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» Second-order patterns (e.g., changes in texture) cannot be detected by first-order mechanisms sensitive
only to luminance cues.

* The “cascade model” combines the backpocket model (Chubb & Landy, 1991) with the normalization
model (Heeger, 1992), in which linear filtering (F), rectification (R), and normalization (N) are hypothesized
to cascade across a hierarchy of computational stages.

» Normalization predicts that the neural representation of a target stimulus is suppressed (divisively) by the
pooled activity of many neurons, including those responding to the surrounding region.
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Results

Contrast-modulated Stimuli
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Summary

+ Higher thresholds for second-order target stimuli in the presence of
full-modulation surround.

=> Second-order surround suppression

+ Suppression was orientation-specific for CM stimuli but not for OM stimuli.

« First-order suppression was negligible (“none” versus “uniform”).

= No confound between first- and second-order suppression

« Supports the cascade model of cortical computation.
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