How does the fMRI scanning environment affect criterion shifting?
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r=.31 r=.36 ® Contrary to our prediction, the scanner environment did not greatly impact
criterion shifting stability.
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¢ Study condition: Participants initially studied scene images that either ﬁz ﬁz
contained a person or not. % P g % . Future directions
* Testing condition: participants made recognition (scene studied or not) and ce : * How do differing task demands affect criterion shifting?
perceptual (person present or absent) judgments. 0 0 : ® How do people set a baseline decision criterion when the consequences of a
false alarm and miss are equal or unknown?
* Manipulation: 0 2 s 0 2 s ® What are the neural mechanisms that underlie shifting and maintaining a
* Positive: criterion shift influenced by awarding 5 cents for correct prescreen: shift Prescreen shit decision criterion
responses while only penalizing one of two error types ®* Many fMRI studies require participants to make explicit decisions even when
* Negative: lost 10 cents for false alarms (FA; conservative condition) or * A St.ro-ng relatiqnship ex.is.ted b.etw.een the degreg decis!on-mgkipg is.NOT the cognitive process of interest. Does a person’s
misses (liberal condition). In the scanner, participants performed a participants shifted decision criteria between a visual decision criterion bias such fMRI results?
longer version of the task (4 times as many test trials with longer study detection task (perception) and a recognition memory £
sessions). task (memory) for both the prescreen and fMRI tasks References
Prescreen Computer Task FMRI Task ® Criterion shift stability remained weaker between parts 1 1. Green, D. M., & Swets, J. A. (1966). Signal detection theory and
Siwi:ﬁ”“kdd ndton lsmimbedsofbuals i "“"“’ Teiions bt s and 2 for both recognition and perceptual judgments. psychophysics. Oxford, England: John Wiley.

8 mini-blocks/block feedback

Low d’: Study once
Moderate d’: 6 times

For any additional questions, please contact Evan Layher

Results: Study #2 at layher@psych.ucsb.edu.

) o . ] ] o This research was sponsored by the Army Research Laboratory and was g
® Again, criterion shifting remained high across decision accomplished under the Cooperative Agreement Number W911NF-09- . —
domains for the prescreen and fMRI study. HOWGVGI’, D-0001. The views and conclusio.ns contained in this docgment are'tlj\ose —
. . . of the authors and should not be interpreted as representing the official
there continued to be a weaker relatlonshlp between policies, either expressed or implied, of the Army Research Laboratory or
parts 1 and 2 for both recognition and perceptual the U.S. Government. The U.S. Government is authorized to reprOduce

and distribute reprints for Government purposes notwithstanding any

~2 minutes 7200ms 320ms 200ms 20! 2160ms 3600ms ~11 minu;ces 7200ms v 3600ms J u d g me ntS . Copyright notation herein.



