
Supplementary Analysis: Full set of eligible controls.  

 

 Because previous studies have demonstrated a clear effect of aging on this task {Betts, 

2005}, we took two measures to minimize any possible age confounds in this experiment. 

Firstly, we restricted participation to young adults aged 18-35, a range which should have 

minimal aging effects. Secondly, to avoid any possible aging effects that might be present within 

this range, we sought to ensure that there were no significant differences in mean age between 

our two groups. Since eligible recovered depressed patients were more challenging to recruit, we 

over-recruited subjects for the control group so that we could subsequently select an age-

matched subset.  

 The data reported in the main text are for the 16 recovered depressed patients and a 

subset of 16 control subjects chosen to equate the groups for age and gender, as well as 

experimental power. The patients were on average slightly older than the controls, so the five 

youngest control subjects were not included in the main analyses. If we were to include the full 

set of 21 control subjects, the average age of the controls would be 20.8 years (SD=2.14), 

compared to 23.2 years (SD=4.25) for the patients, a significant age difference (F1,35=5.16, 

P=0.03).  

 Despite the significant age difference, the pattern of results for the full set of controls was 

very similar to the results reported in the main text for the age-matched subset (Figure S1, 

compare to Figure 3). There was a significant size x contrast interaction (F1,35=125.41, P<0.001), 

reflecting the overall pattern of high contrast suppression and low contrast summation, and no 

significant 3-way interaction with group (F1,35=1.88, P=0.18) or main effect of group (F1,35=1.60, 
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P=0.22). Group differences again manifested themselves through significant Size x Group 

(F1,35=7.07, P=0.01) and Contrast x Group (F1,35=8.39, P=0.01) interactions.  

Direct comparisons between groups again revealed no significant difference between 

groups for the easy low contrast large and high contrast small stimuli (both F’s<1), a benefit for 

the controls on the low contrast small stimulus (F1,35=3.48, P=0.07), and again significantly 

better performance for the patients on the critical high contrast large stimulus (F1,35=5.08, 

P=0.03). Also consistent with results reported in the main text, the recovered depressed patients 

showed significantly enhanced spatial summation indices (F1,35=4.21, P=0.05) and significantly 

reduced spatial suppression indices (F1,35=4.49, P=0.04).  
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Supplementary Figure Legend 

 

Figure S1. Motion Discrimination Thresholds: Full Set of Control Subjects. Same as main 

text Figure 3, but data includes full set of non-age-matched control subjects. Mean motion 

discrimination thresholds are plotted for the recovered depressed patients and controls for each 

of the four conditions: low contrast small, low contrast large, high contrast small, and high 

contrast large stimuli. Thresholds were calculated by fitting the duration/accuracy data for each 

subject and condition with psychometric Weibull functions and determining the duration 

required for 77% accurate performance (Figure 2). Higher thresholds indicate more time was 

needed to reliably discriminate the direction of motion for a particular condition, implying 

increased difficulty perceiving the motion stimulus. Error bars are standard error of the mean 

(SEM).  
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