Recognizing Whole People in Natural Environments
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Background Results

Person recognition work has concentrated mostly on the face

= |n natural viewing environments, we see whole people in motion Experlment 7 Experlment2
= As person approaches, information from the face and body changes over time Segmented Videos Blurred Face or Bodies
Goal: Examine person recognition in natural environments when viewing a person approaching BwWhole-video E2-part W1-part Ewnhole person IFace Ony  Body Only
1) When do we make decisions of recognition over the time course of viewing a person approaching? Accuracy Prompted Response
2) Do judgments gradually build based on changing information as a person approaches, or are decisions based on the quality of information A Confid
immediately at hand? ccuracy onfidence
3) How much do the face and body contribute to recognition? ) 50 ,_1:‘ 0
Information that supports person recognition: face, body, gait 200 e ' ; .
= How is this information combined over time when making recognition judgments? _ :
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= Face & body contributions to recognitiont:3:4.5 5
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Present approach: Build robust representation of identities -> Recognition tests to examine time course of recognition and " 050- 0507
contribution of faces and bodies Response Time Poin
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= Possible outcomes: . _ _ N Accuracy improves with proximity Response Time Foit o R1 R2 R3
= accumulated information determines recognition accuracy Last response time: no benefit of seeing more Response Time Point
= quality of information from face and body at time of recognition decision determines accuracy video beforehand Accuracy improves with proximity in all cases Greater increase in confidence with whole people and
= contribution of faces and bodies varies as a function of person’s distance from viewer except with bodies only e F3: Whole erso?frlsdogze o> Bodds O
= contribution of faces and bodies is static across distances Confid Whole person and Face Only > Body Only ; p y y Only
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Training (all experiments)

= Familiarized with 30 identities
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Experiment 1 — Segmented Videos Experiment 2 - Blurred Face or Bodies More confident when more video is not odies only : 2 2
Three between subjects video-quantity conditions: Three between subjects person-visibility conditions: expected o
1-part: see only 1/3 of video per identity (n = 16) Whole Person (n = 33); Face Only (n = 18), or Body Only (n = 15)
2-part: see 2/3 of video per identity (n = 18 . =
P L -0 Pe y ( . ) B All participants took two types of tests: }
Whole-video: see entire video per identity (n = 16) -
Prompted Response and Free Response - — - Whole-person Face only Bods Orly g
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Video play = @ —
R — High quality information from the face = accurate recognition of people
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2 g g_ * Information available immediately prior to recognition decisions determines accuracy
o 8 » Accuracy and confidence are higher as the person in the video approaches, however...
« ...same at the latest response time in the video regardless of how much video of that person was seen prior.
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aeorsy - 5 Contribution of faces and bodlies
5333ms 8000ms e - « Accuracy is determined by view of face — improves as person gets closer
s * Quality of information from the face improves with proximity
2 = + Fastest responses with bodies only — but poor accuracy overall
N ;? «  With whole people, faces only, and bodies only: confidence increases with proximity
s | = Prampted responses test *  Greater increases in confidence with whole people and faces only compared to bodies only
e _ _ N « When person is close to camera, higher confidence when able to view face
Same as Experiment 1's Whole-video condition
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