Metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

Provided by Goldsmiths Research Online

GOLDSMITHS Research Online
Article

Warrington, Elizabeth, Davidoff, Jules B., Humphreys, Glyn W, Riddoch, M
Jane and Milner, A David

Warrington and Taylor’'s 1978 paper

You may cite this version as: Warrington, Elizabeth, Davidoff, Jules B.,
Humphreys, Glyn W, Riddoch, M Jane and Milner, A David. 2009. Warrington
and Taylor’'s 1978 paper. Perception, 38(6), pp. 933-947. ISSN 0301-0066
[Article] : Goldsmiths Research Online.

Available at: http://eprints.gold.ac.uk/4931/

COPYRIGHT

All material supplied via Goldsmiths Library and Goldsmiths Research Online (GRO) is
protected by copyright and other intellectual property rights. You may use this copy for personal
study or research, or for educational purposes, as defined by UK copyright law. Other specific
conditions may apply to individual items.

This copy has been supplied on the understanding that it is copyright material. Duplication or
sale of all or part of any of the GRO Data Collections is not permitted, and no quotation or
excerpt from the work may be published without the prior written consent of the copyright
holder/s.

http://eprints-gro.goldsmiths.ac.uk
Contact Goldsmiths Research Online at: lib-eprints@gold.ac.uk


https://core.ac.uk/display/110874?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
http://eprints.goldsmiths.ac.uk/
mailto:lib-eprints@gold.ac.uk

2009

Warrington and Taylor's 1978 paper

[Warringion E K, Taylor A M, 1978 "Twa categorical stages of object recognition” Perception 7 695
Original paper reprinted in the appendix]

Comments

Multiple representations for perceptual categorisation
Fhe distinction: made m Warrington and Taylor (1978) between perceptual and semantic

categonsation lias been widely accepted in subsequent models of object and face recogni-
ton (Humphreys and Bruce 1987). Indeed, as Warrington makes clear in her commentary
(this supplement), the origing of the 1dea go back to Lissauer (1890) A similar seriul
sequence is also to be found in the work of Posner and his colleagues (Posner 1969; Posner
and Keele 1967) that has also been confirmed in subsequent studies (Bartram 1976:
Ellis and Allport 1986: Lawson and Humphreys 1996). However, describing the [irst ol
Wiarrington's categorical stages (perceptual categorisation) has turned out 1o be a4 more
complicated matter than was presumed in 1978 (see also Warrington’s commentary),

Mhere 1s an ongoing debate between two groups of theories of how the visuul
system wchieyes view invartance and objeet constancy, One major account, which will be
referred to as image-bused or view-based, proposes that representations mediating object
recoginition are based on stored views or metric templates (eg BilltholT and Edelman
19927 Lowe 1987, Poggio and Edelman 1990; Tarr and Pinker 1989: Ullman 1989). Since a
visual representation is determined by view lamiliarity, the sensitivity ol the visuul system
to view changes can be readily explained i image-based accounts. In contrast, so-called
structural deseription theories. which will be referred to as part-bused representations,
assume that the visual system extracts @ more abstract representation by encoding an
ubjeet’s constituent parts and their relation (eg Bicderman 1987: Dickinson et al 1997
Marr 1982), These more abstract representations are altractive 1o those looking for
parsimonous accounts of object constancy,

Much ol the debate on perceptual categorisation in the 20 years following the
publicition of the Warrington and Taylor paper huas concerned attempts 1o show that
only one ol the two major accounts is necessary lor perceptual categorisation. More

recently. there have been several attempts to reconcile the two approaches. For example,
Farr and BilthotT (1995) proposed that use of the types ol representation depended
on task demands, Extreme cases ol within-class diserimination allow for recognition
exclusively achieved by image-bused mechanisms. However, when objects are 1o be
distinguished in broad categorical classes, recognition may be exclusively achieved
by purt-buscd mechanisms. An alternative hybrid approach has come from the work
ol Hummel and his colleagues (Stankiewics and Hummel 2002; Stunkiewicz ¢t al 1998),
Hummel et ul have argued that the part-based representations can only be accessed
lrom attentional mechanisms, whercas  view-based representations have automatic
aceess Recent work has conlirmed their findings with a4 wide variety ol stimuli
(Thonta and Davidofl” 2006: Thoma ¢b al 2004, 20035). Warrington in subscequent work
Las exinnned how the pereeplual-categorisdation stage may be fractionated (see her coni-
mentary) and the nature of the representation that might serve as decess 1o semantic
ciategorisation (Davidoll and Warrington 1999, 2001; Warrington and Davidoff 2000).
[ particular, her work has been concerned with deseribing the minimal (*barcbones’)
or canonical representation that would access lefi-hemisphere knowledge structures.
The aspects of hemispheric specialisation in Warrington and Taylor has been taken up
by Kosslyn and his colleagues (Kosslyn et al 1989, 1992) with subsystems specialised lor
metric and coordinate re

ations. Another recent account based on hemispheric differences
comes [rom Marsolek (1999). He proposed that the human visual system draws on
two different subsystems in order 1o resolve contradictory demands ol subordinate and
superordimate classilication of objects: An abstract-calegory recognition system, which
s oussuined o be dominant m the left braimn hemisphere. serves the ability to generalise

1l

ass diflerent exemplars ol an object category. A second subsystem (the specilic-

cacniplur subsystem) s thought w be working more effectively in the right hemispheie




and maps even slightly different shape exemplars to different output representations
Marsolek’s ideas are very easy to trace back to ideas in Warrington and Taylor: however.
the huge citation list for the paper shows that it was not only Marr (1982) that found
mspiration in the work

Jules Davidoll
Department of Psychology, Goldsmiths, University of London, New Cross, London SE14 6NW, UK,
e-matl. pdavideifie gold.acuk
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