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Interhemispheric relations in hierarchical
perception] A second look
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Abstract*This study reevaluates the role of interhemispheric interactions in the consistency e}ect "global interference with local
decisions# in hierarchical perception[ In an earlier study\ Robertson et al[ ð11Ł "Neuropsycholo`y\ Vol[ 6\ pp[ 214Ð231\ 0882# tested
three split!brain patients on a hierarchical perception task in which stimuli\ consisting of large "global# letters made up of smaller
"local# letters\ were unilaterally or bilaterally presented for identi_cation[ They found that\ in general\ the consistency e}ect did not
occur in split!brain patients and argued that the e}ect is interhemispheric and normally mediated by the corpus callosum[ We
repeated the experiment with new stimuli in two of the same split!brain patients[ We found that both patients demonstrated evidence
for global interference\ implying that the neocortical commissures are not necessary for eliciting the consistency e}ect in hierarchical
perception[ Copyright Þ 0885 Elsevier Science Ltd[

Key Words] interhemispheric interactions^ split!brain^ global interference^ hierarchical perception[

Introduction

Navon ð04Ł believed that the order of processing of hier!
archically organized stimuli progressed in a top!down
fashion with subjects processing the global picture "or
{gestalt|# before the local elements "an example of which
is provided in Fig[ 0#[ This global advantage has been
attributed to the fact that processing of the gestalt is both
faster and more automatic than the processing of the
elements that make up the gestalt ð8\ 09\ 03Ł[ One e}ect
often attributed to global advantage is global inter!
ference[ This results when responses to the local level of
a stimulus are inhibited by inconsistency with the global
level of the same stimulus[ However\ when the same sub!
ject is directed to respond to the global level\ no com!

Fig[ 0[ The GlobalÐLocal array[parable dependence on consistency with the local level
occurs[

of global precedence\ with level advantage being estab!Support for the independence of global advantage and
lished in the _rst stage and interference in the second[global interference comes from a number of di}erent
Studies in patients with lesions to the superior temporalsources ð8\ 09\ 00\ 05Ł[ Navon and Norman ð05Ł\ for
gyrus "STG# and adjacent inferior parietal lobe "IPL#instance\ have demonstrated that the magnitude of global
con_rm this independence ð00Ł[ Indeed\ based on theinterference could change without a}ecting the global
data from these patient populations\ it was hypothesizedadvantage[ This _nding gave rise to the two!stage theory
that the STG has a direct role in determining the relative

*ÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐÐ speed of global and local processing\ while the IPL plays
�Address for correspondence] University of California\ Los

a role in the allocation of attention to them[ Further\ itAngeles\ Department of Psychology\ 394 Hilgard Avenue\ 0172
has been hypothesized that global interference\ unlikeFranz Hall\ Los Angeles\ CA 89984!0452\ U[S[A[^ tel] "209#

195!7179^ e!mail] WeekesÝpsych[sscnet[UCLA[edu[ global precedence\ depends on interhemispheric inter!
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actions ð5\ 11Ł[ This hypothesis is based on a number of the disconnected right hemisphere\ a local advantage in
the disconnected left hemisphere\ and neither a con!_ndings including the fact that\ while damage to the left

STG impairs local processing and damage to the right sistency e}ect\ nor a level×consistency interaction "i[e[
no greater global interference than local interference#[STG impairs global processing\ damage to either dimin!

ishes global interference[ These studies provide evidence This prediction was borne out in the recent paper by
Robertson et al[ ð11Ł[ In two patients with complete cer!that global advantage and global interference are not

only behaviorally distinguishable\ but also may involve ebral commissurotomy "NG and LB#\ they found a left
hemisphere advantage for both global and localdi}erent neural mechanisms ð00\ 08Ł[ However\ other

studies with normal subjects show a strong correlation decisions\ although as expected\ the global advantage was
larger in the right hemisphere[ Further\ neither NG norbetween the two measures ð05Ł[

The assumption of di}erential hemispheric processing LB\ the two patients with high accuracies in Robertson
et al[|s ð11Ł study\ showed an overall consistency e}ectof the two levels of a hierarchically!organized stimulus

_ts well one of the earliest theories of the duality of the and neither showed any level×consistency interaction[
The present study further explores both the relativetwo cerebral hemispheres[ It was hypothesized that the

left hemisphere is specialized for processing detail ð3Ł or specialization of global and local processing and the role
of interhemispheric communication in global interferencehigher spatial frequencies ð12Ł[ The right hemisphere\ on

the other hand\ was said to be specialized for processing by examining\ again\ performance patterns in two split!
brain patients using the same paradigm which Carusi etgestalts ð3Ł or lower spatial frequencies ð12Ł[ Hence\ we

may predict that local features of hierarchical patterns al[ ð4Ł used with normal subjects[ This allows a direct
comparison between the two populations[ The paradigmare processed better in the left hemisphere and global

forms are processed better in the right hemisphere[ Evi! is also very similar to that used by Robertson et al[
ð11Ł with both normal and split!brain patients[ It wasdence for this is particularly dramatic in brain!damaged

populations[ Earlier studies of patients with cortical dam! predicted that the split!brain patients will show neither a
consistency e}ect nor an interaction between levelage to the temporalÐparietal junction as well as of cal!

losotomized patients demonstrated relative specialization "Global:Local# and consistency[
While unilateral trials allow for an analysis of hemi!of the two levels\ with the right hemisphere being spe!

cialized for global processing and the left hemisphere for spheric specialization of the two levels\ bilateral trials
allow for an analysis of metacontrol processes "Levy andlocal processing ð6\ 7\ 00\ 07\ 10\ 11Ł[

The results have been less clear in normal subjects\ with Trevarthan\ 0865#[ We analyze metacontrol by asking
which hemisphere regulates processing when both hemi!some studies supporting complementary specialization of

both global and local processing ð11\ 13Ł\ others sup! spheres have access to the same target information[ Based
on the study by Robertson et al[ ð11Ł\ it was predictedporting specialization of local processing alone ð02Ł\ and

yet others supporting neither ð2\ 14Ł[ A recent study done that performance on bilateral trials will mimic that of
unilateral right visual _eld trials when the patient has toin our laboratory did not support hemispheric spe!

cialization of the two processes but did provide limited respond to the local level of a stimulus and mimic uni!
lateral left visual _eld responses when he has to respondsupport for the dependence of global interference on

interhemispheric interactions in normal subjects ð4Ł[ to the global level of the stimulus[
An account introduced by Robertson et al[ ð00\ 06\ 08\

11Ł attempts to explain both {{dissociative|| and {{inte!
grative|| aspects of the processing of hierarchical patterns Method
by positing that separate "or dissociated# modules process
the two levels independently "i[e[ global processing in the Subjects
right hemisphere and local processing in the left hemi!
sphere#\ while an integrative mechanism "mediated by the Two right!handed split!brain patients\ LB and NG\ were

tested[ Both had complete commissurotomy for the treatmentcorpus callosum# allows for the perception of the two
of pharmacologically intractable epilepsy[ Complete case his!levels as a single stimulus unit and promotes interactions
tories of the two patients have been presented elsewhere ð1\ 15Ł[between the two levels\ including global interference "i[e[ Completeness of neocommissurotomy was veri_ed by MRI ð0Ł[

the interference of inconsistent global distractors with
local targets#[ The account is incomplete\ however\ in
that it does not describe a detailed mechanism for the Materials and apparatus
consistency e}ect^ nor does it motivate the asymmetry of
interference "global consistency with local decisions but The letters {H| and {S| were used to create both the global

and the local levels of the stimuli[ These labels "{Global| andnot vice versa# given that both hemispheres appear cap!
{Local|# are used to refer to the characteristics of the contrivedable of processing both global and local information\
stimuli\ not necessarily the perception of the subject[ The twoalbeit unequally[ Speci_cally\ based on their studies of
levels of these stimuli could just as easily be referred to as

patients with left! and right!superior temporal gyrus {gestalt| and {element|[ We will\ however\ continue the con!
lesions\ Robertson and Lamb ð08Ł predicted that com! vention used in previous studies for the purposes of clarity[

The stimuli were created using a Macintosh version of themissurotomized patients will show a global advantage in
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Canvas software[ As can be seen in Fig[ 0\ {Consistent| stimuli For bilateral trials\ on the other hand\ the results from
contained the same letter at both levels\ whereas {Inconsistent| both hands were included in the analyses[ This was done
stimuli contained a di}erent letter at each level[ The global

after preliminary ANOVAs on the bilateral trials dem!letter was an {H| in half the trials and an {S| in the other half[
onstrated the absence of both a main e}ect of Hand andIn addition\ half the local stimuli consisted of the letter {H| and

the other half consisted of the letter {S|[ Unlike the stimuli in of an interacion between Hand\ Level and Consistency[
Robertson et al[|s ð10Ł experiment\ the current study used a Error rates were relatively low for both LB and NG
rounded {S| so as to make the stimuli appear more similar to "6) and 02)\ respectively# and neither patient dem!
what would be encountered in a natural setting[ In every case\

onstrated any evidence for a speed!accuracy tradeo}[each global stimulus which measured 2[5>×1[2> comprised 01
"9[53>×9[31># local stimuli[ Stimuli were presented with the
innermost edge 0> from _xation and with the center 1[04> from
_xation[ Latency analyses for LB

First\ a three!way ANOVA was performed with trials
Procedure as a random variable and with Level "global or local#\

Visual Field×Ipsilateral Hand combinations "LVF!Lh\
Each patient was seated 46[2 cm from the display monitor RVF!Rh\ BVF!Lh¦Rh# and Consistency "consistent\

with his:her chin resting in a chin rest\ which had been centered inconsistent# as between!trial variables[ All three vari!relative to the monitor[ The task was divided into four blocks\
ables showed signi_cant main e}ects[ There was a Leveltwo in which the patient had to identify the global letter and
e}ect ðF�029[47\ d[f[�0\ P³9[9990Ł which resultedtwo in which the patient had to identify the local letters[ Each

trial began with a _xation cross which appeared in the center from a 012msec advantage for global over local responses
of the screen[ The patient was instructed at the beginning of "527 and 650msec\ respectively#[ There was a Visual Field
each block to _xate on this cross and not to move his:her e}ect ðF�09[12\ d[f[�1\ P³9[9990Ł resulting from stat!eyes during the trial[ This was followed 199 msec later by the

istically equivalent latencies in the bilateral and rightstimulus which appeared for 094 msec[ The patient was given a
visual _elds "575 and 572\ respectively# which were moremaximum of 4 sec to respond to each trial[ This response then

triggered a 599 msec delay before the onset of the next trial[ than 49msec faster than the average latency for the left
Each of the four possible stimuli "Global {H|:Local {H|\ Glo! visual _eld "639msec#[ There was also a Consistency

bal {H|:Local {S|\ Global {S|:Local {S|\ and Global {S|:Local e}ect ðF�5[47\ d[f[�0\ P³9[90Ł resulting from a 24msec{H|# appeared 05 times in each of three visual _eld "VF#
advantage for consistent "576msec# over inconsistentlocations] left "LVF#\ right "RVF# and bilateral "BVF#[ In bilat!
"601msec# stimuli[eral presentations\ an identical copy of the stimulus appeared

simultaneously in each VF[ In total\ there were 081 trials per We also found the critical Level×Consistency inter!
block[ Practice blocks were performed prior to each of the four action ðF�09[72\ d[f[�0\ P³9[990Ł\ with local but not
test blocks[ Stimuli were pseudorandomly presented\ with the global responses showing a consistency e}ect[ No otherconstraint that no more than three of the same type of trial

interactions were signi_cant[occurred in succession[ This meant that stimuli neither occurred
A second three!way ANOVA was performed with thein the same visual _eld nor were of the same consistency "con!

sistent vs inconsistent# nor led to the same response "{H| vs {S|# same three independent variables but using a natural log
for more than three trials in a row[ transformation of the reaction time data as the dependent

The patient responded with the left hand "Lh# for one global variable[ This was done in order to equate variance acrossblock and one local block\ and with the right hand "Rh# for the
cells and to normalize the reaction time distribution\other two blocks[ The patient responded using the {H|\ {B|\ {F|
if necessary[ The signi_cant e}ects revealed from thisand {V| keys of the Macintosh keyboard which was placed on

the table directly in front of him[ The {H| and {F| keys were analysis were identical to those listed above[ Speci_!
labeled {H|\ while the {B| and {V| keys were labeled {S|[ The cally\ there were main e}ects of Level ðF�047[10\
labels remained on the keys throughout the experiment[ The d[f[�0\ P³9[9990Ł\ of Visual Field ðF�02[93\ d[f[�1\{F| and {V| keys were used for left!hand responses\ and the {H|

P³9[9990Ł and of Consistency ðF�09[99\ d[f[�0\and {B| keys were used for right!hand responses[
P³9[991Ł[Both patients participated in two testing sessions several

months apart[ The results reported re~ect performance col! There was also a two!way interaction between Level
lapsed across sessions\ as preliminary analyses revealed a similar and Consistency ðF�02[05\ d[f[�0\ P³9[9992Ł "Fig[ 1#[
performance across the two sessions[ No other interactions reached signi_cance[

Latency analyses for NGResults

Although the experiment was run such that all con! A three!way ANOVA was performed with Trial as a
random variable and with Level "global or local#\ Visualditions were completely counterbalanced\ the following

analyses were performed on unilateral trials using only Field×Ipsilateral Hand "LVF!Lh\ RVF!Rh\ BVF!
Lh¦Rh# and Consistency "consistent\ inconsistent# asipsilateral conditions "i[e[ where hand responses were to

the ipsilateral visual _eld#[ This deletion was made so that between!trial variables[ All three main e}ects were sig!
ni_cant[ There was a Level e}ect ðF�19[63\ d[f[�0\signi_cant interactions would represent pure hemispheric

e}ects[ P³9[9990Ł which resulted from a 51!msec advantage of
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global over local responses "577 and 649msec\ respec! consistency[ However\ global interference in the face of
generally smaller or negligible local interference "i[e[ atively#[ A Visual Field e}ect ðF�31[16\ d[f[�1\

P³9[9990Ł resulted from latencies in the right visual _eld level×consistency interaction# was demonstrated only in
LB[ Furthermore\ the e}ects of visual _eld were found"532msec# being signi_cantly faster than in bilateral pres!

entations "602msec# which were\ in turn\ signi_cantly for both patients\ although for slightly di}erent reasons[
LB demonstrated evidence of a horse!race model of meta!faster than in the left visual _eld "739msec#[ A Con!

sistency e}ect ðF�2[78\ d[f[�0\ P³9[938Ł resulted from control where the faster of the two hemispheres "in this
case\ the RVF:Left Hemisphere# dominated thean advantage of consistent "691msec# over inconsistent

"626msec# stimuli[ responses to bilateral trials ð17Ł[ NG\ on the other hand\
demonstrated evidence of some averaging between theWe also found a signi_cant interaction between Level

and Visual Field ðF�2[71 d[f[�0\ P³9[91Ł with only the two hemispheres\ with responses to bilateral trials being
signi_cantly slower than RVF trials and signi_cantly fas!left visual _eld demonstrating a di}erence between global

and local responses\ such that global responses were ter than LVF trials[
It may be argued that the hierarchical paradigm usedfaster "Fig[ 3#[ No other interactions were signi_cant

"Fig[ 2#[ here may not be ecologically optimal for testing true top!
down in~uences in perception[ For example\ the localA second three!way ANOVA was performed using the

same three independent variables but using a natural log elements are not inherent parts of the global form "Kim!
chi\ personal communication#\ the stimuli are linguistic\transformation of the reaction time data as the dependent

variable[ The signi_cant e}ects revealed from this analy! and they are presented brie~y[ However\ results with
normal individuals do not show an overall RVF advan!sis were identical to those listed above[ Speci_cally\ there

were main e}ects of Level ðF�07[07\ d[f[�0\ P³9[9990Ł\ tage\ although the task does show a signi_cant global
interference and a signi_cant interaction between the levelVisual Field ðF�34[19\ d[f[�1\ P³9[9990Ł and Con!

sistency ðF�5[99\ d[f[�0\ P³9[91Ł[ and consistency in this population[ In any case\ the focus
of this paper is to qualify previous conclusions on inter!There were also two!way interactions between Level

and Visual Field ðF�2[13\ d[f[�1\ P³9[93Ł[ No other hemispheric e}ects in this particular paradigm\ rather
than to determine its generalizability or validity[interactions reached signi_cance "Fig[ 2#[

Discussion Hemispheric specialization of global and local processing

The current results give no indication that global pro!Two general _ndings of hierarchical perception experi!
ments were replicated in the present study[ Global pre! cessing is specialized to the right hemisphere or that local

processing is specialized to the left hemisphere "Fig[ 3#[cedence "i[e[ the main e}ect of level# was maintained in
both the split!brain patients\ as was a main e}ect of Had processing been specialized\ we would have found

=
Fig[ 1[ The Visual Field×Level×Consistency interaction for LB[
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an interaction between level and visual _eld[ In the case
of NG\ the interaction was signi_cant ðF�2[71\ d[f[�1\
P×9[91Ł\ with global trials being responded to faster than
local trials in the LVF[ However\ this interaction did not
reach signi_cance in LB ðF�0[49\ d[f[�1\ P×9[11Ł "Fig[
3#[ Furthermore\ there was no evidence in accuracy mea!
sures for a level×visual _eld interaction for either pati!
ent[ Thus\ in general\ each disconnected hemisphere
appears to be equally capable of processing both global
and local patterns[

It has also been argued that one might expect left
hemisphere specialization of both global and local forms\ Fig[ 3[ The Level×Visual Field interaction for NG and LB[
given the linguistic nature of the stimuli[ However\ the
results from neither the present study nor previous stud!
ies\ which used virtually identical stimuli\ support an

than in the local level rather than complete absence ofoverall left hemispheric specialization for the task[ Fur!
consistency for global decisions ð4Ł[thermore\ there are several examples in the literature of

The fact that NG demonstrated a consistency e}ect atother tasks calling for the comparison of single letters
both the local and global levels in bilateral presentationswhere no specialization has been observed[
and only at the local level in RVF presentations is also
not in line with a callosally!mediated\ interhemispheric
account of global interference[The role of interhemispheric interactions in global

While there was no evidence for consistent lateral!interference

ization of the two levels\ similar to Carusi et al[|s ð4Ł
results with normal subjects\ where the experimentalThe current results do not support a necessary role for
parameters were nearly identical to those used in thethe corpus callosum in global interference[ The clearest
current study "except that the former study used the sameresult is with LB who showed both a global advantage
eccentricity of 1[6> as the Robertson study\ as against 0>and global interference in all three visual _elds\ including
here#\ there is some evidence to suggest that the con!the bilateral presentations[ In the bilateral condition\ LB
sistency e}ect may still be interhemispheric in the normalalso had a signi_cant level×consistency interaction\ with
brain[ Carusi et al[ performed a multiple stepwise linearsigni_cant global interference but with no local inter!
regression with global interference as the dependent vari!ference[ Indeed\ LB demonstrates global interference that
able\ and with various level\ precedence\ and visual _eldis comparable to that seen in the neurologically intact
combinations of latencies as independent variables[ Thesubjects\ and he shows no consistency e}ect during pro!
program selected latencies to LVF!local decisions minuscessing of the global level[ In normal individuals\ there is

often a smaller e}ect of consistency in the global level latencies to RVF!global decisions as the highest multiple

Fig[ 2[ The Visual Field×Level×Consistency interaction for NG[
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partial correlation coe.cient "r# of 9[4568\ accounting which is built into an interhemispheric network in which
both specialized local and global decision mechanismsfor 21) of the variance[

At issue\ then\ is the disparity between our results and exist in each hemisphere\ and which gives rise to an inter!
hemispheric global interference e}ect[ For example\ sup!those reported by Robertson et al[ ð11Ł for the same task

and patient population[ There were a few methodological pose decisions at one level "e[g[ global# interfere with
decisions at another "e[g[ local# if the faster one is com!di}erences between the two studies[ First\ the stimulus

presentation di}ered in the two experiments[ In the earlier pleted within a certain time window of the slower[ Sup!
pose further that the timing di}erence between processingstudy\ white block letters were presented on a gray screen\

whereas in the current study\ black curved letters were the two levels of a hierarchical stimulus within either
hemisphere is outside that window[ Then\ there would bepresented on a white background[ These di}erences

would lead to shorter stimulus persistence on the screen no intrahemispheric interference or consistency e}ect[
Finally\ suppose callosal relay of the processed globalin the latter case[ Also\ the eccentricities varied in the two

studies\ with the present study using a smaller eccentricity stimulus in the right hemisphere delays it just long enough
to bring it within the time window to interfere with local"0># than Robertson et al[|s study "1[6>#[ Still\ there is no

obvious reason why this di}erence would lead to such processing in the left hemisphere[ Then\ global inter!
ference would re~ect right hemisphere to left hemispheredisparate results given that earlier studies show no change

in either e}ect with changes in eccentricity much larger transfer as suggested by the results of Carusi et al[ "ð4Ł^
see ð16Ł#[than those involved here ð05Ł[

Another possible explanation for the disparity between Figure 4 illustrates this model[ The model assumes
interhemispheric transfer of all decision codes to the otherthe present data and that of Robertson and colleagues

ð11Ł is that\ having received prior exposure to the stimuli\ side[ This is an unrealistically simple model[ To test it\
we need unbiased estimates of actual initial processingthe patients may have changed their patterns of per!

formance through some type of learning[ The implication time of each code in each hemisphere and of callosal relay
of a given code in a given direction[ Such estimates arehere is that both hemispheres learn over time to perform

both global and local processing equally e.ciently[ In not yet available[ However\ the example represents an
important class of models which account for interferencethis way\ the consistency e}ect begins to rely on intra!

hemispheric!\ rather than interhemispheric\ interference e}ects by narrow {windows of opportunity|[
One interesting observation regarding the two patterns"Robertson\ personal communication#[ In order to test

this possibility\ we partitioned each patient|s _rst session of data in the same split!brain patients is that in Rob!
ertson et al[|s study hemispheric specialization is observeddata into three blocks[ There was no evidence that hemi!

spheric specialization decreased or that the consistency without any evidence of the consistency e}ect[ In the
present study\ on the other hand\ the consistency e}ect ise}ect increased over blocks\ and\ therefore\ no support

for the learning hypothesis[ Still\ the possibility cannot observed without reliable hemispheric specialization[ We
might speculate\ from these patterns\ that there is abe ruled out that the di}erences between the two experi!

ments may re~ect a longer!term\ inter!session learning relationship between hemispheric specialization and cal!
losal mediation of the consistency e}ect[ Some supporte}ect\ rather than a shorter!term\ intra!session e}ect[

It is possible\ furthermore\ that even these minor for such a relationship comes from the multiple regress!
sion performed by Carusi and colleagues ð4Ł as well asdi}erences\ in conjunction with one another\ altered the

cognitive window in which the consistency e}ect from correlations performed by Robertson et al[ ð11Ł[ We
may speculate further that the consistency e}ect in aoccurred[ Thus\ a passive control system might exist

Fig[ 4[ A model for interhemispheric global interference[
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6[ Delis\ D[ C[\ Robertson\ L[ C[ and Efron\ R[ Hemi!given task is sensitive to the relative engagement of the
spheric specialization of memory for visual hier!left and right hemispheres in processing the local and
archical stimuli[ Neuropsycholo`ia 13\ 194Ð103\ 0875[global elements\ respectively[ When the two hemispheres

7[ Heinze\ H[ J[ and Munte\ T[ F[ Electrophysiologicalshow this pattern of specialization\ the responsible mod!
correlates of hierarchical stimulus processing] Dis!ules are callosally interconnected and the consistency
sociation between onset and later stages of global

e}ect is callosally mediated[ On the other hand\ if there and local target processing[ Manuscipt submitted for
is no pattern of hemispheric specialization\ processing publication[
of global and local levels may be assigned to the two 8[ Lamb\ M[ R[ and Robertson\ L[ C[ The processing
hemispheres by attention\ and the responsible modules of hierarchical stimuli] E}ects of retinal locus\
may interact subcallosally\ keeping the consistency e}ect locational uncertainty\ and stimulus identity[ Per!
interhemispheric\ albeit\ extracallosal[ Alternatively\ in ception and Psychphysics 33\ 061Ð070\ 0877[

09[ Lamb\ M[ R[ and Robertson\ L[ C[ Do responsethe absence of hemispheric specialization\ the consistency
time advantage and interference re~ect the order ofe}ect may simply become intrahemispheric[ To date\
processing of global! and local!level information<however\ we have not found any satisfactory explanation
Perception and Psychophysics 35\ 143Ð147\ 0878[for why the split!brain patients show hemispheric

00[ Lamb\ M[ R[\ Robertson\ L[ C[ and Knight\ R[ T[specialization for the task on some occasions but
E}ects of right and left temporal!parietal lesions onnot on others[
the processing of global and local patterns in a selec!

The two possible accounts of global interference dis! tive attention task[ Neuropsycholo`ia 16\ 360Ð372\
cussed here\ namely\ interhemispheric interactions\ either 0878[
callosally!dependent or callosally!independent "i[e[ extra! 01[ Lamb\ M[ R[\ Robertson\ L[ C[ and Knight\ R[ T[
callosal# vs intrahemispheric interaction cannot be com! Component mechanisms underlying the processing
pletely disentangled by the present study[ Further of hierarchically organized patterns] Inferences from
experiments are necessary for determining the range of patients with unilateral cortical lesions[ Journal of

Experimental Psycholo`y] Learnin`\ Memory\ andparameters of the task for which callosal mediation of
Co`nition 05\ 360Ð372\ 0889[the consistency e}ect occurs[

02[ Martin\ M[ Hemispheric specialization for local andHowever\ the major conclusion of this study remains
global processing[ Neuropsycholo`ia 06\ 22Ð39\ 0868[that the consistency e}ect need not depend on mech!

03[ Meili!Dworetzhi\ G[ The development of perceptionanisms mediated by the corpus callosum[
in the Rorschach[ In Developments in the Rorschach
Technique\ B[ Klopfer "Editor#[ Harcourt\ Brace\ and
World\ New York\ 0845[
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