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Classi ers for object categorization and identi cation,

such as face detectors and face recognizers, are ofterE EEEESE!%

trained separately and operated in a feed-forward fash-

ion. Selecting a small number of features for these tasks.l I.. i.-...
mH T EEFE

i |

is important to prevent over- tting and reduce computa-
Figure 1. The categorization/detection task must only discrimi-

tion. However, when a system has such related or sequen
tial tasks, training and selecting features for these tasks

nate characters (top) from background patches (bottom), while the
identi cation/recognition task must identify the centered charac-

independently may not be optimal. We propose a frame-
ter.

work for choosing features to be shared between catego-
rization and identi cation tasks. The result is a systenttha
achieves better performance with a given number of fea-
tures. We demonstrate with experiments using text and car
detection as categorization tasks, and character and ¥ehic €ring them jointly during model training.
type recognition as identi cation tasks. Constructing a model for a classi cation task involves
many issues, including deciding which features or observa-
tions are relevant to the decision. Two reasons for limit-
ing the number of features involved in classi cation inotud
preventing over- tting and reducing the amount of compu-
Many real-world problems must solve multiple classi - tation needed to reach a decision. Models with too many ir-
cation tasks simultaneously or sequentially. For exangple, relevant features are prone to poor generalization siree th
vision system may need to discriminate between cars, peo-are t to unnecessary constraints. Even when there is no
ple, text, and background as high-level categories, while over- tting, if certain features are redundant or unneeegs
also recognizing particular cars, people, and letters. Thethe classi cation process can be expedited by eliminating
categorization/detection task is to determine whethemani the need to compute them.
age region corresponds to an object from a class of interest Feature selection may be important for both categoriza-
(e.g., text) or not. The identi cation/recognition tasksei  tion and identi cation, the primary difference being thenge
criminates among members of that category (e.g., if this is erality of the classi cation tasks. However, if these prob-
text, is the characterp or aq?). Often the categorization lems are treated in isolation, we may not achieve a fea-
and identi cation tasks are treated in a hierarchical or se- ture selection that is optimal—in computational or accuracy
guential manner by rst running a category-level detector terms—for thgoint categorization-identi cation problem.
and then feeding detections into a category-speci c recog- While some features will undoubtedly be useful primar-
nizer. Moreover, although the classi ers for the two tasks ily for detecting object categories and others will have the
are related, they are usually trained independently. Thisgreatest utility for recognizing objects from a particutat-
work seeks to knit these processes more tightly by consid-egory, there may be some features with utility for both tasks

1. Introduction



When this is the case, a method accounting for overlap in
utility may have two advantages. First, a feature useful for
object identi cation may boost category detection rates fo
the class by incorporating more object-speci ¢ informatio
in the search. Second, if such dual-use features have glread
been computed for the purposes of category detection, they Image Regio
may subsequently be utilized for identi cation, effecliye
reducing the amount of computation necessary to make a
classi cation.

We propose a framework for jointly considering the gen-

eral categorization and speci c identi cation tasks when s ) ) . )

lecting features and compare it to two other approaches.':.'gu.re 2. An faxa_mple Obje(.:t class hierarchy for Images. Catego-
L L rization is nding instances in the center column, while identi ca-

The_ rst attempts_ only to pred_lct identities and has no ex- tion is recognizing instances in the right column.

plicit representation of categories. The second approash h

a category model and several category-speci ¢ recognjzers

all of which are trained independently. Our approach is to sive stages of local template matching and spatial pooling.

jointly learn and select features for the category and ithent  However, all of these methods are focused on one level of

models. The three methods are compared in experimentsecognition, either categorization or identi cation.

on text and vehicle detection and recognition, examining

both the overall and category-level classi cation accyrac 2.2. Feature Sharing

as the number of features increases. We nd that the joint . :

approach reduces error by 50% over the independent ap- Torralba et a_I. [14] have sh_own thatJOl_ntIy selectmg fea-

proach when the number of features is small and 20% astures for detecting severallo.bject categories generdiiees

the number increases. ter and reducgs the requisite the number of _features. Qur

work synthesizes many of these ideas, adding the object

identi cation task to the competition for feature resowsce

2. Related Work Performance improves by selecting features to be shared

2.1. Feature Selection among sibling tasks [14], i.e., the category detectorsiwith

the middle column of Figure 2. We propose to select fea-
Several general frameworks exist for selecting features. tures to be shared by hierarchical or sequential tablks:

The two most basic are greedprward and backward  tweenthe middle (category detection) and right (recogni-

schemes. Forward schemes incrementally add features taion/identi cation) columns.

a model based on some criterion of feature utility. Exam-  Recently, Bar Hillel and Weinshall [5] have shown that

ples of this include work by Viola and Jones [16], who use |earning category level models rst and using that represen

single-feature linear classi ers as weak learners in a Boos tation for identi cation is better than learning identi tan

ing framework, adding features with the lowest weighted models directly. While their framework learns a binary de-

error to the ensemble. Backward schemes, by contrast, setector for each category, we learn one model that discrimi-

lectively prune features from a model. Many other variants nates among categories. Although slightly different, we ca

for selecting a subset of features are possible; see Blum an¢ompare our approach to a method that selects features for

Langley [3] for a more thorough review. categorization and uses only these same features in all iden

Feature types and selection strategies for visual tasksti cation models.

have varied widely. The Viola-Jones object detector [16]

employs outputs of simple image difference features, which 3. Categorization and Recognition Model

are similar to wavelets. There are many possible Iters

and only a few are discriminative, so a selection process For every query image or sub-image, our goal is to deter-

is required primarily for computational ef ciency. Other mine whether the query belongs to some general category of

methods use image fragments or patches as feature descripnterest, and if so, to recognize it as a particular instasfce

tors [15, 1, 12]. These high-dimensional features can bethat category. For instance, given an image region, we may

densely sampled and vector quantized to create a discreterst want to determine whether it is text, and if so, to iden-

codebook representation [17, 6]. Alternatively, LeCun et tify the character. Thus, every query is assigned a category

al. [7] learn (rather than select for) a discriminative inte  and category-speci ¢ identity; if it does not belong to any

mediate feature representation. These models are relategarticular category of interest, we may call it “backgrotind

to the Fukushima Neocognitron [4], a model with hierar- In this section, we describe three alternatives to mod-

chical processing for invariant recognition based on ssicce eling and training (Figure 3). First, we describe the com-
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Figure 3. Graphical representation of the models and training . o

strategies. Dashed lines indicate the unknowns considered by d¥ote that there are actualifj identi cation models (2),
training objective function. EFT: Independent models (there are  One for each category, which we can optimize with one like-
jCj recognition objectives, one for each categoryENGER: Joint lihood X

model. RGHT: Factored model. Li( ;G;D) LY ( ;G;D): (5)

c2C
Since every object belongs to one category, an alternative

is to forgo category modeling altogether, and simply have
one model that aims to determine identity from among all

mon method of treating categorization and identi cation in
dependently, followed by a simple at model that forgoes
category modeling and only aims to identify each query. )
Finally, we propose a factored model for jointly learning POSSible labels:

categorization and identi cation. _ 1

Letc 2 C represent the category (e.g., text, vehicle, etc.) piyix; iF)  —exp( (y) F(x): (6)
of an image querk. For each categorg, there is a set
Y. of particular objects in that category; e.&s might be
characters for the text category. If we include a background
categoryb 2 C for other regions, then every image region
takes & category label fro®@ and an identity fromY =
fbg[ e Yc. We assume that objects belong to only one
category.

To categorize and identify objects, we will use discrim-
inative maximum entropy probability models [2]. For each
model, a set of real-valued features are calculated from thebut the label spac¥ of the probability (6) is potentially
image and multiplied by class-speci ¢ weights to yield a Very large.

fory 2 Y, where andF are the parameters and features
of X, respectively. We call this the joint model. The prob-
ability for a category labet can be calculated by summing
the probabilities for ally 2 Y. Training then involves op-
timizing one likelihood,

Y o
Ly( ;F;D) p yijx®; F ; @)

probability for that class. We describe in greater detaiho Alternatively, the joint probability for categorizatiome
these features are chosen in the following section. identi cation can be written as the product of two probabil-
Models for the categorization and identi cation prob- ities:
lems are typically learned independently. Formally, a cat- L S S
egorization model is a probability pleyix; ;5 iF)=plyjexs «F)peix; ’F)(’s)
_ 1 where we assume the same featufesire used by both
pleix; iF)  —exp( (0 F(X)); (1) the categorization and all identi cation models, but dif-
ferent parameters (discriminative feature weightsand
for c 2 C, where are parameters of the modél, repre- ¢) are used by each. Training the factored model
sents the features of that are calculated, ard is a nor- p(c;yjx; ; ;F) now involves accounting foboth the

malizing constant ensuring the expression is a proper prob-categorization and identi cation likelihoods (3) and &)
ability. Similarly, an identi cation model is a probabijit multaneouslyather than treating them independently:

conditioned on the category, Le(: FD) L o( :E:D)+ Li( :F:D): (@)
F 1 1 1 C 1 ) I ) ’ -

pP(Yjcx; ¢ Ge) Zlexp( c(y) Gec(x)); (2)  Whereas the previous joint model (6) is at, the factored

model (8) is hierarchical. The difference between factored

forc2 C;y 2 Y., whereG, are the features for identifying  training with (9) and the independent training with (3) and
objects in a category, and . are the corresponding param- (5) is manifest during feature selection.

eters. Identi cation models for different categories need The log-likelihoods (3), (4), (7), and (9) are all convex,
use the same features. We depéy jc;X; ¢;Gc) =0 so globally optimal parameters can be found via convex op-
fory 62 ¥. Given a set of examples having category and timization. We also follow the typical optimization regu-
identity labelsD = c¢V;y();x() . the typical method larization strategy by adding a parameter prior to the likel

of training is to independently optimize likelihoods foeth  hood objective function (details are in §6.1).



If categorization and identi cation models are learned Wavelet Correlation
independently, the features used to make a category deci- \ Summatior
sion might not overlap with the features used for identi ca- U
tion, possibly increasing the total amount of computation. ]
Furthermore, objects in the same category are visually re- j

lated, and learning category-level models may improve cat-
egory detection and the ultimate object identi cation fesu
by modeling them together. In the next section, we elabo-
rate on feature selection for our chosen class of models.

&

. X w t f(x)
4. Feature Selection
Input Wavelet Template Feature
Image Map Map

The algorithm we use for selecting features is a greedy _ ;
forward method that incrementally adds the feature pro- Figure 4. Computation of a single feature map from one template.

viding the greatest increase in the likelihood being opti- _Scale and orientation selective wavelet features are applied to input

mized [2]. Each model has its own likelihood (€., imagex, followed by a normalization and dilation/downsampling

Le L dL d th lgorithm i d h toyieldw. Correlations between corresponding channels in atem-
i» Ly, andLe), an € Same algorithm 1S used on each. platet and wavelet magv are computed and summed, followed

As an example, consider the categorization model (1) andpy another dilation/downsampling to yield a feature rapSev-
corresponding likelihood (3). At some iteration, the model era| additional templates would be used to provide an array of fea-
includes set of features (initially empty) and parameters  ture maps, which becomes a feature vector for the classi er.

b that optimize the category likelihodd: ( ;F; D). Then,

some new candidate featufeis added to the feature set o _ o _ )
augmented parameters b&. After optimizing the likeli- ~ ranking of the features. We show in Section 6 that jointly
hood of the augmented model to nd the new optimal pa- considering the tasks during feature selection improves pe

rametersP, we may calculate the “gain” of the candidate formance accuracy and speed.
feature by taking the difference of log-likelihoods
5. Detection and Recognition Features
Ge(f;D)=Lc ®F%D L ¢ PiFD @ (10)
In this section, we describe the two types of candidate

This is equivalent to a likelihood ratio test of the two mod- features for our model: region-based texture features and
els. We calculate the gain of all features from a pool of local template features.
candidates and add the feature with the highest gain to the All features are derived from the steerable pyramid
model. wavelet basis [13], a set of scale and orientation selective

Thus, a model is built by iteratively adding the best Iters that loosely resembles the “simple cells” in an ini-
(highest-gain) feature. The same process may be followedtial layer of processing in mammalian visual systems The
for the joint model likelihoodL; (7) and the factored wavelet coef cients are complex, representing outputsifro
model likelihoodL ¢ (9). For the independent method, each paired even and odd lIters for each scale and orientation
category-speci ¢ likelihoodL} (4) goes through its own (channel). Taking complex magnitudes yields phase invari-
feature selection process to determine the category-speci ant responses, similar to complex cells in biological sys-
identi cation featuresG.. tems.

Since many candidate features may need to be examined The rst pool of candidate features is a set of image
at each feature selection iteration, approximations alfg-he and wavelet statistics originally crafted for texture $yat
ful for speeding the process. First, only the augmented pa-sis [10]. These include image statistics (four central mo-
rameters for the candidate features are optimized [2]-leav ments plus min and max) at several scales, means of wavelet
ing the optimal parameterd for the selected features channel magnitudes, and local auto- and cross-correlation
xed in the gain calculation (10). Second, we calculate the of wavelet channels. Although originally intended to be
gains on a representative subset of the training BataD , computed globally over an image of ergodic texture, we
and then re-calculate the gains of only the top-ranked fea-compute them “locally” over small image regions, which
tures using all the training data. can be ef ciently achieved by convolution.

When two separate models are independently trained for A character classi er using the wavelet channel magni-
a pipelined framework, the gain of a feature is only mea- tudes directly as features is not robust to image deforma-
sured with respect to a particular task, categorization ortions. Research in cognitive psychology by Rehling [11]
identi cation. However, considering thentire end-to-end indicates that two mechanisms operate in human character



recognition: an initial “ at” recognizer that is fast and e classi ers operated sequentially, but trained using thly on
ondary hierarchical, parts-based model like LeCun's cenvo the features selected for categorization.
lutional network [7] that is slower but more accurate. To To test our hypothesis that joint feature selection can
construct a model of this hierarchical framework, template improve speed and accuracy, we need data with labels for
based feature maps form our second pool of candidates. background, as well as both category and identity. We per-
Calculating a template-based feature map from the form experiments on a three category problem involving
wavelet channel magnitudes involves ve steps: normal- background, text, and vehicles, with synthetic but diftcul
ization, downsampling, correlations, a summation, and an-data for the latter two categories.
other downsampling. First, the wavelet magnitudes are lo-
cally normalized by a process similar to that of SIFT [8]: 6.1. Data and Procedure
at each location, all the wavelet magnitudes in a local win-
dow are normalized to a unit norm, clipped at a thresh-
old (0.2 in our experiments), and re-normalized to yield the
value for that (center) location. Next, to decrease spatial )
and phase sensitivity, the image's normalized wavelet mag-Background A set of 300 images taken from scenes
nitudes are downsampled after taking the maximum over a@round a downtown area have had text regions manually
small window within each channel (a simple morphologi- masked out,_ and square patches of various scales from the
cal dilation). Letw be the result of the normalization and non-textregions were extracted and labeled as background.
downsampling steps, a more compact stack of scale- and=x@mples are in Figure 1 (bottom).
orientation-speci ¢ images, as shown in Figure 4.
A templatet is a small patch extracted from the values Characters Rather than manually crop and label individ-
of a training example's processed wavelet magnitudes  ual characters from image regions, we synthesize similar
eacht is subsequently normalized to have zero mean andcharacterimages. There are 62 characters in our alphabet to
unit “; norm. Thefeature mapf, for such a template is  be recognized (uppercase, lowercase, and digits), rethdere
calculated by rst computing the cross-correlation betwee in 954 different fonts at a 12.5 pixel x-height and centered
an input image's wavelet featurgs and the corresponding in a32 32 window. Neighboring characters were sam-
channels from the template and then summing the out- pled from bigrams learned on a corpus of English textand
put over all channels (i.e., scales and orientations).tEet placed with uniform random kerning. The resulting trigram
represent the normalized wavelet coef cient magnitudes of image was then subject to a random distortion modelled af-
some channet for a template, then the corresponding fea- ter the text from our scene images. Adding these factors to
ture map calculation for an imagehaving (normalized and  the data set allows the classi er to learn them and provides

In this section we describe the data from our three cate-
gories.

downsampled) wavelet coef cient magnitudess a reasonable test bed without having to manually ground
X truth individual characters in many images. The label of

fr (x)= t¢ we (11) these character windows is the center character. Examples

c are shown in Figure 5 (top), and may be compared to actual

images of scene text in Figure 1. Note that the identi ca-

whgre is the .cross-correlauon operator. .The featur.e MaPp tion task involves no character segmentation—the character
ft is then subject to another downsampling operation for i, the center of the window must be recognized in the pres-
even further spatial pooling and dimensionality reduction o of neighboring character “clutter.”

An illustration of the image-to-feature map calculation

is given in Figure 4. The resulting template feature map Vehicl | £21 vehicl dered f h .
outputs may be transformed into a vector and added to the ehicles Images of 21 vehicles rendered from three view-

classi cation model as entries ifi (x). The ultimate goal ing directions and nine lighting conditions are from work on

will then be to select the texture statistics or templatestmo veh_lcle type _|dent| cation by O.ann“ et aI._ [9]. Th_e vehi-
useful for a particular task, be it categorization, ideo- cle identi cation task then consists of labeling the image a
tion. or both ' ' one of SUV, passenger car, pickup truck, or van. Examples

of the32 32images used are in Figure 5. At this resolu-

. tion identi cation is dif cult; while published experimets

6. Experiments with this data provide the viewing angle and lighting con-
In this section, we compare four training and feature se- ditions [9], our recognition model achieves similar result

lection strategies for categorization/detection and idea (57% accuracy) when the view and lighting are unknown.

tion/recognition: (i) the at joint classi er, (i) the fatored

but jointly trained classi er, (iii) the independently treed Training Data Summary For the background category,

classi ers operated sequentially, and (iv) the indepehden our training set has roughly 65,000 windows at multiple
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scales from images of outdoor scenes. The character class O_; ;
has nearly 30,000 character windows (each of 62 characters £os
in 467 fonts). The vehicle class has nearly 300 examples. <o7:
Since text and vehicles are relatively rare in natural ssgene ?;O-Gj
we weight all the data instances in training and test evalua- £°9
tion such that characters and vehicles both have a clags prio
of 1 10 #;in other words, the ratio of text to background
is almost one to ten-thousand. The test set is roughly theFigure 6. Comparison of the feature selection strategies for the
same size but comes from a different set of scene imagesthree category (background, text, and vehicle) detection and recog-
fonts, and vehicles. Indeed, if we use the same fonts fornition problem. oP: Average class identi cation accuracy (eT

testing even with different distortions applied, the retieg ~ @nd RGHT are different views of the same curve). OBTom-
tion results are much higher LEFT: Average categorization accuracyOBTOM-RIGHT: Rela-

tive improvement of the factored over independent method on the

) ] average identi cation accurac¥gac andAng ).
Features As shown in Figure 4, the wavelet transform

of a given32 32 patch is downsampled tb6 16 and

the resulting feature map is downsampleddto 4 for a 3 given number of features between those chosen by the
very compact representation of responses for each templatejnjependently trained models. In a two category problem,
Candidate template patches of various sizes were randomlyhis involves choosing how many are selected by the cate-

extracted from the training character image_s. There Weregorization model (i.e., text detector), leaving the reriragn
2,000 template patches and 418 local statistics in the €andi y,mper for the identi cation model (i.e., character recog-
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date feature pool. nizer). This is a relatively straightforward one-dimernsib
optimization, but becomes more complex for three or more
Regularization Procedure In all cases, a Laplacian) categories. The problem is simplied by allocating fea-

prior was used for regularization, and the relative weight o tures between categorization and identi cation, whereneac

the prior was chosen by cross-validation. The training set category-speci ¢ identi er is allotted the same number of

was split in two, half was used for training, and the value of features. This one-dimensional strategy may be sub-optima
that yielded the highest likelihood on the other half was when some categories are harder to distinguish or are more

then used on the entire training set. All of the candidate important than others. This one-dimensional approximate

features were included for cross-validation, since we do no optimization strategy is performed on thestdata, so the

a priori know which might be useful. However, a slightly results of the independent method are optimistic.

smaller portion of the training data was used since all fea- The bottom-right of Figure 6 shows the relative improve-
tures for all instances exceeded memory limits. ment (reduction in error on average identi cation accujacy
of the factored joint model over the optimized indepen-
6.2. Results dently trained models. We also report the average catego-
In this section, we describe and present the results of ourfization accuracy from the same classi cations. Note that
experiments. Section 6.3 contains an analysis and discusfeature selection and optimization in the at joint model
sion of these results. takes much longer than the other training methods, there-
Figure 6 shows the results of the selection strategies forfore fewer rounds of feature selection were completed.
the three category problem involving text, vehicles, and  Figures 7 and 8 demonstrate the models operating on real
background. In the top two plots, tlyeaxis is the average images of scenes. In a two category framework (text and
identi cation accuracy (mean of a normalized confusion background) we train a detector (1) and recognizer (2) on
matrix's diagonal fory). The performance is shown at each all of the synthetic data. Examples of text detection are in
round of feature selection for the joint and factored models Figure 7. Figure 8 gives an example of detection and recog-
as well as the sequential models using only the top catego-nition. Character recognition rate is 0.80, and the average
rization features. However, we must decide how to allocate identi cation accuracy (which includes the background cat



independent method, particularly when there are fewer fea-
tures available; the accuracy of the joint (at and factgred
feature selection strategies ramp up much more quickly.
Even as more features are added the relative improvement
of the factored method over the independent remains above
20% (bottom-right, Figure 6).

The reason for the improvement can be seen by consid-
ering a feature selected by one model (the best gain for that
model) and examining that feature's gain for the other mod-

Figure 7. Examples of text detection with the two category model.

Det| Ch Pr | Ch Pr | Resul els. In the rst round of feature selection, the top catego-
1o K100 FP rization feature is also a very good feature for the factored
21 C 0%} G 004 C joint model, and vice versa. This happens because most in-
31 Q 08} 2 011} FP stances are background, and it is important to be able to do
4 L 085 1 0151 FP categorization early. Furthermore, because any featute wi
5| L 100 c likely discriminate among some characters or vehicles bet-
= = S 6 | A 100 c ter than no features, the top categorization feature also ha
CLAY™S ! V 0.56 ) v 0.8 E modest value (about 70% of the maximum gain) for both
8 | 0781 F 0211 FP character and vehicle identi cation. However, by the efght
9 S 091] 6 009 C iteration the best categorization feature often has almost

Figure 8. Recognition example with the two category (text and

background) model. Boxes and crosses represent the center regioValue for |gent| cation. With this strategy, by the time a
of each detection. For each, the top two predicted characters and-haracter is detected, the features that have been computed

their probabilities are given. The evaluation result of each is listed Will e of limited help in actually identifying the characte

(FP=False Positive, C=Correct, E=Error). By contrast, the rst feature selected by the factored joint
model has modest value (also about 70% of maximum gain)
for identi cation, but the second feature selected has high

egory) for this image is 0.90. values for both categorization (95% of maximum gain) and
_ _ character identi cation (92% of maximum gain). Adding
6.3. Discussion this jointly optimal feature to the factored model thus not

Our experimental results demonstrate the superiority of only aids in detecting in_stances of obj_ect c_ategories, but
a factored joint feature selection over the traditionaleind very early on the system is also able to identify many more

pendent method in several ways. The rst and most obvi- of them as well. When considered independ.entlly, hc_)wever,
ous way is that the average identi cation accuracy of the the best feature for one task (e.g., categorization) isnofte

independent method is worse than the alternatives for anynOt as good for another (e.g., character recognition).
number of features. Bar Hillel and Weinshall [5] show Although the at joint model is competitive with the fac-
that with jCj binary category detectors, using the features tored model for small numbers of features, it begins to level
selected by the category detector for the category-speci ¢ Off and diverge from the factored model. The at joint
identi ers improves results. However, when we havi€a model is quite cumbersome and takes much longer to train
way category-level classi er, our results show that usimg t since it has to discriminate between every class label. Con-
best categorization features for identi cation does nat pe Sequently, this model is not likely to scale well to more cat-
form as well as jointly choosing features for the overalktas egories and identities; so it is not overly important that we
of categorization and identi cation. do not yet know its performance for more features.

Even though the relative improvement becomes more The bottom-left of Figure 6 shows that the at joint
modest as mor features are added, the problem of determinmodel, which does not explicitly consider categorization,
ing the optimal allotment of features to the independently does not necessarily select features that help with the more
trained categorization and identi cation models remains. general task; it performs much worse than the factored
An issue with the independent method is that when theremodel at categorization in the face of limited feature band-
is a prior feature bandwidth limitation, the optimal featur ~width or computational time. Also interesting is that the
allotments will undoubtedly depend on the task. To deter- factored model, which must consider the subsequent identi-
mine the number of features that should be used for catego-cation tasks, performs comparably to the model that uses
rization requires an additional level of optimization this@  only the best categorization features.
joint and factored methods do not. The typical approach to detection/categorization and

One of the interesting properties of the at joint and fac- recognition/identi cation is sequential. Under such astr
tored methods' performance is the improvement over the egy, the independent detector for the two category (text and



background) problem selects 20 features before the model While recent research has focused on developing high
likelihood plateaus, while the independent charactergeco accuracy, specialized systems for tasks such as face detec-
nizer selects 38ifferentfeatures. For any window detected tion, our results indicate it may be time to consider return-
as text, the detector will have calculated 20 features, anding to frameworks that allow joint training of these powerfu
then an additional 35 features must be calculated for recog-new models on broader, end-to-end tasks.
nition. Since the prior probability for text is very small,
the total additional computation is modest. However, as the References
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