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Abstract
It is generally acknowledged that biological vision presents nonlinear characteristics, yet lin-

ear filtering accounts of visual processing are ubiquitous. The template-matching operation

implemented by the linear-nonlinear cascade (linear filter followed by static nonlinearity) is

the most widely adopted computational tool in systems neuroscience. This simple model

achieves remarkable explanatory power while retaining analytical tractability, potentially

extending its reach to a wide range of systems and levels in sensory processing. The extent

of its applicability to human behaviour, however, remains unclear. Because sensory stimuli

possess multiple attributes (e.g. position, orientation, size), the issue of applicability may be

asked by considering each attribute one at a time in relation to a family of linear-nonlinear

models, or by considering all attributes collectively in relation to a specified implementation

of the linear-nonlinear cascade. We demonstrate that human visual processing can operate

under conditions that are indistinguishable from linear-nonlinear transduction with respect

to substantially different stimulus attributes of a uniquely specified target signal with associ-

ated behavioural task. However, no specific implementation of a linear-nonlinear cascade is

able to account for the entire collection of results across attributes; a satisfactory account at

this level requires the introduction of a small gain-control circuit, resulting in a model that no

longer belongs to the linear-nonlinear family. Our results inform and constrain efforts at

obtaining and interpreting comprehensive characterizations of the human sensory process

by demonstrating its inescapably nonlinear nature, even under conditions that have been

painstakingly fine-tuned to facilitate template-matching behaviour and to produce results

that, at some level of inspection, do conform to linear filtering predictions. They also suggest

that compliance with linear transduction may be the targeted outcome of carefully crafted

nonlinear circuits, rather than default behaviour exhibited by basic components.

Author Summary

Any attempt to model human vision must first ask: can it be approximated by a process
that linearly matches the visual stimulus with an internal template? We often take this
approximation for granted without properly checking its validity. Even if we assume that
the approximation is valid under specific conditions, does this mean the system operates
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template matching across the board? We would not know exactly in what sense and to
what extent the approximation may be viable. Our results address both issues. We find
that template matchers are locally applicable in relation to a wide range of conditions, pro-
viding much-needed justification for several relevant computational tools. We also find,
however, that there is no sense in which the system is globally a linear template: it remains
inescapably nonlinear. Our findings suggest that linear transduction is not cost-free: it is
not a default building block that is used for constructing expensive nonlinear processes.
Rather, linear sensory representations arise from carefully constructed nonlinear processes
that strike a balanced act between the necessity to retain other important computations,
and the desirability of transducing and representing the visual world on a linear scale.

Introduction
Animals constantly submit environmental signals to neural operations designed to extract useful
information for guiding behaviour. Whether their sensory apparatus is considered in its entirety
as a behavioural machine or in relation to hardware components like individual nerve cells, it can
be described as an input-output transformation that maps external stimuli onto neural represen-
tations. The simplest way to characterize the operation of such a sensory device is to assign a set
of weights to different elements of the incoming stimulation, then sum across all elements, and
finally convert this weighted sum into a number compatible with the scale and units of the output
variable [1, 2]. For input stimulus s, this simple operation can be written as g(hs,wi) (w is the
weighting function, h, i inner product, and g a static nonlinearity). To provide an example, w
may be the receptive field of a simple cell, and g the nonlinearity that maps membrane voltage
onto average spike rate [3]. For another example, more relevant to the present study, we can
think of w as the perceptual impact associated with different portions of a visual display pre-
sented to a human observer, and g the decisional transducer that maps aggregate perceptual
impact onto a binary decision of the kind ‘I saw the stimulus’ or ‘I did not see it’ [4].

The above linear-nonlinear cascade model has been applied to innumerable phenomena in
neuroscience [5, 6], to the extent that it would be impossible to summarize them here. Particu-
larly when referring to perceptual processes, it is often termed ‘template-matching’ [7] to indi-
cate that an internal template (the filter) is matched against the incoming stimulus (via linear
weighting) before a decision is made as to whether the stimulus does or does not contain the
template signal [8, 9]. We will use the terms ‘linear-nonlinear’ (abbreviated LN) and ‘template
matcher’ interchangeably. We will also occasionally refer to this process as ‘linear filtering’ or
‘linear transduction’ and contrapose it to a ‘nonlinear’ process, with the understanding that in
these instances we are specifically referring to the processing stage that precedes the decisional
nonlinearity (g in the previous paragraph). The latter element is an integral part of all psycho-
physical models (and those considered here are no exception), but can be largely bypassed to
access the preceding layers using the methods employed in this study [4, 10].

Qualitative thinking about sensory processing almost invariably refers back to the LN
model [11], not least because its explanatory scope can be greatly extended by adopting arbi-
trary descriptors for s, effectively remapping the stimulus onto a space that is available for
inner-product treatment [12]. The well-known dipper function for contrast discrimination, for
example, is often accounted for by a specific choice of g for a human observer modelled as a LN
cascade [13], and the link to neural activity can also be inferred via this simple framework [14].
Apparently counter-intuitive phenomena such as stochastic resonance can be accommodated
via the LN model [15]. Furthermore, certain methodological approaches (notably reverse
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correlation) often rely on the assumption that the system of interest is well approximated by
the LN operator [4, 16, 17].

Notwithstanding such widespread applicability, there are well-known instances when the
LN model is unable to provide a satisfactory account of relevant phenomena. The operation of
a complex cell, for example, cannot be described by the LN cascade acting directly on the stim-
ulus image [18]. Several neural systems exhibit pronounced gain control properties [19], and
these too fall outside the explanatory reach of barebone LN operators. In human vision, detec-
tion under uncertainty represents a classic example of the inapplicability of simple template-
matching models belonging to the LN family [20, 21]. Adaptive phenomena, e.g. learning-
mediated plasticity, can only be partially approximated by LN descriptors [10]. It is therefore
uncontroversial that LN models are sometimes inadequate.

The critical issue is to recognize when they are adequate or not and, whenever they appear
adequate for a specific application of the system under interest, how far their applicability can
be generalized to other applications of that same system. We can illustrate this issue with the
following example. In experiment 1, we characterize the response of a neuron, or a whole
observer, to visual orientation by selectively manipulating the orientation content of a simple
visual stimulus (e.g. a textured object; see [22] for an example from literature). In experiment 2,
we characterize the response of the same system to pattern size by selectively manipulating the
spatial frequency (SF) content of the same stimulus (see [23] for examples). First, we ask
whether the manner in which the system operates under the conditions of experiment 1 can be
approximated by the LN operator applied to the input stimulus defined with respect to orienta-
tion content: s is a vector specifying orientation energy in the stimulus for different orienta-
tions, and w is the orientation tuning function of the system; is g(hs,wi) adequate? We can ask
the same question with reference to experiment 2, except s is now the vector specifying stimu-
lus energy across SF, and w is the SF tuning function of the system.

An altogether different question is to ask whether the operation of the system with relation
to both orientation and SF can be accounted for by the same LN cascade [24, 25]. For this pur-
pose, the visual stimulus must be projected onto a space s that encompasses both orientation
and SF, because the LN cascade must be applied to one common input space; at the same time,
it must be able to make predictions for the two different spaces probed in the two separate
experiments. The natural space of choice in this case is that of the image itself, i.e. the 2D pixel
array detailing stimulus intensity at each spatial location on the display. If we call this image
2Ds, the question is whether we can identify linear filter 2Dw and nonlinear transducer g so that
gðh2Ds;2DwiÞ will capture the results of experiments 1 and 2. As we demonstrate in this study, a
positive answer to the question posed in the previous paragraph (i.e. both experiments falling
within the explanatory power of the LN family) does not guarantee a positive answer to this lat-
ter question: the system may appear to operate in the manner of the LN cascade with relation
to a number of different probes defined within substantially different spaces (orientation, SF,
2D space), yet its behaviour may not be collectively captured by a single LN cascade. Our
results have important implications for the applicability of LN cascades to visual perception,
and establish some general notions/tools relating to both the potential and limitation of this
modelling family for capturing human sensory processing.

Methods

Ethics statement
Ethics approval was obtained from the College Ethics Review Board (CERB) at Aberdeen Uni-
versity (http://www.abdn.ac.uk/clsm/working-here/cerb.php). All participants gave written
informed consent.
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Stimuli and task specifications
Stimuli lasted 80 ms and consisted of 3 regions (*3×3 deg each): a central ‘probe’ region at fix-
ation (the fixation marker consisted of a dark pixel in the centre measuring*3×3 arcmin and
never disappeared); above and below it, two identical ‘reference’ regions containing the tem-
plate (see S1 Video). The template signal consisted of a cosine-phase (peaking at centre) verti-
cal Gabor wavelet (standard deviation (SD) of Gaussian envelope 0.5 deg, spatial frequency 1
cycles/deg), and was presented at 17% contrast within the reference regions (background lumi-
nance 30 cd/m2). On each trial, observers saw two instances of the stimulus separated by a
500-ms gap. Reference regions were identical on both instances (and across all trials), thus pro-
viding no useful information for performing the task; their purpose was to remind observers of
the target signal shape, so as to facilitate a template-matching strategy [21, 26]. The probe
region contained target signal plus noise mask on one instance, and non-target signal plus
noise mask on the other instance. Observers were asked to select the instance (first or second)
that contained the target signal by pressing one of two buttons, after which they received
immediate trial-by-trial feedback (correct/incorrect). The target signal was simply the template
Gabor wavelet described above (see also Fig 1A), presented at 8% (alternatively 4%) contrast in
the detection (alternatively discrimination) task. The non-target signal was blank for the detec-
tion task (Fig 1F), and a horizontal variant of the target signal for the discrimination task (see

Fig 1. Same signal but different noise.Observers were asked to discriminate a vertical Gabor target signal (A) from a non-target signal (blank in F). Four
different noise types were added to both target and non-target signals. In the 2D noise condition (B, G) each pixel was assigned a randomGaussian
modulation. In the 1D condition (C, H) noise only varied along the horizontal dimension in the form of bar-like Gaussian modulations. In the orientation (Θ)
condition (D, I), noise consisted of the sum of a set of Gabor patches spanning the entire orientation range (K), each patch taking on a randomly assigned
contrast value (see Methods). Spatial frequency (SF) noise (E, J) was generated using a similar procedure, except the underlying patch set varied across SF
(L) rather than orientation. The green (alternatively red) profile in A displays a horizontal (alternatively vertical) slice through the target surface. Green labels
in K (alternatively L) point to target location alongΘ (alternatively SF) dimensions.

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499.g001
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icons to the left of Fig 2E). Except for taking on a different orientation, the non-target signal in
the discrimination task was identical to the target-signal. Data for the two tasks were collected
in separate blocks of 100 trials each. We also collected separate data for a ‘symmetric’ variant of
the discrimination task. In this additional experiment, two identical reference regions contain-
ing non-target templates were presented to the left and to the right of the central probe region.

Noise masks
The noise mask could be 1 of 4 different types in the detection task, and 1 of 2 different types in
the discrimination task (thus explaining why the detection data in Figs 2B and 2D and 3C and
3E are not matched by equivalent data for discrimination). Mask type was randomly selected
on every trial with equal probability for each mask. In the detection task, the noise mask could
be ‘2D’ (Fig 1B and 1G): each pixel (within a 65×65 array) was separately assigned a random
luminance value from a zero-mean Gaussian distribution with SD*16% contrast (we use
the*symbol because this value was tailored to each observer to target threshold performance
of d0 *1, see abscissa values in Fig 4C); ‘1D’ (Fig 1C and 1H): each column of pixels spanning
the probe region was separately assigned a random value from a zero-mean Gaussian distribu-
tion with SD* 9% contrast, and the vertical profile of each column was modulated by the
envelope (Gaussian window) of the Gabor target signal; ‘Θ’ (Fig 1D and 1I): a set of 12 Gabor
wavelets spanning the 0-π orientation range (Fig 1K), all identical to the target signal except for
rotation, were assigned a random contrast value from a Gaussian distribution with
mean* 3% (alternatively* 5%) contrast and SD* 0.7% (alternatively* 1.2%) contrast in
the detection (alternatively discrimination) task; ‘SF’ (Fig 1E and J): a set of 12 Gabor wavelets
ranging in spatial frequency (SF) from 0.2 to 3.5 cycles/deg in logarithmic steps (Fig 1L), all
identical to the target signal except for SF, were assigned a random contrast value from a

Fig 2. Perceptual filters used by human observers to detect/discriminate stimuli. A-D show aggregate (across observers) perceptual filters (PF) for
detecting the vertical Gabor target (icons to the left of A) returned by reverse correlating different noise types: 2D (A), 1D (B),Θ (C) and SF (D; see Fig 1 for
image samples of all four classes). Red/blue lines in A show positive/negative contours through a Gabor fit to the data. Green trace in B and green lines in
C-D indicate target signal. Grey shaded regions in B-D show ±1 SEM. Panels E, G show results corresponding to A, C (2D andΘ noise probes) for
discriminating vertical from horizontal Gabor targets (icons to the left of E). F plots match between 2D PF’s and target/non-target signals on y/x axes (non-
target as specified in the discrimination task) for both detection (solid) and discrimination (open) across different observers (different data points). H plots filter
amplitude of orientation-tuned PF’s (C,G) at 0 (peak, y axis) and ±π/2 (trough) using similar conventions. Error bars (±1 SEM) in F,H are sometimes smaller
than symbols and therefore not visible. The centre value of 2D PF’s (A,E) is effectively undefined because occluded by the fixation marker (see Methods).

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499.g002
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Gaussian distribution with mean* 3% contrast and SD* 0.7% contrast. Noise masks were
specified as detailed above so that each mask type was associated with a non-zero probability of
realizing the target signal. Because only 2D and Θmasks present a non-zero probability of real-
izing the non-target signal in the discrimination task, only these two masks were adopted for
the discrimination condition. Furthermore, due to their vertical characteristic and the limited
contrast range afforded by a combination of design and hardware constraints, 1D and SF noise
probes did not effectively mask the horizontal non-target signal and introduced spurious cues
(e.g. cross-oriented regions) for performing the task. 2D/1D noise was fully orthogonal (each
pixel was modulated independently and did not overlap with other pixels); Θ/SF noise was not
fully orthogonal because the underlying wavelets (Fig 1K–1L) were not themselves orthogonal
except for specific instances. In relation to the logic of this study (see Results) orthogonality
was important only between vertical and horizontal components of orientation noise (indi-
cated by peak and trough respectively in Fig 2G–2H); these two components were very nearly
orthogonal (within hardware precision). All aspects of the study were validated via explicit
implementation of fully specified computational models (see below).

Observers and data mass
We tested 10 observers in the detection task (* 3.3K trials per noise type per observer, total
of* 130K trials); 5 of those 10 observers also participated in the discrimination task (* 4.4K
trials per noise type per observer, total of* 44K trials), and 1 of those 10 observers also partic-
ipated in the symmetric variant of the discrimination task together with an additional 5 observ-
ers who did not belong to the original pool of 10 observers (* 4K trials per noise type per
observer, total of* 49K trials). All observers were naive to the purpose and methodology of

Fig 3. Nonlinear tests return no deviations, i.e. compliance with template matching. Panels B-F, H plot the same as Fig 2A–2E and 2G but separately
for target-present and target-absent PF’s (see Methods). The two descriptors match, as predicted by the linear-nonlinear (LN) cascade. The 1st-order
nonlinear test is designed to quantify potential differences between the two first-order descriptors (see Methods). G plots the outcome of this test for individual
observers (one data point per observer per condition) on the x axis for the 2D (red, solid/open for detection/discrimination) and 1D (orange) conditions, versus
the outcome of the 2nd-order nonlinear test designed to quantify potential modulations within second-order PF’s (these should be featureless for the LN
cascade [10]). Both tests scatter around 0 (indicated by dashed lines). I plots the same forΘ (blue) and SF (magenta) conditions. Error bars in G, I show ±1
SEM; gray ovals are centred on mean across all data points, with axes tilted along linear fit and spanning ±2 SD of projected data values. A plots distributions
for both tests across all conditions/observers, together with a similar descriptor (orange) quantifying modulations within full first-order PF’s (i.e. computed
from all trials; this additional analysis is presented here to demonstrate that the adopted test metric is sensitive to structure when present).

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499.g003
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Fig 4. Human intrinsic variability is compatible with a linear model followed by a late additive noise
source. The absolute efficiency predicted by the LN model (x axis in A) matches corresponding human
estimates (y axis). Inset to A plots distribution of log-ratios between measured and predicted values (0 when
not different). Trial-by-trial agreement between human responses and LNmodel (y axis in B) falls within the
optimal range (indicated by green shading; green dotted line shows midpoint between upper and lower
boundaries); inset shows similar results for gain-control model (diagram in Fig 6A). Symbol size in B reflects
associated decoupled baseline (small size for baseline<= chance, big for baseline > chance; see S1 Text for
details on how baseline was computed). Axes have been stretched to map linearly in d0 units. Internal noise
estimates (see Methods) plotted on y axis in C (see also side histogram) are broadly consistent with
measurements from previous studies [27] (range indicated by green shading) and do not correlate with
sensitivity (x axis), as expected of an additive noise source. Red horizontal line marks cut-off point (value of
5) beyond which internal noise estimates represent estimation failures [27]. Estimates for 2D (x axis in D)
versus 1D noise from the detection task are mildly correlated across observers (dashed lines show ±95%
confidence intervals on linear fit) but do not differ (data points scatter around solid unity line), consistent with a
late common noise source (an earlier noise source may be expected to scale with noise dimensionality [28]).
Black/blue symbols in D show estimates obtained by computing the percentage of correct responses from
double-pass blocks only (black) or all blocks (blue) to demonstrate that this choice had little impact on the
resulting trend. In all remaining panels, solid/open symbols refer to detection/discrimination tasks and
different colours refer to different noise types (red for 2D, yellow for 1D, blue for orientation, magenta for SF).
Diamond shape refers to the symmetric variant of the discrimination experiment. Each symbol refers to data
from an individual observer in the condition specified by its colour/shape characteristics. Error bars show ±1
SEM in all plots (omitted in inset to B to avoid clutter); ovals are centred on mean across data points, with
axes tilted along linear fit and spanning ±1 SD of projected data values.

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499.g004
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the study; they were paid 7GBP/9EUR per hour for their participation. The total number of tri-
als collected for this study (single-pass and double-pass, see below for description of the latter
type) was 269700.

Perceptual filter (PF) computation
Following completion of data collection and acquisition of observer responses, we can classify
each stimulus typez½q;r� as being of type type presented in the target-present (q = 1) or target-
absent (q = 0) interval on a specific trial, to which observers responded correctly (r = 1) or
incorrectly (r = 0). It is a matrix of dimension 65 × 65 for type 2D, a 65-element vector for
type 1D, a 12-element vector for type Θ and SF. It was constructed by summing a signal s to a
noisy sample n: typez½q;r� ¼ types½q� þ typen½q;r�. s and n were specified as detailed above. When
projected onto 2D space s is the same across type (see Fig 1), however its vector representation
with respect to each type differs: it is the Gabor wavelet specified above for type 2D, a horizon-
tal slice through said wavelet for type 1D (green trace in Fig 2B), a non-zero entry for the 7th
element of a 12-element vector for type Θ and SF. The first-order target-present PF (i.e. com-

puted only from noise fields containing the target) was typep½1�
1 ¼ avgðtypen½1;1�Þ � avgðtypen½1;0�Þ

where avgð:Þ indicates average across the subset of trials indexed by the assigned type and [q,

r] values [4]; the target-absent PF was typep½0�
1 ¼ avgðtypen½0;0�Þ � avgðtypen½0;1�Þ. The full PF was

simply the sum of target-present and target-absent PF’s: typep1 ¼ typep
½1�
1 þ typep

½0�
1 [29]. The sec-

ond-order PF is similarly computed as typep2 ¼ covðtypen½1;1�Þ þ covðtypen½0;0�Þ �
covðtypen½1;0�Þ � covðtypen½0;1�Þ where covð:Þ indicates covariance across trials of the specified
classification [10].

Scalar metrics applied to PF
Because we found an inevitable degree of variability across observers, it is difficult to draw con-
clusions from simply inspecting individual PF’s. We therefore performed additional analyses
that captured relevant aspects of filter structure, and quantified each aspect using a single value
(scalar metric) for each PF. This approach made it then possible to perform simple population
statistics and confirm or reject specific hypotheses (against unambiguously defined null bench-
marks) about the overall shape of the filters. Our conclusions are therefore based on individual
observer data, not on the aggregate observer; aggregate descriptors (e.g. Fig 2A–2E and 2G) are
only presented for visualization purposes. Some previous studies using classified noise have
relied on qualitative inspection of aggregate data, but this approach is inadequate to draw
robust conclusions primarily for two reasons: 1) there is no generally accepted procedure for
generating an average PF from individual images for different observers [30]; 2) we have
shown in previous work that effects observed via qualitative inspection of aggregate filters may
not survive quantitative inspection using metric analysis, and vice versa [22].

Match with target signal. For 2Dp1, h2Dp1;
2Ds½q�i is the match with target (q = 1, plotted on

y axis in Fig 2F) or non-target signal (q = 0, plotted on x axis in Fig 2F) used in the discrimina-
tion task (icons to the left of Fig 2E); h, i is Frobenius (2D) inner product (element-by-element
multiplication followed by sum across all elements).

Test of structure presence within first-order/second-order PF’s. We computed two PF
descriptors separately from odd and even trials and calculated their element-by-element corre-
lation. The expected value of this cross-validated correlation is 0 for structureless PF’s, because
the two descriptors are computed from independent noise samples; any departure from 0
reflects the presence of measurable structure that was available from non-overlapping subsets
of the data. We then exploited this measure to test for two predictions of LN transduction: 1)
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target-present PF’s must match target-absent PF’s [21, 31–38]; 2) second-order PF’s must be
featureless [10]. To test for the first prediction (referred to as ‘1st-order nonlinear’ test because
it is based on 1st-order PF’s), the cross-validated procedure was applied to the difference
between target-present and target-absent PF’s. To test for the second prediction (referred to as
‘2nd-order nonlinear’ test), it was applied to second-order PF’s. We adopted a variant of the
cross-validation procedure in the 2D case, due to the large dimensionality of the associated PF
and the resulting reduction in resolving power of our estimates: by computing element-by-ele-
ment correlation across the entire 2D PF, we may have missed existing structure due to insuffi-
cient resolution of our measurements. We therefore reduced the dimensionality of the PF
descriptor by restricting it to the two marginal averages across the PF surface, resulting in a PF
descriptor of size 65+65. We also verified that our conclusions were unaffected by the adoption
of marginalization procedures other than average, such as root-mean-square (RMS). For the
2nd-order nonlinear test applied to the 2D case, we only used the diagonal (variance as opposed
to covariance) of the second-order PF (the dimensionality of the full 2D second-order PF (654)
being impracticably large for reliable estimation). We often plot results from the two tests in
the form of scattergraphs (e.g. Fig 3G and 3I) to expose potential correlations, because the
quantities measured by the two tests are linked by theoretical considerations [10] (Fig 8I offers
examples of both correlated and uncorrelated characteristics).

Response agreement and internal noise estimation
We performed a series of additional experiments specifically designed to measure human-
human agreement [39]. During these experimental blocks, observers saw the same stimuli pre-
sented under typical data collection conditions, with the only difference that the second half of
each 100-trial block (from trial #51 to trial #100) consisted of a repetition of the first half (from
trial #1 to trial #50) in randomly permuted order. Human-human agreement (plotted on the x
axis in Fig 4A) is simply the % of repeated trials on which observers gave the same response. By
adopting a minimal signal detection theory (SDT) framework, internal noise (plotted on the y
axis in Fig 4C) can be estimated (in units of external noise) from human-human agreement
and the % of correct-response trials. Details of this routine procedure have been extensively
documented in previous publications [27, 39, 40]. Human-model agreement (plotted on the y
axis in Fig 4B) is the % of trials on which the human response matches the response generated
by a computational model to the same stimulus set (see below for details of models imple-
mented here). For a given value of human-human agreement x in a 2AFC task, upper and

lower bounds on the maximum achievable human-model agreement are given by ð1þ
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

2x � 1
p Þ=2 and x itself [41]; the corresponding region is indicated by green shading in Fig 4B.
Human-model agreement may exceed chance for models that are decoupled from the trial-by-
trial perturbation delivered by the external noise source; to identify instances where this may
be the case, we have developed a ‘decoupled’ baseline (see S1 Text). We collected double-pass
data from 9 of the 10 observers in the detection task (* 650 trials per noise type per observer,
total of* 23K trials), 2 of the 5 observers in the discrimination task (* 1050 trials per noise
type per observer, total of* 4.2K trials), and all 6 observers in the symmetric variant of the
discrimination task (* 1650 trials per noise type per observer, total of* 20K trials). The first
half/pass of this dataset was combined with the original dataset for the purpose of PF estima-
tion and associated analysis.

Computational models
Template matcher (LN). We implemented three different models (plus opponent variants

for two of them), which we refer to as matcher, push-pull and gain-control. In the matcher
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model, each stimulus z½q� is matched (via inner product) to template t, obtaining response
r½q� ¼ hz½q�; ti. The model responds correctly if the difference between target and non-target
match, r[1] − r[0], is positive; it responds incorrectly otherwise. This decisional rule was adopted
for all models (in line with current literature [42]). The matcher model was applied across all 4
stimulus spaces explored in the experiments, with typet equal to the estimated PF typep1 for the
given type; corresponding human-model agreement is plotted on the y axis in Fig 4B (main
panel). For the purpose of computing human-model agreement from this model, we exploited
symmetry to increase PF reliability (e.g. we mirror-averaged 2D PF’s across vertical and hori-
zontal axes). We also implemented a 2D variant (diagram in Fig 5A) where 2Dtmatched the
target signal 2Ds½1� and all stimuli were projected to 2D before being subjected to the template;
the corresponding PF’s across noise types are shown in Fig 5 (blue traces in panels C-E, I).

Push-pull. We only implemented the 2D variant of the push-pull model (diagram in Fig
5F). Each input stimulus is matched to both the target signal and to its orhtogonal image 2Ds½0�

(the non-target signal in the discrimination task, see icons to the left of Fig 2E); the model
response associated with the stimulus is the difference between the two squared matches:

r½q� ¼ h2Dz½q�;2Ds½1�i2 � h2Dz½q�;2Ds½0�i2. The corresponding PF’s across noise types are shown in
Fig 5 (red traces in panels C-E, I). The corresponding results for 1st- and 2nd-order nonlinear
tests are plotted in Fig 7B.

Gain-control. We only implemented the 2D variant of the gain-control model (diagram
in Fig 5F). The model response associated with stimulus 2Dz½q� is given by the output of the
matcher model detailed earlier with template equal to the target signal, divided by a normaliz-

ing factor k: r½q� ¼ h2Dz½q�;2Ds½1�i=k. k was obtained by the Pythagorean sum of the two matches
detailed above for the push-pull model (rather than their difference):

k ¼ ðh2Dz½q�;2Ds½1�i2 þ h2Dz½q�;2Ds½0�i2Þ12. Human-model agreement for this model is plotted on
the y axis in the inset to Fig 4B; the associated PF’s across noise types are shown in Fig 6 (red
traces in panels C-E, H). The corresponding results for 1st- and 2nd-order nonlinear tests are
plotted in Fig 7A.

Fig 5. No single LNmodel is able to account for the entire dataset. B-E, G, I plot human PF’s shown in Fig 2A–2E and 2G together with simulated PF’s
returned by a single 2D implementation of the matcher (LN) model (blue in C-E, I) or the push-pull model (red in C-E, I; see diagrams in A, F for schematics of
the two models). Error regions around simulated PF’s show ±1 SD across simulations. H, J show normalized root-mean-square distance (see Methods)
between simulated and human PF’s for matcher model (x axis) versus push-pull model (y axis) using the plotting conventions adopted in Fig 3G and 3I.

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499.g005
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Fig 7. Nonlinear tests return no deviations for gain-control model, but detect nonlinear behaviour
exhibited by push-pull model. Black histograms plot distributions for the 1st-order nonlinear test, grey
histograms for the 2nd-order nonlinear test (see caption to Fig 3 for brief description of these two tests),
orange histograms for 1st-order full PF’s (reflecting linear component of LN models when applicable), across
all 4 noise conditions (different rows) and for both gain-control (A) and push-pull model (B). Left insets plot
target-present/target-absent (red/blue) first-order PF’s (similar to Fig 3B–3E); right insets plot second-order
PF’s for the 1D condition. The second-order PF associated with the push-pull model displays substantial
modulations; in the 1D condition, this model returns clearly positive values for both nonlinear tests. All
simulated first-order PF’s display measurable structure (see orange distributions) except for the push-pull
model in the 2D condition (top right, see also Fig 5B and 5G).

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499.g007

Fig 6. Gain-control model accounts for the entire dataset. Plotting conventions as in Fig 5. Diagram in A summarizes structure of the gain-control model
that generated the PF’s in B-F, H.

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499.g006
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Opponent variants. In the opponent variants of the template-matcher and gain-control
models, two units like those described above were combined via subtraction. We call o[1] the
output of the vertically-oriented unit detailed above (whether template-macther or gain-con-
trol), and o[0] the output of a horizontally-oriented unit; the two units are identical except for
the different orientation of the linear drive. The output of the opponent variant is r½q� ¼
o½1� � 1

2
o½0� (we halved o[0] because 2D PF’s from the symmetric variant of the discrimination

task displayed* 2 × more vertical than horizontal structure, see black symbols in Fig 8D).
Late additive internal noise source. For the stimulus SNR’s used with human observers,

model outputs were often always correct (or nearly so). Under those conditions it becomes
impossible to apply PF estimation. We therefore introduced a late additive noise source to the
simulations, intended to approximate the internal noise source intrinsic to human observers
[27] (see above). The differential output r[1] − r[0] from the model was added to Laplace-distrib-
uted noise with shape and scale parameters set to unity [26] before generating a binary choice.

Normalized root-mean-square distance from simulated PF. We computed the RMS
value of the difference between human and simulated PF’s after separately rescaling each to
RMS = 1. Rescaling was necessary because PF amplitude depends on several factors [10], nota-
bly internal noise [17]. Although in this study we were able to measure internal noise magni-
tude for individual observers (see previous section), the resulting estimates often presented a
substantial degree of experimental error and variability (see vertical error bars in Fig 4C), mak-
ing it impractical to incorporate them into our models. Furthermore, the impact of internal
noise on PF amplitude is well understood only for a late additive source [10, 17], while our goal
in estimating distance between human and simulated PF’s was to retain validity regardless of
the internal noise process that was affecting human performance. For the 2D case, prior to

Fig 8. Symmetric variant of discrimination task engages two elementary operations with orthogonal preference. The central probe was flanked by
additional non-target templates (indicated by green in A). B-C plot overall (labelled ‘Human’) as well as target-present/absent PF’s for 2D andΘ conditions
(similar plotting conventions to Fig 3B and 3D). F plots the overall 2D PF from the opponent variant of the LN model (left) and target-present/absent PF’s from
the opponent variant of the gain congrol model (right; see Methods for detailed description of these variants). G plots overallΘ PF’s from these two models
(magenta and yellow respectively) together with the human PF replotted from C (black). D plots target/non-target match values (similar to Fig 2F) from overall
(black), target-present (red) and target-absent (blue) 2D PF’s; light colouring refers to the observer who had also participated in the original discrimination
experiment without non-target templates. E plots peak/trough amplitudes ofΘ PF’s (similar to Fig 2H) using similar colour-coding conventions. H plots
normalized root-mean-square distance between simulated and human PF’s using the conventions adopted in Figs 5H and 5J and 6G and 6H. I plots
outcome of 1st- and 2nd-order nonlinear tests using the conventions of Fig 3G and 3I across observers and noise masks from the original discrimination
experiment (black) and its symmetric variant (green).

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499.g008
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computing RMS distance we reduced PF dimensionality using the procedure already described
in the previous section.

Results

Empirical estimates of human perceptual filters
We asked observers to detect the most common target stimulus in contemporary vision science
[43]: the Gabor wavelet (Fig 1A). On each trial, one interval contained this target signal, while the
other interval did not (Fig 1F); observers were asked to select the target interval. We then added
four different types of visual noise to both target and non-target stimuli: 2D pixel noise (Fig 1B
and 1G), 1D ‘line’ noise (Fig 1C and 1H), orientation (Fig 1D and 1I) and spatial frequency (SF)
noise (Fig 1E and 1J). We applied psychophysical reverse correlation [10, 17] to retrieve the per-
ceptual filters (PF) associated with each noise probe separately (see Methods). The PF can be
thought of as the psychophysical equivalent of the physiological receptive field [11, 41]: it pro-
vides an overall picture of the weighting function applied by the observer to the incoming stimu-
lus for the purpose of identifying the assigned target signal [4, 17]. This description is useful for
intuitive purposes, but is inaccurate and possibly misleading upon closer inspection due to
important differences between the two processes instantiated by single neurons on the one hand,
and human observers on the other [10, 41].

The different noise probes were randomly mixed within the same block, so that observers
did not know which noise type would appear on the next trial (see S1 Video); furthermore,
their task was identical throughout all blocks, regardless of the noise type applied on any given
trial. Data from different noise types therefore enable different vantage points on the same
underlying elementary visual operation (extraction of a localized oriented wavelet). As
expected, the PF’s associated with different noise types resemble the target signal: the 2D spatial
PF presents a Gabor-like modulation not dissimilar from the target (compare Fig 2A with Fig
1A), the 1D spatial PF takes on a Mexican-hat shape that largely overlaps with a horizontal
slice through the target (compare black data with green trace in Fig 2B), the orientation-tuned
PF peaks at target orientation (indicated by green line in Fig 2C), and the SF-tuned PF peaks at
target SF (indicated by green line in Fig 2D).

In a series of additional experiments, we determined that similar results were obtained for a
discrimination variant of the same task where the non-target signal was orthogonal to the tar-
get signal (icons to the left of Fig 2E). The PF’s associated with the discrimination task were vir-
tually identical to those returned by the detection task (compare E with A and G with C in Fig
2; only 2D and Θmasks are applicable to this task, see Methods), contrary to the ideal observer
prediction that the 2D PF should be an image of the target minus the non-target signal [1]: the
estimated PF for discrimination (Fig 2E) appears to contain exclusively vertically oriented
structure (across observers and detection/discrimination tasks, PF match with target (verti-
cally-oriented) on y axis in Fig 2F is significant at p< 10−3 (Bonferroni-corrected for multiple
comparison) by two-tailed Wilcoxon signed rank (WSR) test for match> 0, while match with
rotated target (horizontally oriented) on x axis is not significant at p> 0.05). A feature of spe-
cific interest for the purposes of later modelling efforts is that orientation-tuned PF’s (Fig 2C
and 2G) present clear troughs at the non-target orientation (±π/2 on x axis) of magnitude com-
parable to their peaks (across observers/tasks, peak/trough amplitudes on y/x axes in Fig 2H
modulate significantly at p< 10−3 (same test as above) and are not different (except for sign) at
p> 0.05 by paired two-tailed WSR test). This result is not trivially expected as other outcomes
are possible (see [22] for examples).

Elementary Visual Operations Are Not Reducible to Template-Matching

PLOS Computational Biology | DOI:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499 November 10, 2015 13 / 27



The lack of any discernible difference between discrimination and detection experiments
indicates that the same mechanism supports both operations, prompting us to seek a single
model able to account for the entire dataset in Fig 2.

Applicability of LN cascades
We carried out 4 tests, based on established literature [10, 34, 36, 38, 39, 41, 44], designed to
gauge the applicability of LN transduction. They converge to indicate that, for any given repre-
sentation of the visual stimulus, the LN framework provides an adequate description of the
manner in which the human sensory system operates with respect to that representation.

The first test capitalizes on the prediction by the LN model that filter estimates returned by
noise fields associated with the target stimulus (target-present) must match estimates returned
by target-absent noise fields [21, 31–38]. We observed virtually no difference between the two
estimates (compare left versus right surface plots in Fig 3B and 3F and blue versus red traces in
C-E, H), consistent with the prediction of the LN model (see below for individual observer
analysis and quantitative corroboration of the above-detailed qualitative observations).

An additional test relies on nonlinear (second-order) operators that capture system proper-
ties not conveyed by first-order estimates [33] (see Methods); the LN model predicts structure-
less second-order perceptual filters [10]. Fig 3G and 3I plot an index of such second-order
nonlinear structure (y axis) versus a similar index of structural differences between target-pres-
ent and target-absent PF’s (relating to the ‘first-order nonlinear’ test described in the previous
paragraph) across observers (different data points); neither was significantly different from 0
(p> 0.05 whether corrected or not for multiple comparison, one-tailed WSR test; see also over-
all black/gray distributions in Fig 3A, alongside orange distribution of same structural index
applied to overall first-order PF’s to demonstrate that this index can adequately expose filter
structure when present). Although the two tests are not equivalent in that second-order nonlin-
earities do not necessarily impact target-present filter estimates [10], they probe related aspects
of the underlying process [26]; they may therefore be expected to correlate in the event of
departures from template matching (we provide one such example from data in Fig 8I). Con-
trary to this expectation, there was no detectable correlation (p> 0.05, robust correlation tool-
box [45]) between the two tests (see lack of substantial tilt for gray ovals in Fig 3G and 3I),
further supporting the notion that if any departure from template matching was present in our
data, it was too small to measure.

A third test compares human absolute efficiency (plotted on y axis in Fig 4A) against corre-
sponding predictions for LN models incorporating the empirically estimated PF [44]. There
was reasonable agreement between measurements and predictions (points scatter around diag-
onal unity line), however we report an appreciable tendency for measured efficiency values to
exceed corresponding predictions (this effect is visually demonstrated by the tendency for data
points to fall above the unity line in Fig 4A; see also histogram within inset). More specifically,
when different noise conditions are tested separately, only the 1D condition approaches statis-
tical significance (two-tailed paired WSR test for measured versus predicted estimates returns
p< 0.005 but this value does not survive Bonferroni correction for multiple comparison; the
remaining three noise conditions return p> 0.05 whether corrected or not). When tested col-
lectively across conditions and tasks (all data points in Fig 4A collapsed onto one dataset), mea-
sured values exceed predicted values at p< 10−3 (two-tailed paired WSR test, survives
correction for multiple comparison). Similar deviations have been previously documented for
a variety of stimuli and discrimination tasks [44]. Our current understanding of relevant phe-
nomena does not allow us to confidently identify the source of this small discrepancy, and it
should be noted that the efficiency predictions are based on specific assumptions about the
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nature of the internal noise source [44]. The additional test detailed below makes no such
assumptions.

The last test compares the output generated by the LNmodel on specific trials against the
human output on those same specific trials [46] (this comparison was also independently
assessed with respect to decoupled baseline, see Methods and symbol size in Fig 4B). The result-
ing human-model agreement (proportion of trials on which the two outputs match) is plotted in
Fig 4B (y axis) against the proportion of trials on which human observers replicate their own
response for two passes of the same stimulus (human-human agreement, see Methods). Collec-
tively, estimates fall significantly above the lower bound of the maximum predictability region
[41] (green shaded area) on a targeted comparison (two-tailed pairedWSR test for y> x returns
p< 10−5), they do not differ from the midpoint between upper and lower bound (indicated by
the green dotted line in Fig 4B) at p = 0.26, but they are smaller than the upper bound
(p< 10−8). These findings indicate that the level of trial-by-trial predictability achieved by the
LNmodel is compatible with optimality, although they do not guarantee this result: it remains
possible that the internal noise process operating within observers is such that maximum predict-
ability should be assigned to the upper bound of the green area in Fig 4B [41], in which case the
trial-by-trial predictability achieved by the LNmodel would be suboptimal. We currently lack
effective tools for characterizing the detailed structure of internal noise within human observers,
however based on recent attempts [26] it appears reasonable that the typical region of maximum
predictability for human vision should lie between the two extremes; this region is compatible
with the values generated by the LNmodel (see above). We also converted these measurements
into estimates of internal noise [39] to confirm that its properties are compatible with the notion
of a late additive source often assumed by LNmodels [4] (Fig 4C–4D, see caption).

It may appear surprising that human visual processing displayed such compliance with the
LN model, particularly with relation to the target-present/target-absent comparison (Fig 3): a
representative survey of relevant literature indicates that these two estimates differ at least as
often as they do not [4, 21, 36], and sometimes substantially so [34, 37, 38, 47]. It may therefore
be argued on the basis of pevious studies that the lack of any difference, rather than its pres-
ence, should be viewed as unexpected and atypical. Our results, however, must be interpreted
in light of the consideration that every aspect of the adopted experimental design was opti-
mized to achieve template matching on the part of human observers (e.g. the stimulus was pre-
sented centrally [26], we placed two noiseless target signals above and below the central probe
[48], we explicitly instructed observers to match the probe against those target replicas [21, 26],
observers were given trial-by-trial feedback). Our objective was to test the applicability of LN
modelling under conditions that favoured this processing mode, so that we could gauge the full
extent of its explanatory power. Our analyses support the applicability of the LN cascade with
respect to each dimension we probed. This result does not imply that the same LN model oper-
ating within a common representation also accounts for all results obtained across different
representations. We turn to the latter issue below.

One model for all feature spaces: a small gain-control circuit accounts
for all results
In attempting to identify a single specific implementation of the LN cascade that may account
for our entire dataset, the natural starting point is a LN model that applies a 2D template simi-
lar to the estimated 2D PF (followed by the static decisional nonlinearity, see Methods). We
implemented the 2D LN model using the target signal as template (Fig 5A) rather than the esti-
mated PF (Fig 2A). This choice is motivated by the following considerations: 1) it allows us to
exploit the full resolving power of the entire dataset by avoiding the need for cross-validation
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[49]; 2) our results will serve future investigations even where data mass is insufficient to sup-
port PF estimation [50]; 3) model evaluation will be based on ‘structural failures’ of the associ-
ated simulations (i.e. qualitative departures from data that cannot be ameliorated by tweaking
model parameters), so that fine details of template structure are irrelevant.

Unsurprisingly, the 2D LN model generates good PF predictions for 2D/1D probes (Fig 5B–
5C), however it is unable to simulate the negative modulations orthogonal to target orientation
observed for orientation-tuned PF’s (compare blue with black traces in Fig 5D and 5I); as we
have demonstrated in Fig 2H via quantitative analysis, those modulations reflect genuine struc-
ture in the data. No degree of model tweaking would allow the 2D LN model to generate those
negative modulations: the underlying human template contains no structure along the orienta-
tion orthogonal to the target (Fig 2F), which in turn implies orientation-tuned PF’s lacking
modulations within that region of orientation space. The LN model specified above must there-
fore be rejected as a viable account of our dataset. Because this conclusion is solely based on
characteristics associated with the linear filtering stage (L) in the LN model (those characteris-
tics are evaluated via the corresponding PF estimates which, under the LN model, return an
image of the linear filtering stage), it is valid regardless of the characteristics associated with the
static nonlinearity (N in the LN model) and therefore generalizes to any such nonlinearity sup-
porting a sensible discrimination model. In other words, even if one were to allow for different
characteristics of the static nonlinearity to be associated with different noise types, the 2D LN
model just considered would not be compatible with our results.

The structural failure detailed above can only be addressed by inserting a model component
orthogonal to the target signal; because peak and trough amplitudes were comparable (Fig 2H),
it would appear that the orthogonal component should be assigned equal gain to the compo-
nent aligned with target orientation. We must rule out a push-pull model where the template is
obtained by simply taking the difference between target and non-target signals (we further con-
sider this model later in the article), because the associated 2D filter estimate should be itself an
image of that difference, contrary to the observed PF (Fig 2A and 2E–2F). The next minimal
incremental modification of the push-pull model involves squaring the output of the two tem-
plates before they are subtracted [51] (Fig 5F). This variant, which no longer belongs to the LN
family, generates orientation-tuned filters fully overlapping with those observed experimentally
(compare red and black traces in Fig 5D and 5I), however it fails to generate suitable 2D filter
descriptors (Fig 5B and 5G). This failure is once again structural: there is complete symmetry
between vertical and horizontal orientations at the level of stimuli, task and model, so that all
PF estimates must be similarly symmetric; we observed symmetry for orientation-tuned PF’s
(Fig 2H) but not for 2D filters (Fig 2F), ruling out the nonlinear push-pull model. To summa-
rize, the push-pull model improves on the LN model in its superior ability to capture orienta-
tion-tuned PF’s (blue data points in Fig 5J fall below the unity line at p< 0.0002 by two-tailed
paired WSR test for x different than y values), however it is poorer at accounting for 2D/1D
PF’s (red/orange data points in Fig 5H fall above the unity line at p< 10−4).

An additional canonical operation in the construction of small-scale circuits for neural com-
puting is divisive normalization [19, 52, 53]. We implemented the most basic version of this
operation: the linear drive is supported by the target-like matched template, and the gain-con-
trol operator pools from only parallel and orthogonal filters (Fig 6A). This minimal version of
gain-control is sufficient to account, at least qualitatively, for all empirical PF estimates with no
identifiable structural failure (Fig 6). On average, the model accounts for 94% of the variance in
the aggregate data across 1D, Θ and SF conditions (variance accounted for in the 2D condition
is inevitably low at 0.27 due to the high density of the noise probe, which results in high mea-
surement noise and a sparsely modulated PF; for this condition we rely on the reasonable qual-
itative match between fitted surfaces indicated by ovals in Fig 6B and 6F). This value is more
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than satisfactory when one considers that the relevant implementation involves no free param-
eters and can be deployed without prior estimate of the underlying 2D filter. To summarize,
the gain-control model is able to rectify the inadequacy of the LN model in capturing orienta-
tion-tuned PF’s (blue data points in Fig 6I fall below the unity line at p< 0.0002), while at the
same time retaining its ability to account for 2D/1D PF’s (red/orange data points in Fig 5G
scatter around the unity line at p = 0.43) and characteristic features of the SF-tuning data
(magenta data in Fig 6I scatter around the unity line at p = 0.9; see also Fig 6E).

Despite its highly nonlinear nature, the gain-control circuit in Fig 6A operates in a manner
well approximated by linear templates when projected onto and defined across each of the four
dimensions probed by our experiments: Fig 7A plots indices returned by the two LN tests pre-
viously applied to the human data (see Fig 3A); there was no detectable sign of departure from
template matching for any condition under either test (black/gray histograms centred around
0). This result is not due to lack of resolving power: when applied to the push-pull model (Fig
7B) both tests return positive distributions for the 1D condition, because this model generates
mismatched target-present and target-absent estimates (compare red with blue traces within
left inset to 1D condition in Fig 7B; see also clear modulations of its second-order kernel, right
inset). Neither test detects departures from LN transduction for the 2D condition, however this
is not because the PF’s associated with the push-pull model were consistent with template
matching, but rather because they were nearly featureless and therefore inconsistent with the
human data (2D orange distribution in Fig 7B, reflecting first-order PF sructure, is centred
around 0; see also Fig 5B and 5G).

As a final step in cross-checking the applicability of the gain-control model, we computed
its trial-by-trial predictive power and confirmed that it falls within the optimal range (inset to
Fig 4B): collectively across all estimates, human-model agreement falls significantly above/
below the lower/upper bounds of the maximum predictability region (p< 10−6/10−8) and does
not differ from the midpoint between the two bounds (p< 0.42).

Engagement of multiple elementary operators
The above detailed experiments were specifically designed with the objective of isolating a sin-
gle elementary operator for cortical processing of visual signals. One stimulus feature associ-
ated with this effort involved placing two vertically oriented signal templates above and below
the probe region (see Methods and S1 Video). As explained previously, these templates served
the purpose of prompting a matching strategy on the part of the human observers [48]; if
observers could not implement a pure matching strategy (as supported by our results), the tar-
get templates would at least prompt reliance on the read-out mechanism associated with the
target signal, whether the horizontally oriented non-target signal was absent (detection) or
present (discrimination). In this manner, we hoped to facilitate experimental conditions where
observers relied on the same elementary operation across different tasks, so that we could
inspect the properties of said elementary operation in the presence of different stimulus condi-
tions. The similarity between PF’s derived from the two tasks (detection versus discrimination)
provides compelling evidence that we succeeded in this targeted effort.

In the discrimination task, the optimal strategy for observers is to engage the difference
between the elementary operator associated with extracting the vertically oriented target signal
and the elementary operator associated with extracting the horizontally oriented non-target
signal. However, because we deliberately steered observers towards relying only on the former
operator (while ignoring the latter) via placement of the target templates, it is conceivable that
the observed departure from the optimal strategy (Fig 2E–2F) may be a direct consequence of
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our targeted effort to bias their read-out machinery towards the just detailed suboptimal strat-
egy. It may therefore be of interest to characterize the system under conditions in which the
combined output of the two elementary operators is facilitated by the additional placement of
non-target templates to the sides of the central probe region (Fig 8A, green).

Although both 2D and orientation PF’s associated with this ‘symmetric’ variant of the dis-
crimination task largely resemble those obtained in the absence of the non-target templates
(compare Fig 8B and 8C with Fig 2E and 2G), there are important differences. First, the sym-
metric variant is associated with a measurable presence of the horizontal component. Although
this effect is only mildly visible at the level of the aggregate 2D PF (Fig 8B, left), it is more
clearly exposed by the non-target match values obtained from individual observer PF’s. More
specifically, all 5 observers who had not participated in the original version of the discrimina-
tion task (that is in the absence of non-target templates) returned negative match values (all
black data points in Fig 8D fall to the left of the vertical dashed line), indicating the presence of
the negative non-target image expected under conditions where both vertical and horizontal
elementary operators are engaged. This result was not observed for the original variant of the
discrimination task (open symbols in Fig 2F). The only observer who did not follow the pattern
prompted by the new variant of the discrimination task (grey data point in Fig 8D) was also the
only observer from this pool who had participated in the original variant; it is reasonable to
interpret this finding as reflecting the possibility that this observer retained the read-out strat-
egy she had previously developed and failed to readjust.

A second important feature that characterizes the symmetric variant of the discrimination
task is the appreciable difference between target-present and target-absent PF’s. Qualitative
inspection of the target-present PF (Fig 8B, top right) suggests that it contains primarily if not
exclusively vertical structure, while the target-absent PF (Fig 8B, bottom right) resembles more
closely the difference between vertically-oriented and horizontally-oriented operators. These
qualitative impressions are quantitatively confirmed by the lack of significant non-target con-
tent within target-present PF’s from individual observers (red data points in Fig 8D scatter
around the vertical dashed line) and by the roughly equivalent content of target and non-target
match within target-absent PF’s (blue data points in Fig 8D scatter around the diagonal nega-
tive unity line). Orientation-tuned PF’s are suggestive of potentially related differences:
although these effects appear slight upon qualitative inspection of aggregate PF’s (compare red
versus blue traces in Fig 8C), target-absent PF’s from individual observers present less marked
peak values (corresponding to the target orientation) and more marked trough values (corre-
sponding to the non-target orientation) than target-present PF’s (blue data points are shifted
down and to the left of red data points in Fig 8E).

These differences between target-present and target-absent PF’s are indicative of a departure
from the LN model [21, 31–38]. We therefore expect that this departure should be measurable
using the first-order/second-order nonlinear tests we have applied to previous data. Indeed, we
not only find that taken together the two tests return significantly positive values (at
p< 0.002), but also that they strongly correlate (green data points in Fig 8I extend into the
upper-right quadrant and display correlated scatter at r = 0.77, p< 0.004). No such effects are
visible for the original variant of the discrimination task (black data points in Fig 8I).

We attempt to model these results by combining the modules developed in the previous sec-
tion. The primary goal of this exercise is to exclude a role for template matching, not to simu-
late all details of the dataset. For this reason, we do not attempt to capture the observed
differences between target-present and target-absent PF’s. The LN model involves subtracting
the output of the horizontal template matcher from the output of the vertical template matcher.
Because the empirical 2D PF contains more vertical than horizontal structure (Fig 8D), we
halved the output of the horizontal template matcher before applying the subtraction in order
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to improve its ability to simulate the 2D condition (see Methods). For this model, we know
that target-present and target-absent PF’s do not differ [21, 31–38] (not shown). The output
reduction applied to the horizontal component translates into a reduced trough within the ori-
entation-tuned PF (magenta in Fig 8G). If we do not apply output reduction, the LN model
successfully returns trough and peak of equal amplitude for the orientation-tuned PF as
observed experimentally, but fails to capture the unbalanced structure of the 2D PF. In other
words, the LN model is able to account for either condition (2D versus orientation) in isolation,
but not both concomitantly (similar to what we found previously).

The gain-control model fared substantially better. Again, we subtracted a horizontally-
tuned gain-control circuit from the vertically-tuned gain-control circuit developed previously
(Fig 6A). As with the LN model, the output of the horizontally-tuned circuit was halved before
subtraction. This model captures both 2D and orientation-tuned PF’s, in that it produces
trough and peak of equal amplitude and overlaps fully with the human data (Fig 8F–8G).
Although it is therefore superior to the LN model (Fig 8H), we find that it does not generate
appreciably different target-present versus target-absent PF’s (top/bottom right in Fig 8F), fail-
ing to account for this specific feature of the human data. It is conceivable that this failure may
be ameliorated by more elaborate variants of the gain-control model, however this is not our
goal. As we have explained above, due to its mixed nature, the read-out mechanism engaged by
observers in the symmetric variant of the discrimination task is not ideal for achieving the goal
of excluding/supporting the LN model using a non-parametric approach. Although it is cer-
tainly interesting to consider this variant and how it may lead to partially different results, our
core conclusions rely on the main detection/discrimination tasks; under those conditions, a
single elementary operator can be characterized in isolation.

Discussion

The many attractions of template matching
It is uncontroversial that human vision often displays highly nonlinear characteristics [54], yet
the linear-nonlinear model retains a paramount role in shaping past and current accounts of
this fundamental sensory process. There are at least two reasons for its popularity.

First, the presence of an output static nonlinearity combined with a judicious choice of
input space for stimulus projection often allow for effective and compact accounts of appar-
ently more complex phenomena. A fitting example is motion detection, an inherently nonlin-
ear process [55]. In the retina, this phenomenon is typically modelled using Reichardt cross-
correlation [56], a nonlinear scheme that combines the output of multiple (at least two) ele-
mentary units [57]. Although this model does not conform to the LN scheme with reference to
its original structure, it can be recast in the form of a linear oriented spatiotemporal filter fol-
lowed by a static nonlinearity [58]; indeed, the latter scheme is more commonly adopted to
account for cortical and behavioural processes [59, 60].

Second, LN models are often adequate for qualitative thinking and descriptive purposes,
particularly when the system is challenged under a limited range of experimental conditions.
This approach is exemplified by popular accounts of contrast-based illusions like the Hermann
grid phenomenon [61], where the associated phenomenology is referred back to LN models
incorporating front-end linear filters with an inhibitory surround [11]. Under some conditions,
these accounts can be exploited to some degree of quantitative interpretation, providing for
example a rationale for the broad agreement between filter size estimated from the above
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model of the Hermann grid illusion, and corresponding neuronal receptive field size measured
electrophysiologically at ranging eccentricities [62].

Practically speaking, the LN model is attractive thanks to its analytical tractability. Com-
bined with controlled input stimulation, this model makes simple predictions that have been
extensively exploited to support characterization of the front-end linear filter [4, 16, 63].
Indeed, transparent interpretability of most measurements presented in this study is largely
compromised wherever the LN model becomes inapplicable, although we have demonstrated
here and in previous work that adequate tools exist for tackling such situations [10].

It is therefore clear that LN models are both useful and desirable, but it is also clear that they
may fail under a range of conditions for quantitative purposes. We currently have no clear indi-
cation of when such failures may occur, how widespread they may be, and to what extent they
may impact quantitative conclusions regarding human sensory processing. Only a few studies
have examined this issue in sufficient detail [26, 36, 37, 44], and none has carried out an exten-
sive characterization that would deliver a comprehensive picture across substantially different
aspects of the same stimulus/task. As we discuss below, an integrated approach of the latter
kind does not merely represent a quantitative extension of previous efforts, but rather enables a
qualitatively different level of dissection of the relevant mechanisms and supports novel con-
clusions not available to previous studies.

Why template matchers succeed at one level, but fail at a deeper level
The present study represents an attempt to determine whether there is at least one limited set
of identifiable conditions under which human vision engages exclusively LN circuits. It is not
intended as an attempt to determine whether the entirety of human visual processing can be
reduced to LN transduction: as indicated above, an attempt of this kind would be fool-hearted,
because it is inconceivable that the whole of vision would involve no more than template
matching. Rather than asking whether all visual operations are template matchers, we ask
whether there is at least one visual operation that involves template matching. We reasoned
that the strongest and most relevant test of the latter possibility would involve task and stimu-
lus specifications that are not only representative of core interests in vision science [43], but
also probe elementary operations supported by visual cortex [64] using experimental protocols
specifically designed to facilitate LN transduction (see below for further discussion of these
points).

There is a sense, of considerable practical significance, in which our results provide encour-
aging evidence to support the applicability of LN models for understanding and characterizing
human pattern vision: under all the experimental conditions we tested, the human process
could be adequately described in the form of a simple LN model applied to the dimension
probed by the perturbation associated with a given noise mask. This result enables a wide
range of tools that have been tailored to the LN family [4, 16, 65]. It must be emphasized that
the conditions of the detection/discrimination experiments presented here were carefully
adjusted to prompt a template-matching strategy on the part of human participants. As we
have demonstrated with the symmetric variant of the discrimination task (Fig 8), apparently
irrelevant methodological details (e.g. inclusion of target/non-target replicas adjacent to the
probe) may impact the extent to which these experiments are representative of a wider range of
specifications: it goes without saying that, as more elementary operators and processing layers
are loaded onto the read-out stage, the collective process (which in the limit will encompass the
whole of vision) will inevitably manifest departures from LN transduction.

There is however a different sense, arguably of greater theoretical significance, in which our
results are not equally supportive of LN modelling schemes: it is the sense of understanding the
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deeper structure of the system beyond its superficial compliance with LN transduction in the
manner discussed above (see [63] for related pursuits in neuronal modelling). In this sense, we
were unable to identify a single implementation of a specific LN model that would capture all
aspects of our complex dataset (Fig 5; see related results from electrophysiological recordings
of simple cells [24, 53]). This failure was structural in that it involved qualitative departures
from the human data that could not be ameliorated via further exploration of parameter space.
Outside the LN family, we successfully identified a viable candidate by incorporating a canoni-
cal computation for cortical circuits: gain control via divisive normalization [19]. The applica-
bility of this operation to neural processes is extensively documented [52, 66]. The success of
this model in capturing our own data therefore conforms to current trends in the computa-
tional literature. The non-parametric logical/analytical process by which we mustered support
fo the gain-control model differs in its outlook from previous attempts based on fitting multi-
parametric models [67–70]; nevertheless, it is notable that gain control circuits feature promi-
nently in those studies too.

Is it conceivable that a comparable set of experiments might have been identified that did
not require any modelling tools outside the LN family? This seems unlikely. As mentioned ear-
lier, extensive piloting went into ensuring that template matching would be encouraged as
exhaustively as feasible on the part of human participants, leaving little room for further tailor-
ing of stimulus specifications to favour LN strategies. Furthermore, the function probed by our
protocol is elementary: Gabor wavelets represent some of the most efficiently detectable visual
patterns [64], consistent with the notion that their structure resembles neuronal preference in
cortex [71]. Any detection/discrimination task relevant to human visual function would pre-
sumably involve combinations of analogous operations [72, 73], leading to the expectation that
it would display at least an equivalent, if not more pronounced, degree of departure from the
LN model. This is indeed the result we observed when we altered the discrimination protocol
to prompt a strategy whereby observers would combine two elementary operations (Fig 8).
Based on the above considerations, we believe that our experiments are ideally positioned to
draw conclusions about the applicability of LN models to human vision: if there exist any con-
ditions, no matter how limited, under which such models are applicable, those conditions
would include the specifications probed by our protocols.

The outcome of our experiments enables one characterization for the underlying mecha-
nism while excluding a number of alternative scenarios, all nonetheless viable and plausible. In
other words, it would have been entirely reasonable to expect and observe a substantially differ-
ent outcome. Under one scenario, the orientation and SF tuning characteristics returned by
our PF measurements may have conformed to those predicted by the specified 2D version of
the LN model (blue traces in Fig 5D and 5E), leaving open the possibility that the system was
exclusively engaging LN circuits across the board. Under a different scenario, the system may
have operated in the manner of the push-pull model outlined in Fig 5F (see [51] for a concrete
example of the applicability of this model to data from a discrimination task closely related to
the one used here): lack of compliance with LN transduction would have then become apparent
from applying the linearity tests to one condition alone (1D, see Fig 7B), yielding the conclu-
sion (opposite to the one immediately above) that the system was engaging more elaborate cir-
cuitry than LN components, and furthermore that the design of such circuitry did not support
LN behaviour even when restricted to individual probes (as we observed for the symmetric var-
iant of the discrimination task, see Fig 8D–8E and 8I). Both our findings, i.e. that system struc-
ture does not conform to LN circuitry and yet complies with LN transduction under varying
conditions, are therefore independent contributions that place important constraints on the
range of plausible scenarios potentially associated with the visual processes examined here. It is
relevant in this respect that our ability to dissect the underlying mechanisms with adequate
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discriminatory power specifically relied on evaluating different features of our combined data-
set: had we considered each condition in isolation (e.g. only the 2D results or only the orienta-
tion-tuning results), it would have been impossible to constrain our conclusions to the extent
that was enabled by the integrated analysis presented here.

A nonlinear wolf in linear sheep’s clothing
A potentially productive way of summarizing our results may be obtained via reference to the
simple concept of locally linear approximation for nonlinear functions. As illustrated by the
cartoon in Fig 9, we can think of the visual process as a manifold spanning a space that encom-
passes all possible dimensions across which the stimulus may be usefully represented (clearly
such high dimensional spaces cannot be adequately represented in a 2D cartoon, so Fig 9 is
only intended as an intuitive tool and not an accurate description of the process). When pro-
jected onto a specific subspace (e.g. orientation or spatial frequency), and when inspected with
respect to that restricted subspace, the behaviour exhibited by the process may be satisfactorily
approximated by the LN framework, even though this framework may not be adequate to
describe the process as a whole, i.e. with respect to its collective characteristics across multiple
projections. Our results indicate that the operations of human vision, no matter how elemen-
tary and limited in their immediate scope (e.g. detection of a Gabor wavelet), cannot be

Fig 9. The sense in which vision is linear, and the sense in which it is not.Our results can be intuitively summarized with relation to the simple notion of
piecewise linear approximation to a nonlinear function, although this parallel should not be taken literally: the sensory process is far more complex than can
be represented here using a single trajectory. It is nevertheless useful to imagine this process as the pictured 3D pipe-like structure, spanning all 4 different
spaces within which we defined and perturbed the visual stimuli. When the process is probed within each individual stimulus space, its characteristics can be
adequately approximated by a linear model. A comprehensive account of its collective properties spanning all 4 spaces, however, cannot be achieved using
a linear approximator: the systemmay appear linear every time it is probed from a different direction, yet its underlying structure remains highly nonlinear.

doi:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499.g009
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reduced to a straight pipe through Fig 9: they retain an irreducible level of nonlinear structure
possibly reflecting the minimal functional characteristics implemented by cortical circuits [5,
19, 52, 53].

Fig 9 may misleadingly suggest that the introduction of different noise masks in our study is
equivalent to the expansion of stimulus range afforded by previous investigations that manipu-
lated e.g. stimulus uncertainty [20, 21, 37] and/or pedestal contrast [67, 74] (these two factors
being potentially intertwined [20, 74–76]). From the perspective of those and related studies, it
may seem trivial that linearity breaks down as stimulus range is expanded. There is however a
critical difference with respect to our approach, in that most previous studies manipulated the
range/specification spanned by the signal to be detected, thereby potentially prompting the sys-
tem to engage different modules/regimes to perform the assigned task [36]. The target signal to
be detected in our experiments was fixed and uniquely specified, regardless of the noise pertur-
bation that was added to it. Under these conditions, observers were prompted to engage a sin-
gle elementary perceptual operator. Furthermore, the effects of expanding stimulus range have
often been modelled via LN cascades with a sigmoidal static nonlinearity and/or one that
changes exponent [13, 74, 77], but which nevertheless perform LN transduction; our results
exclude LN models regardless of the specific characteristics associated with the static nonline-
arity, and regardless of whether those characteristics may differ for different noise types.
Finally, the notion that linearity should break down as stimulus range is expanded implicitly
relies on the assumption that linearity does apply in the first place within a restricted input
range; this assumption has never been adequately checked, at least not to the extent afforded
by the experiments/analyses presented here. With these caveats in mind, Fig 9 is best inter-
preted not as the trajectory of a perceptual system that traverses different stimulus regimes and
potentially modifies its characteristics along the way, but rather as the intrinsic structure of an
elementary process operating within a minimally defined input range. The combined applica-
tion of different noise probes delivers a multifaceted view of this process that is not afforded by
each individual probe in isolation.

It may seem counterintuitive that an inherently nonlinear architecture would be in place for
it to behave linearly with respect to substantially different visual dimensions, such as 1D space
or orientation as probed by our stimuli. If linear transduction is the goal, why not implement it
using the template matcher in Fig 5A? If conversely nonlinearity is the goal, why build a non-
linear system that retains such degree of linear transduction as we measured here, and not
adopt the push-pull circuit in Fig 5F regardless of its highly nonlinear transduction properties
(Fig 7B)? Our results suggest that, at least under the conditions of our experiments, the system
strives to achieve linear encoding: it seems otherwise difficult to explain why we observed such
extensive compliance with template matching for processing 4 different noise probes across 2
separate tasks, when prior studies have exposed clear deviations under more limited conditions
[4, 21, 34, 36–38].

Although elementary template matchers like the mechanism in Fig 5A support linear trans-
duction, they may not be adequate for the purpose of versatile stimulus encoding in ways that
are both linear and useful; in this context, utility may involve the necessity to represent orienta-
tion in a balanced push-pull fashion as we observed in our experiments, a goal that cannot be
achieved by the circuit in Fig 5A (see blue traces in Fig 5D and 5I). An alternative strategy, sup-
ported by our findings, involves assembling small nonlinear circuits that support effective stim-
ulus encoding (e.g. push-pull orientation selectivity as in Fig 2C and 2G and sharp bandpass SF
tuning as in Fig 2D) while at the same time retaining linearity across a wide range of tasks and
stimulus perturbations [24, 52]. Divisive normalization has proven an effective tool for efficient
transduction while maintaining gain within near-linear regimes [19]; Fig 9 elaborates on this
property to encompass the collective space of extended stimulus projection for multi-feature
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encoding (with the caveats outlined above). Although this interpretation is highly speculative,
its proposed mode of operation is known to underlie other aspects of sensory processing [66,
78], in particular retinal encoding of ON/OFF signals: in the retina, linearity is a luxury that
comes at the cost of carefully assembled nonlinear subunits [79]. Our results suggest that simi-
lar principles may apply to some cortical computations [80].

Supporting Information
S1 Video. Examples of stimuli used in the experiments, looping through 2D, 1D, orienta-
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(TEX)

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: PN. Performed the experiments: PN. Analyzed the
data: PN. Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: PN. Wrote the paper: PN.

References
1. Green DM, Swets JA (1966) Signal Detection Theory and Psychophysics. New York: Wiley.

2. Graham N (1989) Visual Pattern Analyzers. New York: Oxford University Press.

3. Rieke F (1999) Spikes: exploring the neural code. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

4. Murray RF (2011) Classification images: A review. J Vis 11 (5): 1–25.

5. Heeger DJ, Simoncelli EP, Movshon JA (1996) Computational models of cortical visual processing.
Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 93: 623–627. PMID: 8570605

6. Marmarelis VZ (2004) Nonlinear Dynamic Modeling of Physiological Systems. Piscataway: New Jer-
sey: Wiley IEEE Press.

7. Brunelli R, Poggio T (1997) Template matching: matched spatial filters and beyond. Pattern Recogni-
tion 30: 751–768.

8. Hauske G, Wolf W, Lupp U (1976) Matched filters in human vision. Biol Cybern 22: 181–188. PMID:
953076

9. SimpsonWA, Manahilov V (2001) Matched filtering in motion detection and discrimination. Proc Biol
Sci 268: 703–709. doi: 10.1098/rspb.2000.1406 PMID: 11321058

10. Neri P (2010) Stochastic characterization of small-scale algorithms for human sensory processing.
Chaos 20: 045118. PMID: 21198130

11. Spillmann L (2006) From perceptive fields to Gestalt. Prog Brain Res 155: 67–92. PMID: 17027381

12. Schölkopf B, Smola AJ (2002) Learning with kernels. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

13. Solomon JA (2009) The history of dipper functions. Atten Percept Psychophys 71: 435–443. PMID:
19304634

14. Zenger-Landolt B, Heeger DJ (2003) Response suppression in v1 agrees with psychophysics of sur-
round masking. J Neurosci 23: 6884–6893. PMID: 12890783

15. McDonnell MD, Abbott D (2009) What is stochastic resonance? Definitions, misconceptions, debates,
and its relevance to biology. PLoS Comput Biol 5: e1000348. doi: 10.1371/journal.pcbi.1000348
PMID: 19562010

16. Chichilnisky EJ (2001) A simple white noise analysis of neuronal light responses. Network 12: 199–
213. PMID: 11405422

17. Ahumada AJ (2002) Classification image weights and internal noise level estimation. J Vis 2: 121–131.
PMID: 12678600

18. Carandini M (2006) What simple and complex cells compute. J Physiol (Lond) 577: 463–466.

Elementary Visual Operations Are Not Reducible to Template-Matching

PLOS Computational Biology | DOI:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499 November 10, 2015 24 / 27

http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499.s001
http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499.s002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8570605
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/953076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2000.1406
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11321058
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21198130
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17027381
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19304634
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12890783
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1000348
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19562010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11405422
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12678600


19. Carandini M, Heeger DJ (2011) Normalization as a canonical neural computation. Nat Rev Neurosci
13: 51–62. doi: 10.1038/nrn3136 PMID: 22108672

20. Pelli DG (1985) Uncertainty explains many aspects of visual contrast detection and discrimination. J
Opt Soc Am A 2: 1508–1532. PMID: 4045584

21. Neri P (2010) Visual detection under uncertainty operates via an early static, not late dynamic, non-lin-
earity. Front Comput Neurosci 4: 151. doi: 10.3389/fncom.2010.00151 PMID: 21212835

22. Paltoglou AE, Neri P (2012) Attentional control of sensory tuning in human visual perception. J Neuro-
physiol 107: 1260–1274. doi: 10.1152/jn.00776.2011 PMID: 22131380

23. Levi DM, Klein SA (2002) Classification images for detection and position discrimination in the fovea
and parafovea. J Vis 2: 46–65. PMID: 12678596

24. Gardner JL, Anzai A, Ohzawa I, Freeman RD (1999) Linear and nonlinear contributions to orientation
tuning of simple cells in the cat’s striate cortex. Vis Neurosci 16: 1115–1121. PMID: 10614591

25. Talebi V, Baker CL (2012) Natural versus synthetic stimuli for estimating receptive field models: a com-
parison of predictive robustness. J Neurosci 32: 1560–1576. PMID: 22302799

26. Neri P (2013) The statistical distribution of noisy transmission in human sensors. J Neural Eng 10:
016014. PMID: 23337440

27. Neri P (2010) How inherently noisy is human sensory processing? Psychon Bull Rev 17: 802–808.
PMID: 21169572

28. Baker DH, Meese TS (2012) Zero-dimensional noise: the best mask you never saw. J Vis 12 (10): 20:
1–12.

29. Abbey CK, Eckstein MP (2002) Classification image analysis: estimation and statistical inference for
two-alternative forced-choice experiments. J Vis 2: 66–78. PMID: 12678597

30. Neri P, Levi DM (2008) Evidence for joint encoding of motion and disparity in human visual perception.
J Neurophysiol 100: 3117–3133. doi: 10.1152/jn.90271.2008 PMID: 18829851

31. Ahumada AJ, Marken R, Sandusky A (1975) Time and frequency analyses of auditory signal detection.
J Opt Soc Am A Opt Image Sci Vis 57: 385–390.

32. Dai H, Nguyen Q, Green DM (1996) Decision rules of listeners in spectral-shape discrimination with or
without signal-frequency uncertainty. J Acoust Soc Am 99: 2298–2306. PMID: 8730076

33. Neri P, Heeger DJ (2002) Spatiotemporal mechanisms for detecting and identifying image features in
human vision. Nat Neurosci 5: 812–816. PMID: 12101403

34. Solomon JA (2002) Noise reveals visual mechanisms of detection and discrimination. J Vis 2: 105–
120. PMID: 12678599

35. Thomas JP, Knoblauch K (2005) Frequency and phase contributions to the detection of temporal lumi-
nance modulation. J Opt Soc Am AOpt Image Sci Vis 22: 2257–2261. PMID: 16277294

36. Abbey CK, Eckstein MP (2006) Classification images for detection, contrast discrimination, and identifi-
cation tasks with a common ideal observer. J Vis 6: 335–355. PMID: 16889473

37. Tjan BS, Nandy AS (2006) Classification images with uncertainty. J Vis 6: 387–413. doi: 10.1167/6.4.8
PMID: 16889477

38. Joosten ERM, Neri P (2012) Human pitch detectors are tuned on a fine scale, but accessed on a coarse
scale”. Biological Cybernetics 106: 465–482. PMID: 22854977

39. Burgess AE, Colborne B (1988) Visual signal detection. IV. Observer inconsistency. J Opt Soc Am A 5:
617–627. PMID: 3404312

40. Awwad Shiekh Hasan B, Joosten E, Neri P (2012) Estimation of internal noise using double passes:
does it matter how the second pass is delivered? Vision Res 69: 1–9. PMID: 22835631

41. Neri P, Levi DM (2006) Receptive versus perceptive fields from the reverse-correlation viewpoint.
Vision Res 46: 2465–2474. PMID: 16542700

42. Murray RF, Patel K, Yee A (2015) Posterior Probability Matching and Human Perceptual Decision Mak-
ing. PLoS Comput Biol 11: e1004342. doi: 10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004342 PMID: 26079134

43. DeValois RL, DeValois KK (1988) Spatial Vision. New York: Oxford University Press.

44. Murray RF, Bennett PJ, Sekuler AB (2005) Classification images predict absolute efficiency. J Vis 5:
139–149. PMID: 15831074

45. Pernet CR, Wilcox R, Rousselet GA (2012) Robust correlation analyses: false positive and power vali-
dation using a new open source matlab toolbox. Front Psychol 3: 606. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2012.00606
PMID: 23335907

46. Green DM (1964) Consistency of auditory detection judgments. Psychol Rev 71: 392–407. PMID:
14208857

Elementary Visual Operations Are Not Reducible to Template-Matching

PLOS Computational Biology | DOI:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499 November 10, 2015 25 / 27

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrn3136
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22108672
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4045584
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fncom.2010.00151
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21212835
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.00776.2011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22131380
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12678596
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10614591
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22302799
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23337440
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21169572
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12678597
http://dx.doi.org/10.1152/jn.90271.2008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18829851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8730076
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12101403
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12678599
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16277294
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16889473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1167/6.4.8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16889477
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22854977
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3404312
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22835631
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16542700
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004342
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26079134
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15831074
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2012.00606
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23335907
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14208857


47. Morgenstern Y, Elder JH (2012) Local visual energy mechanisms revealed by detection of global pat-
terns. J Neurosci 32: 3679–3696. PMID: 22423090

48. Manjeshwar RM, Wilson DL (2001) Hyperefficient detection of targets in noisy images. J Opt Soc Am A
Opt Image Sci Vis 18: 507–513. PMID: 11265681

49. Claeskens G, Hjort NL (2008) Model Selection and Model Averaging. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

50. Ress D, Heeger DJ (2003) Neuronal correlates of perception in early visual cortex. Nat Neurosci 6:
414–420. doi: 10.1038/nn1024 PMID: 12627164

51. Neri P (2011) Global properties of natural scenes shape local properties of human edge detectors.
Front Psychol 2: 172. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00172 PMID: 21886631

52. Ferster D (1994) Linearity of synaptic interactions in the assembly of receptive fields in cat visual cortex.
Curr Opin Neurobiol 4: 563–568. PMID: 7812146

53. Carandini M, Heeger DJ, Movshon JA (1997) Linearity and normalization in simple cells of the macaque
primary visual cortex. J Neurosci 17: 8621–8644. PMID: 9334433

54. Pinter RB, Nabet B (1992) Nonlinear vision: determination of neural receptive fields, function, and net-
works. Boca Raton: CRC Press.

55. Poggio T, Reichardt W (1973) Considerations on models of movement detection. Kybernetik 13: 223–
227. PMID: 4359479

56. Borst A, Euler T (2011) Seeing things in motion: models, circuits, and mechanisms. Neuron 71: 974–
994. PMID: 21943597

57. Reichardt W (1961) Autocorrelation, a principle for the evaluation of sensory information by the central
nervous system. Sensory Communication (Rosenblith WA ed), New York: MIT Press: 303–317.

58. van Santen JP, Sperling G (1985) Elaborated Reichardt detectors. J Opt Soc Am A 2: 300–321. PMID:
3973763

59. Burr DC, Ross J, Morrone MC (1986) Seeing objects in motion. Proc R Soc Lond, B, Biol Sci 227: 249–
265. PMID: 2871557

60. Priebe NJ, Ferster D (2008) Inhibition, spike threshold, and stimulus selectivity in primary visual cortex.
Neuron 57: 482–497. PMID: 18304479

61. Hermann L (1870) Eine Erscheinung simultanen Contrastes. Pflgers Archiv fr die gesamte Physiologie
3: 13–15.

62. Spillmann L, Ransom-Hogg A, Oehler R (1987) A comparison of perceptive and receptive fields in man
and monkey. Hum Neurobiol 6: 51–62. PMID: 3294764

63. Ostojic S, Brunel N (2011) From spiking neuron models to linear-nonlinear models. PLoS Comput Biol
7: e1001056. doi: 10.1371/journal.pcbi.1001056 PMID: 21283777

64. Watson AB, Barlow HB, Robson JG (1983) What does the eye see best? Nature 302: 419–422. PMID:
6835375

65. Marmarelis PZ, Marmarelis VZ (1978) Analysis of Physiological Systems: theWhite-Noise Approach.
New York: Plenum Press.

66. MacEvoy SP, Tucker TR, Fitzpatrick D (2009) A precise form of divisive suppression supports popula-
tion coding in the primary visual cortex. Nat Neurosci 12: 637–645. doi: 10.1038/nn.2310 PMID:
19396165

67. Foley JM, Chen CC (1997) Analysis of the effect of pattern adaptation on pattern pedestal effects: a
two-process model. Vision Res 37: 2779–2788. PMID: 9373676

68. Watson AB, Solomon JA (1997) Model of visual contrast gain control and pattern masking. J Opt Soc
Am A Opt Image Sci Vis 14: 2379–2391. PMID: 9291608

69. Itti L, Koch C, Braun J (2000) Revisiting spatial vision: toward a unifying model. J Opt Soc Am A Opt
Image Sci Vis 17: 1899–1917. PMID: 11059585

70. Meese TS, Holmes DJ (2002) Adaptation and gain pool summation: alternative models and masking
data. Vision Res 42: 1113–1125. PMID: 11997050

71. Ringach DL (2002) Spatial structure and symmetry of simple-cell receptive fields in macaque primary
visual cortex. J Neurophysiol 88: 455–463. PMID: 12091567

72. Parkes L, Lund J, Angelucci A, Solomon JA, Morgan M (2001) Compulsory averaging of crowded orien-
tation signals in human vision. Nat Neurosci 4: 739–744. PMID: 11426231

73. Sassi M, Machilsen B, Wagemans J (2012) Shape detection of Gaborized outline versions of everyday
objects. Iperception 3: 745–764. doi: 10.1068/i0499 PMID: 23483752

Elementary Visual Operations Are Not Reducible to Template-Matching

PLOS Computational Biology | DOI:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499 November 10, 2015 26 / 27

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22423090
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11265681
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nn1024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12627164
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00172
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21886631
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7812146
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9334433
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4359479
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21943597
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3973763
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2871557
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18304479
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3294764
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1001056
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21283777
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6835375
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nn.2310
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19396165
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9373676
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9291608
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11059585
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11997050
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12091567
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11426231
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/i0499
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23483752


74. Legge GE, Kersten D, Burgess AE (1987) Contrast discrimination in noise. J Opt Soc Am A 4: 391–
404. PMID: 3559785

75. Lasley DJ, Cohn TE (1981) Why luminance discrimination may be better than detection. Vision Res
21: 273–278. PMID: 7269304

76. Perez CA, Cohn TE, Medina LE, Donoso JR (2007) Coincidence-enhanced stochastic resonance:
experimental evidence challenges the psychophysical theory behind stochastic resonance. Neurosci
Lett 424: 31–35. PMID: 17709194

77. Legge GE, Foley JM (1980) Contrast masking in human vision. J Opt Soc Am 70: 1458–1471. PMID:
7463185

78. Yasin I, Drga V, Plack CJ (2014) Effect of human auditory efferent feedback on cochlear gain and com-
pression. J Neurosci 34: 15319–15326. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1043-14.2014 PMID: 25392499

79. Shapley R (2009) Linear and nonlinear systems analysis of the visual system: why does it seem so lin-
ear? A review dedicated to the memory of Henk Spekreijse. Vision Res 49: 907–921. doi: 10.1016/j.
visres.2008.09.026 PMID: 18940193

80. Wielaard DJ, Shelley M, McLaughlin D, Shapley R (2001) How simple cells are made in a nonlinear net-
work model of the visual cortex. J Neurosci 21: 5203–5211. PMID: 11438595

Elementary Visual Operations Are Not Reducible to Template-Matching

PLOS Computational Biology | DOI:10.1371/journal.pcbi.1004499 November 10, 2015 27 / 27

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3559785
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7269304
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17709194
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7463185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1043-14.2014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25392499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2008.09.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.visres.2008.09.026
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18940193
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11438595

