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YANG Qing'?
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Abstract

Human faces capture attention more than other visual
stimuli. Here we investigated whether self face can
capture attention more than other familiar or unfamil-
iar face in mixed saccadic paradigms. Eye move-
ments were recorded in 32 participants who per-
formed either pro — or anti — saccades to self face,
lovers face, or unfamiliar face, randomly presented
to the left or right of a fixation arrow. Their eye
movements were recorded with an Eyelink2K eye
tracker. For each trial, a symbolic cue instructed
the observer to generate either a pro — saccade or an
anti - saccade. We reported a significant decrease in
pro — saccade error rates for self faces and lover s
face compared to unfamiliar face; meanwhile self

faces retained attention longer in comparison to unfa-

miliar face in pro — saccades. Unexpectedly, we
didnt find significant difference in the anti — saccade
error rate or saccade latency among self face, lovers
face, and unfamiliar face. These results may reflect
that the differences in high — level visual properties
of self face, lovers face and unfamiliar face didnt
meet the level of pre — attentive just noticeable
difference for anti — saccades task, then the face
effect on attention capture was large enough to envel-
op the self effect to emerge. Future research needs to
use pure anti — saccade task to investigate more a-
bout the just noticeable difference for anti — saccades
task.

. Key words: self face, anti — saccade, pro —

saccades, attentional capture, attention retention



