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. Introduction
I In cognition, audition and somatosensation, performance
§ correlates strongly between different tasks suggesting the
existence of common factors (Frenzel et al., 2012). Surprisin-
gly, this does not hold true for vision. For example, Vernier
acuity and Gabor detection correlate very weakly (Cappe,
Clarke, Mohr & Herzog, 2014). Here, we show similar results
for visual illusions.
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Observers included 144 people (69 females) visiting the !
SwissTech Convention Center for its inauguration. Age |
| ranged from 8 to 81 years. Observers adjusted with a compu-
ter mouse the size, the luminance or the orientation of a
fargetin six visual illusions.
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p=0.485
L.R.=3.764

p=0.164
L.R. =1.807

p=0.591
L.R.=4.165

r=0.047
p=0.612
L.R.=4.229

r=-0.112
p=0.228
L.R.=2.305

r=0.174
p = 0.060
L.R. = 0.802

r=0.028
p=0.765
L.R. =4.607

r=0.035
p=0.711
L.R. = 4.495

r=0.290
p=0.001
L.R.=0.029

r=0.244
p =0.008
L.R.=0.135

r=-0.078
o = 0.406
L.R. = 3.395

Discussio

| In line with previous studies (Coren, 1973; Coren et al. 1976;
' Coren & Porac, 1987), our results suggest that, contrary to
cognition, audition and somatosensation, there is no |
common factor for vision. Magnitudes of the Ebbinghaus
and Ponzo-type were found to correlate with V1 surface

area (Schwartzkopf, Song & Rees, 2011, 2013). However, our
| data support this claim only weakly because the spatial illu-

sions

| sions correlated only weakly with each other.

r=0.012
p =0.898
L.R.=4.779

r=0.013
p = 0.890
LR.=4.773

r=-9.18x107
p =0.999
L.R.=4.819

r=0.169
o = 0.069
L.R. = 0.905
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~ Stimuli

Correlations of illusion strength were
very low and for most comparisons not
Results for
females did not differ significantly.

significant.
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Interestingly,

decreased with age for the Ebbin-
ghaus, Ponzo-type, and tilt illusions.
Our null results are supported by good
test-retest reliability and a Bayesian
analysis. Factorial analysis revealed no
common factor.
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