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The contribution of the visual scene
to disambiguation of optic flow with
vestibular signals.
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Optic flow is generated by observer motion relative to stationary objects, by
movement of objects relative to a stationary observer, and by a combination of Starfield Experiment
these situations. .
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* What role does the visual scene play in optimal cue combination? ’
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» All experiments were carried out on a Stewart Platform. St 82 83 sS4 S5 86 Average
» All stimuli were 2 seconds in length and had a raised |
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All experimental conditions were run for two stereo visual scenes 0.2 - -
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* Object motion: scale ambiguity makes matching difficult
 Self-motion: ground plane facilitates optimal combination
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