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Pupillary response is known to vary parametrically with sensory intensity across modalities, reflecting automatic BEHAVIORAL . . PUPILLOMETRY RESULTS
physiological tracking of stimulus magnitude(Wang & Munoz, 2015). While this relationship is well established in RESULTS 7 Perceived protrusmn |
o o oy o o o o o o . o —&— Visual
vision and audition (Binda & Murray, 2015; Zekveld et al., 2018), evidence in the tactile domain remains limited and = = | Protrusion-Pupil Correlations Vary by Modality and Time Window
inconsistent (Gusso et al.,, 2021). This study examined how pupil dynamics change as a function of protrusion , c
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Manipulation check Two pUle data analysis windows: (r: Fisher z-transformed group-mean Pearson correlation)

o
=3

o
'S

: Verified that they are perceived as intended in both visual and tactile modalities - Early (500-1000 ms)

Proportion of "S7" responses(%)
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