Cross-modal facilitation is not specific to seltéarecognition*

* Commentary on Platek, S.M., Thomson, J.W., Gall@G. (2004). Cross-modal self
recognition: The role of visual, auditory, and oftfary primes.Consciousness and

Cognition in press

Recently, Platek, Thomson and Gallup (2004) replaatseries of three experiments that
were aimed at determining how information aboutgék from different modalities and
domains affects self-face recognition. Their resuiticated that being exposed to one’s own
body odour, and seeing or hearing one’s own nahfadiitated the recognition of one’s own
face. No cross-modal facilitation was found forestfamiliar persons and for unfamiliar
individuals. These authors claimed that this pattdiresults suggests that the perceptions of
self in the olfactory, auditory, and visual domaame not mutually exclusive but rather
interact and provide for integrative processingealf-information. They concluded that “these
priming effects on processing information aboutsbé strongly suggest that rather than
being modality specific/dependent, the sense bisetpresented by a larger multi-modal
phenomenon”.

In their paper, Platek et al. present cross-maatalifation of face recognition as if this
phenomenon was specific to self-face recognitidns Thterpretation is consistent with their
own results that showed no priming of other (faanibr unfamiliar) individuals’ faces from
their respective odour, spoken name or written natogever, cross-modal facilitation of
familiar face recognition, in general, was predidby current Interactive Activation and

Competition (IAC) models of face recognition (Brég&alentine, Calder & Gassi, 1995;



Burton, Bruce & Johnston, 1990; Burton & Bruce, 29%or a review see Young & Burton,
1999) and has been empirically demonstrated inrakggperiments. Cross-modal priming of
a target person’s characteristic from another dtaristic of that person occurred when the
delay from the offset of the prime and the onseheftarget was short. This phenomenon has
been calledself priming”; in this expressiofself” does not refer to the participant’s identity
but rather to the fact that the prime and the tasgare the same identity. The presentation of
a person’s name facilitated the recognition of fjasson’s face (Calder & Young, 1996), and
conversely, the presentation of a person’s face@ane facilitated the recognition of that
person’s name (Calder & Young, 1996: Calder, YouB&pson & Perrett, 1996). The short
interval between primes and targets (250 msed)arstudies by Calder and collaborators was
similar to that used in Platek et al.’s experimemtsrame to face priming (400 msec in
experiment 2 and 200 msec in experiment 3; persmramunication). In previous literature,
long term cross-modal facilitation of person reatign has also been reported. Indeed,
results from different experiments showed that m@la familiarity decision to an auditory
presentation of a familiar person’s name primednailiarity decision to the same person’s
name presented visually (Valentine, Hollis & Moadl898; Hollis & Valentine, 2001).

From these studies it appears ttraiss-modal facilitation of face recognition is not
exclusive to self-face recognition. The fact that such cross-modal priming was ntdiokd
for familiar face recognition in the Platek etstldy is in contrast with previous studies. It is
possible that some aspects of their procedure ptesteéhe occurrence of the effect. For
instance, the number of participants was smalh{foto 12 per experiment), smaller than in
the previous studies (usually at least 16 per exyazt).

From their own results, Platek et al. take the o@nce of cross-modal facilitation as a
sign of integrative processing of self-informatidimey implicitly oppose this integrative self-

processing to a non-integrated (modality specgrocessing of information about other



people, including familiar individuals. Howevemsee cross-modal facilitation is not specific
to self-recognition, its occurrence cannot be seea piece of evidence that information about
oneself is represented in a qualitatively diffenealy from information about other familiar
individuals. Platek et al.’s results may be battezrpreted as a demonstration that cross-
modal facilitation of self recognition can be obtl in conditions that did not yield

facilitation of another familiar face recognitiofhese results would merely reflect the fact
that the magnitude of the cross-modal facilitatizaly be higher for self-recognition than for
the recognition of other familiar faces, even fog tecognition of very familiar faces such as
the mother’s or a significant other’s face (i.ee Kind of familiar individuals used in Platek et
al.’s study).

If, as Platek et al. suggest, cross-modal primmaljcates integrative processing of
information from different modalities (or differestimulus domains), the fact such cross-
modal facilitation in the recognition of other fdrar individuals has been demonstrated in
previous research is a clue that the recognitiadhede individuals’ faces also involves this
kind of integrative processing. However, becausameexperts on ourselves, it is likely that
this integration is more complete (in the senseithmay involve a wider range of
characteristics such as name, body, odour, voae,a@ even phone number) for self-
recognition than for the recognition of others. $orharacteristics such as the name or the
odour presumably yield stronger cross-modal fatibh of self-face recognition relative to
the recognition of other familiar individuals. Hoves, it is also possible that some
characteristics (for instance the gait) would beareificient in facilitating the recognition of
a familiar person’s face than the recognition orsi® face.

Determining what is specific to self-face procegsiequires an evaluation of what type of
information yields cross-modal or cross-domainli@tion both in self-face recognition tasks

and in tasks that require the recognition of othghly familiar individuals. Such a



comparison might lead to the conclusion that, cerage, cross-modal facilitation is stronger
in self-face recognition as compared with the redoan of familiar faces, or that some
properties produce cross-modal facilitation in-setfognition tasks only. On the other hand,
unless the results available in the face recognitterature are wrong, this comparison

should not lead us to conclude that cross-moddltéamn is specific to self-face recognition.
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