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XA gREE BB EERB MERE RSP
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MMIGERE XKL, G F L 7FE
PERIEEFTFREE EFEEABRACHEL T, W
PHTEX Z BARMR 2 30 3 W L i AR — A # L IR
WATLIZARF TR ML F. X—HR N
T AR M TS, AREAEN MRS
RARS , AIEBRAAREL S NEK AR
B %A% (Watson, 1986 ; Koole & Pelham, 2003 ; %%
B, R, 2010), I FERBEEEAE AR EEH
&, AR ESCER, B 5 3R 4 8RB0 8 L
ZMERTET R LI T mEH, AR R A
KUEAEAGSIEER, EIRGNEE R EHR
HABMES, R ARS8 N T fERZ B
A2 B R UE A PR ] (Moray, 1959; Mack & Rock,
1998 ; Harris, Pashler, & Coburn, 2004), iT4E3R %
FRTE T R 5 Ay AR 3 2R 3 A3 22 R ( Rapid Serial Visu-
al Presentation, RSVP) FIBF X BN MIEITA R B4
BN TARHE T BB STIESE . 15 BRI ( Attentional
Blink, AB) &R0 0 B8 0 B 72 ) A 4 B A — b
% (Raymond, Shapiro, & Amell, 1992) ,$5th T4
PR EF ] PR 7 7 T TR A R 1) fe A N5 E B AR
WA B BRI 5 R AT A R BEHEA T B VS BN
RO BB B . 1E BRI 2 R A RSVP §i
X, ERBAE—RI 0Pt P A B iR
BWOE—NEIFHN TLE A BERHR T2) #4705,
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40 MENPEAE A (M =F ), EXLBZ
RIEIRTER R 4E 10 AZEARTE BB BT X fE
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3.61°,
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05, X —E5 R F 5 0B SR 5 5 E
WA Y SRR BUSON, B AN A A R A
ML R RE, BERNHEEL NI THK, BEE



B AR I TR 5k B RSVP KR 75

ERLZHMTEARE, 2)BARRGERFKEF
AR EVERSE, F(1,29) =4.84,p = .036,—#
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The Relative Uniqueness of Personal Names ; Evidences from the RSVP

Sun Xiao, Li Xiao, Jia Lei, Zhang Qinglin
(Southwest University Key Laboratory of Cognition and Personality, Chongging, 400715)

Abstract The processing of ones own-name is thought to be unique in that it has no need of attentional resource. The evidence from
both behavioral and electrophysiological studies has showed that no attention is required for self identification. But there has new evi-
dence from an fMRI that the differences between ones own and others name processing may be quantitative than qualitative in nature.
And there is evidence that the attentional blink ( AB) is not always survived by self identification under the high perceptual load, but the
study ignores the familiarity of personal names and therefore is not conclusive about the uniqueness of self identification mechanism. The
objective of this study was to inquire into the self identification mechanism by associating it with the Load Theory and RSVP of AB para-
digm, and to investigate the advantages of self identification, i. e. , the uniqueness or familiarity of the self identification. We added the
names of celebrity to this study. We supposed that in attentional blink paradigm the familiarity with others names would produce a pat-
tern of processing similar to personal names, which has relative uniqueness.

In the present study, each trial consisted of a first target (T1, consisted of 5 arrows) and a second target (T2, a strangers name
or a celebritys name or ore% own-name ) embedded in a rapid series of visual presentation ( RSVP) of 20 common nouns. The Eriksen
flanker task was used to distinguish the level of T1 perceptual load, in which the participants were asked to determine the orientation of
central arrow between other 4 congruent (low-load condition) or incongruent ( high-load condition) arrows. All 22 items were presented
in the black background of computer screen and immediately followed by sequential items. The possible intervals between T1 and T2
were Lag-2 (SOA 64ms), Lag-9 (SOA 504ms). 30 undergraduate and graduate students were instructed to make the identification re-
sponse to the central arrow of the T1 item (left or right) and the identification response to the gender of the name( male or female). T1
load conditions were separately presented in two blocks and the order of these two blocks was counterbalanced across the participants.
The T1 identification accuracy and the T2 detection accuracy in all conditions were recorded respectively.

The results of this study showed that for low-load conditions, compared to the stranger-names, both of the self-names and the celeb-
rity-names were detected more often than the stranger-names, showing the advantages of personal names and celebrity names. However,
the advantage was missing with the increased T1 load, and the detection of stranger names had no significant difference between high —
load and low - load conditions, suggesting that the privileged access in the subjects” awareness to self-names and celebrity-names were
more sensitive to the current available processing resources. But in the condition of "low-load and shot-lag" , self-names showed the u-
nique advantage of detection, while the advantage of celebrity-names disappeared. The results of this study shqw that the uniqueness of
personal name processing is not absolute but relative. .

Key words self-name or identification, familiarity, attentional blink, perceptual load, RSVP



