Contrast detection threshold
	Modelling

	Results
	Model fitting

	Discussion
	References

