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Spatiotemporal characteristics of cortical responses to biological motion
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Introduction
 

Biological motion perception engages widespread cortical 
and subcortical (motor thalamic) responses [e.g., 1-4].

What are the temporal dynamics of biological motion per-
ception (MEG)?
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Performance was better for the 
global than the local natural and mod-
ified stimuli [F(2, 40) = 81.9, p < .001, 
η2

p = .804].  Performance was worse 
for inverted versus upright stimuli., 
but only for the local natural and mod-
dified stimuli [[F(2,40) = 11.08, η2

p = 
.357].

A wide cortical network is involved in biological motion percep-
tion, spanning early and extrastriate cortex
Univariate engagement of these regions proceeds with temporal sys-
tematicity: lateraloccipital cortex -> parietal cortex -> temporal 
cortex

MEG data can be considered multivariately: resolving clear differ-
ences in onset of condition discriminability (e.g., onset of orientation 
discriminability for global stimuli).

By exploiting the temporal resolution of MEG and spatial resolu-
tion of fMRI, we revealed differences in the onset of representational 
correspondence between early and extrastriate responses (much ear-
lier for retinotopic than for extrastriate cortex).
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Stimuli & Participants

 Can we relate them to cortical responses observed 
using fMRI?

N = 21
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Lateraloccipital (300 ms) responses precede inferior/superior parietal re-
sponses (350-375 ms), and are followed by responses in superior/middle tempo-
ral & fusiform (450-475 ms) and orbitofrontal (575 ms) regions.
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Data analysis: MNE; Bandpass fil-
tered (1-40 Hz)
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