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MethOdOIOgy » Color normal observers

27 participants; mean age: 28 years

Contrast Constancy

Background

Contrast constancy holds over . * . . ' . ‘ ' ‘ ‘“ ' | Stimuli

e Spatial frequency 12 » Reference stimuli: 200 cd/m?, 0.5, 2, and 4 cpd, in 3 color directions \ Divider
* Retinal eccentricity . * Test stimuli: Each reference stimulus matched with equivalent HDR test - _ o Y

e Chromatic directions 4 stimuli at 0.02, 0.2, 2, 20, 200, and 2000 cd/m?

 Luminance 1°
Psychophysical Task Chin rest

Kulikowski’s contrast constancy model: Cl — Clt — Cz — CZt * Test stimuli displayed on an HDR screen at multiple luminance
levels; reference stimuli displayed on a SDR screen at a fixed

: : _ _ luminance level
Two suprathreshold stimuli are perceived equal in

‘ ‘ contrast when the differences between their physical
contrasts and threshold contrasts are equal.

* Observers adjust the contrast of test stimuli haploscopically such
that the two contrasts appear similar
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