Dissociating global and local biological motion processing in the human brain
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Introduction

Biological motion perception is thought to be
subserved by dedicated centers in the human
brain.

Behaviourally, it has also been shown to impli-
cate at least two distinct mechanisms: one for
the retrieval of global form, and another pur-
ported to be sensitive to “local” information™*.
Here, we use fMRI to characterize these two
mechanisms in the human brain.
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Testing stimulus type (i.e., global form vs local motion)
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Testing local acceleration
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Conjunction analysis for local acceleration
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Discussion

Global form and local aspects of biological motion can
be discriminated reliably and widely along early and
late visual cortex®”.

Local information that has been previously shown to
be critical for perceptual (behavioural) discriminations
-- In particular, acceleration -- can not be discriminat-
ed by the cortex, however.

Intriguingly, we identified a cluster in subcortical VLN
that responds preferentially to local acceleration.
Might this reflect an evolutionarily-older /ocal biologi-
cal motion system that is subcortical?’
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