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View dependence in our performance of three-dimensional (3-D) objects recognition task is one of the evidence that we have two-
dimensional image-based 3-D object representations. However, whether view dependence will occur or not is affected by task condi-
tions, therefore, it is arguable how 3-D object recognition mechanism is affected by task conditions. In this article, | suggest that view
dependence in the task condition of high cognitive load (number of target objects is large and similarity between target and distracter
object is high in a delayed discrimination task) is affected by (a) difference in features used by observer to accomplish the task, and (b)
individual difference in the capacity of spatial information.
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Figure 1. Reaction times and error rates for stimulus images (HSF,

LSF, and normal stimuli) as afunction of changesin viewpoint in

Experiment 1. Two charts illustrates the condition of small memory
set size (left) and large memory set size (right).
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Figure 2. Reaction times (line) and error rates (rectangle) for memory
set size (SMALL, LARGE) and SST score group (HIGH, LOW) asa
function of changesin viewpoint in Experiment 2.
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Figure 3

Figure 3. Recognition process of 3-D objects.
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