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We often read degraded text, but the
extent to which this ability is general
across different forms of degradation
and stimulus types is unknown.
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Research Questions

1) Are individual differences In
resistance to different forms of
degradation correlated?

2) Is resistance to text degradation
specific to text stimuli?

3) Are there underlying factors that
explain these resistances?
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Introduction

Individual differences in identifying visually degraded stimuli
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How correlated are individual differences in resistance to different forms of degradation?
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Performance Across Tasks
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What are the underlying factors?

Lexical Task
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Factor 1 Is positively associated with blur and

contrast. Factor 2 is split by task.
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