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It has been argued that familiar objects have canonical views that enhance the object recognition processes (e.g., better performance
on naming task). However, recent study showed that oblique views (including canonical views) yielded rather worse performances for
the task of determining object orientations. Using view-goodness rating task, here we directly confirmed that the lower sensitivity to
object orientation predicted the orientations of canonical view. Underlying mechanism of this relationship is discussed.
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Figure 1. Samples of stimulus pictures, shown in the ten orientations
tested in the two experiments. 0° indicates frontal orientation.
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Figure 2. A schematic illustration of apparatus used in the
orientation-estimation experiment. A disk with white dot (indicating
objects’s front) was presented on the response display and rotated by
the participants to match the object orientation.
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