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Attention to self-referential stimuli: Can | ignore my own face?
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ABSTRACT

Auto-referential materials (i.e., the own name) énddeen described as particularly prone to
capture attention. Some recent studies have questithis view and showed that these own
name effects are temporary and appear only in &peonditions: when enough resources are
available (Harris & Pashler, 2004) or when the avame is presented within the focus of
attention if it is a task-irrelevant stimulus (Geanet al., 2003). In the present study, a
stimulus that is unique to each individual was ugsbkd self-face. In Experiment 1, the self-
face produced a temporary distraction when predeatdixation during a digit-parity task.
However, this distraction was not different fromatttriggered by another highly familiar face.
In Experiment 2, the self-face failed to produceiference when presented outside the focus
of attention. These results confirm recent findisgswing that auto-referential materials do
not automatically summon attention and have aatititre power only in specific conditions.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Since the late fifties, self-referential stimuliveabeen described as particularly important
with regard to their capacity to grab attentiondmmparison with other stimuli. This claim
emerged from a famous study by Moray (1959). Ushey method of shadowing during a
dichotic listening task, Moray (1959) found thapdrticipants out of 12 (33%) remembered
that they had heard their own name at its firss@néation to the unattended ear while they
were shadowing (i.e., repeating aloud) a messaggepted to the other ear. On the contrary, a
short list of neutral words presented many timesht unattended ear showed no trace of
being remembered. This suggested that some highifgrimportant stimuli can capture
attention because of their meaning. However, ther® no way to exclude the possibility that
subjects from time to time shifted their attentionthe to-be-ignored message (see Lachter,
Forster, & Ruthruff, 2004). More evidence for sofoen name effects” has also been found
in various studies using different procedures.iRstance, in a visual analogy of the Moray’s
procedure, Wolford and Morrison (1980) showed thvien instructed to make a parity
judgment on two digits flanking a to-be-ignored dom higher proportion of participants
subsequently reported that they had seen theirmamme in comparison with words presented
the same number of times during the experimentpitia team later showed that the own
name is particularly resistant to the attentiodalkb(Shapiro, Caldwell, & Sorensen, 1997)
and to repetition blindness (Arnell, Shapiro, & &wen, 1999). In addition, Mack and Rock
(1998) found that almost all of their participar{®&3%) detected their own name when
presented under conditions of inattention in thattemtional blindness paradigm. By
comparison, only 65% of participants detected agroflist name and 50% of participants
detected very frequent words in the English languégg. “house”). Using a visual search
task, Mack and Rock (1998) also showed that, contaother names, the own name pops
out of a display of up to 12 items.

All these studies investigated the attentional proes of the own name. However, the
name (i.e., the first name as well as the last nasn@ property that we may share with other
people. By contrast, the face is a unique selfresfigal characteristic (with the exception of
twins) and hence constitutes a better way to inyat& the specificity of self-referential
stimuli. However, few studies (Brédart, Delchambge] aureys, 2006; Laarni, Koljonen,
Kuistio, Kyr6lainen, Lempidinen, & Lepistd, 2000;imdmiya, Onitsuka, Chen, Sato, &
Tashiro, 1998; Tong & Nakayama, 1999) investigatesl attentional properties of the self-
face. Recently, using a face-name interferencedigrg Brédart et al. (2006) found that the
self-face flanking a classmate’s name producedamgér interference on the processing of
this name than in the reverse situation where ssolate’s face flanked the participant’s own
name. This suggests that the self-face also hag sdantion-grabbing capacity. Tong and
Nakayama (1999), in a visual search task, demdesdtithat the self-face was more quickly
detected among distractors than strangers’ faceis eten presented in atypical orientations
and after hundreds of trials. Several ERP or PETdiss also found specific
electrophysiological and neuronal responses adsdcmith attention to the self-face by
comparison with other unfamiliar faces (Gray, Ampadlowenthal, & Deldin, 2004;
Ninomiya et al., 1998; Sugiura et al.,, 2000; SuhhuZ & Han, 2006; Tanaka, Curran,
Porterfield, & Collins, 2006) or familiar faces (Set al., 2006). All these findings suggest
that important stimuli may benefit from specifictemtion-grabbing capacities. Taken
together, these results seem in favour of a lakecsen theory of attention (Deutsch &
Deutsch, 1963) because they suggest that the ngeanuh significance of some stimuli can
determine their selection by attention. Howeverpynstudies used neutral words, unfamiliar
faces or names as control stimuli. Hence, thesdtsemight just reflect a familiarity effect
rather than a genuine “self-effect”. That might ke the argument in favour of a late
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selection theory of attention because this coutlicate that familiarity rather than meaning
determines the attentional selection.

In addition, recent research has seriously questidhe specificity of self-referential stimuli
by suggesting that such stimuli are not really gdeand do not benefit from particular
attention-grabbing capacities. A study by Bundedeiingsbaek, Houmann, and Jensen
(1997) challenged previous findings with respecthie attention-grabbing capacities of the
own name. They used displays composed of four nameswritten in red (targets to be
reported) and two written in white (distractors lbe ignored). The participant’s name
appeared on some trials either as target eithéisersctor. Results showed that the own name
did not cause more interference than other names whwvas a distractor suggesting that it
does not automatically grab attention. Laarni e{2000) found that when participants had to
perform a matching task on two faces presentedragfound while ignoring the background
composed of a matrix of faces among which the @petnt's own face or a celebrity face (the
Finnish President) was presented on some tri&s (ritical trials), only 18% of participants
reported that they had seen their own face duhirgdsk and the performance was similar for
both familiar faces. These results could be inttguat in terms of an early selection of
attention occurring at an early stage of procesqBgpadbent, 1958) preventing the
processing of significant stimuli when they wereeatly discarded from the perceptual
process by the properties of their low level feasui(e.g., irrelevant colour, irrelevant
background location, see also Bundesen et al.,)1997

Finally, some studies using the own name moderéitetings presented here above by
showing that some “self-effect” can occur but ontyen specific conditions are fulfilled. For
instance, Kawahara and Yamada (2004) replicatedd&en et al. (1997)’s findings but
additionally showed, using an adapted version efattentional blink paradigm, that the own
name only attracted attention when participantseveat to identify target names whereas it
did not when participants were set to find a tag@bur. Similarly, using a Stroop-like task
Gronau, Cohen, and Ben-Shakhar (2003) found tleabtim name attracted attention when it
was presented centrally within the participant'terional focus. However, when it was
presented peripherally it attracted attention aviten it was task relevant but not when it was
task irrelevant. Harris, Pashler, and Coburn (2G04 call Mack and Rock (1998)’s visual
search findings into question by showing that ewehe participant's own name is detected
more rapidly than other names, the search sloggsdhtained were not flat enough to claim
that the own name pops out. In another experimased) on the paradigm designed by
Wolford and Morrison (1980), Harris and Pashler0@0showed that the presentation of the
own name can cause a distraction and slow dowrtioeattmes on a digit-parity task by
comparison with neutral words on condition that wegto capacity is available. In this case
however the distraction is only present duringfir& occurrences of the own name and the
response quickly habituates. Moreover, the own ndich@ot show special attention grabbing
property when display loads were more substaritelten together, this set of results suggests
that the first occurrences of one’s own name maygke an involuntarily shift of attention
when the perceptual load of one’s ongoing actisgtipw and enough capacity is available for
one’s name to be perceived, but that it rapidlgs$oss attention grabbing character.

From this overview of the literature, it remainscle@ar whether or not self-referential
materials have specific attention-grabbing capadiipreover, controls used to determine
whether these stimuli have special attention-gradplmapacities were not always the most
appropriate ones and some confounding factors ssclamiliarity, frequency of use or
emotional valence could have interfered. The ainthef present study was to evaluate the
distractive potency of an extremely distinctivefsggnificant stimulus, i.e. the self-face, and
in the meantime disentangling the potential eftécttimulus familiarity. In Experiment 1, we
tested whether one’s own face is harder to ignsra @distractor than other unfamiliar faces. If
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results found in the Harris and Pashler (2004)ystuzth be generalised from the own name to
other self-significant stimuli, it was expected tthiae first presentation of the participants’
face would produce a momentary distraction. To rd@tee how much such effect was
specific to one’s own face, distraction due to pnesentation of another personally familiar
face (the face of a participant’s classmate) wss aValuated.

In the Harris and Pashler (2004) study, distracteese presented centrally, i.e. between the
items to be processed for the primary task. Groetwal. (2003) demonstrated that the
presentation of one’s name outside the focus ehttn did not interfere with a primary task
if one’s name was not relevant to this primary taslence, it was predicted that the
presentation of the participant’'s own face as aldvant flanking distractor would produce
no disruption of the primary task at all. This goiras addressed in Experiment 2.

2. EXPERIMENT 1

The experiment used the digit-parity task describgdwolford and Morrison (1980) and
Harris and Pashler (2004), i.e. a task in whichtiggants indicated whether two
simultaneously presented digits had the same parityot. By analogy with the Harris and
Pashler study, during the first block of trialaniar faces (either one’s face or a classmate’s
face) were presented infrequently. In the secondkbof trials familiar faces were presented
on half of the trials.

2.1. Method

2.1.1. Participants

A total of 48 undergraduate students (mean age;3@@vomen) volunteered. They had all
known their same-gender classmate for at leasagsy®@articipants were recruited by pairs so
that each participant served as the classmatédéanther participant.

2.1.2. Materials and stimuli

Displays were presented on a monitor controllecadlyC computer. They consisted of two
digits flanking a face and were viewed at a distaot56 cm controlled by means of a chin
rest. The digits subtended 0.7° by 0.5° of visuall@, were spaced 4° apart, and located 2°
from fixation each. They were written in black agsia grey background. All face stimuli
were greyscales images of full-frontal views ofegaowithout facial hair or glasses. The
picture of the participant’'s own face was presernted mirror-reversed orientation, i.e. the
view in which we typically see our own face. Thetpres were centred at fixation and
subtended 4.1° by 3.3° of visual angle (see Fig.1b)

2.1.3. Procedure

The experiment consisted of two blocks of 48 tredsh. In Block 1, the participant’s own
face and the face of the participant’s classmatee wesented once each. Half of the
participants saw their own face on Trial 29 andrtblassmate’s face on Trial 39, the other
half saw these two familiar faces in the reverskenrPictures of unfamiliar faces were shown
on the other trials. Each unfamiliar face appeamck only. In Block 2, the participant’s face
appeared on 12 trials, the classmate’s face appesrd 2 trials and 24 neunfamiliar faces
appeared on the remaining 24 trials. Faces wersepted randomly except that the same face
could not be shown twice successively.

Participants were instructed to focus on the digitity task and ignore the faces. Each trial
began with a fixation point (diameter = 0.2 degygeesented in the centre of fixation for 1 s.
The point was followed, after 500 ms, by a 200-msnfasked) exposure of the digits and
face. Half of the participants pressed the “C” kdya computer keyboard if the digit parity
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matched, and otherwise pressed the “N” key. Thesgs kwere reversed for the other
participants. A 1-s interval separated successials {see Fig.1a).

1000 ms after
participant’s response

Fixation
1000 ms

Figure 1. (a) lllustration of the time course of a singl&tiin the two experiments (the
stimulus display represented here correspondsdplalys in Experiment 1); (b) in
Experiment 1, faces were presented at fixation éetviwo digits; (c) in Experiment 2, faces
were presented at periphery, randomly on the leéirothe right (here on the left) of two
digits.

2.2. Results
2.2.1. Reactions times
Data of 15 participants who made errors on Triab299 were discarded.

Block 1.A mixed two-way 2 (Order: self-classmate, clasemaelf) by 5 (Trial: 20 to 28, 29,
30 to 38, 39, 40 to 48) ANOVA with repeated measwe the last factor was conducted on
reaction times (RTs). There was a significant eftécTrial, F(4,124) = 8.32p = 0.00001.
HSD Tukey post-hoc indicated a significant elevatmn the first two trials in which a
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familiar face was presented by comparison with @déty and following trials, ajs < 0.05.
There was no significant effect of Orde(1,31) < 1, and no significant interactidf(4,124)
< 1 (see Fig.2a).

Block 2. A one-way ANOVA with Identity (self, classmate, familiar) as within-subject
factor was conducted on RTs. There was a signifieffact of Identity,F(2,64) = 3.28p =
0.04. HSD Tukey post-hoc indicated that the diifee= between the RTs in the ‘self-face’
condition M = 1070 ms) and the RTs in the ‘unfamiliar facehdibion (M = 1002 ms) was
marginally significantp = 0.058. In addition, RTs when the classmate wasgmted NI =
1062 ms) tended to be slower than RTs when an uldarface was presented, p = 0.10.
Finally, there was no significant difference betwethe ‘self-face’ condition and the
‘classmate’s face’ conditiom, = 0.96 (see Fig.2b). Data of Block 2 were theiit #pl2 parts
to examine separately the pattern of performancneriirst and second halves of trials (see
Fig.2c). The analysis of RTs during the first ha&lBlock 2 confirmed the above effect of the
Identity, even if the difference was only margigadignificant, F(2,64) = 2.99p = 0.058.
Conversely, the analysis of RTs during the secaiflidi Block 2, did not reveal any effect
of the Identity,F(2,64) < 1.

2.2.2. Error rates
Data of one participant who misunderstood the usions were discarded (this participant
responded to 26 out of 96 trials only).

Block 1.A mixed two-way 2 (Order: self-classmate, classmsedf) by 5 (Trial: 20 to 28, 29,
30 to 38, 39, 40 to 48) ANOVA with repeated measure the last factor was conducted on
error rates. There was a significant effect of [T fg4,180) = 4.97p = 0.0008. HSD Tukey
post-hoc indicated that when a familiar face wassented for the second timd € 25.4%
on trial 39), error rates were higher by comparigath preceding ¥ = 8.3% for trials 20 to
28 andM = 7.1% for trials 30 to 38) and following trialsl (= 8.5% for trials 40 to 48) and
by comparison with trial 29M = 10.6%), allps <0.02. There was no significant effect of
Order,F(1,45) = 1.22p = 0.27, and no interactioR(4,180) < 1 (see Fig.2d).

Block 2. A one-way ANOVA with Identity (self, classmate, urdwn) as within-subject
factor was conducted on error rates and showedigmifisant effect,F(2,92) < 1 (see
Fig.2e).

2.3. Discussion

Present results indicate that the self-face, lileedwn name, can produce a distraction. Like
the own name however, the self-face has no endwitention grabbing capacity as the
response habituates after a few presentationsldii@n, the pattern of interference produced
by the self-face and by the other highly familiacé was similar both in Block 1 and Block 2.
The distraction produced by the two familiar fasepacted both dependant measures but was
stronger on reaction times than on error ratess $hggests that the irrelevant presence of a
familiar face mainly slows down the processinghs task-relevant items (i.e. the digits) but
has a more limited effect on response accuracys&hend experiment examined the effect of
the presentation of a familiar face (i.e., the-f@tle or the classmate’s face) outside the focus
of attention. It was predicted that the presentatd the self-face as an irrelevant flanking
distractor would produce no disruption of the dpatrity task at all (see Gronau et al., 2003).
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Figure 2. Results of Experiment 1: (a) Mean reaction tinkREs) and (d) mean error rates to
the digit-parity task as a function of the ordempoésentation of the familiar faces in Block 1;
familiar distractor faces appeared on trials 29 aB@l (b) Mean RTs and (e) mean error rates
as a function of the Identity of the distractordgmesented in Block 2. (c)Mean RTs as a
function of the distractor face’s Identity preseht the first and the second halves of Block
2. Error bars represent the standard error of theams.

3. EXPERIMENT 2

3.1. Method

3.1.1. Participants

A total of 48 undergraduate students (mean age;2@1vomen) volunteered. They had all
known their same-gender classmate for at leasaBsy®@articipants were recruited by pairs so
that each participant served as the classmatédoother participant.
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3.1.1. Stimuli and procedure

Experiment 2 was identical to Experiment 1 excépt faces were presented in a flanking
position instead of a central position. Faces warglomly presented on the left side of the
left digit or on the right side of the right digib that the centre of the picture was 5° from
fixation (see Fig.1c).
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Figure 3. Results of Experiment 2: (a) Mean reaction tinkREs) and (d) mean error rates to
the digit-parity task as a function of the ordempoésentation of the familiar faces in Block 1;
familiar distractor faces appeared on trials 29 aB@l (b) Mean RTs and (e) mean error rates
as a function of the ldentity of the distractordgmesented in Block 2. (c)Mean RTs as a
function of the distractor face’s Identity preseht the first and the second halves of Block
2 . Error bars represent the standard error of theans.
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3.2. Results

Data of 2 participants could not be collected ehti(1 because of technical reasons and 1
because the participant felt uncomfortable durimg éxperiment) and were discarded from
all analyses.

3.2.1. Reaction times

Data of 8 other participants who made errors oal 9 or 39 were discarded.

Block 1.A mixed two-way 2 (Order: self-classmate, clasgmaelf) by 5 (Trial: 20 to 28, 29,
30 to 38, 39, 40 to 48) ANOVA with repeated measwe the last factor was conducted on
RTs. There was no significant effect of Trig(4,144) = 1.02p = 0.40, no significant effect
of Order,F(1,31) < 1, and no significant interactidf(4,124) < 1 (see Fig.3a).

Block 2. A one-way ANOVA with Identity (self, classmate, familiar) as within-subject
factor was conducted on RTs and showed no signifietiect,F(2,74) = 2.28p = 0.11 (see
Fig.3b). Nonetheless, as the pattern of performamase quite similar to that observed in
Block 2 of Experiment 1 (see Fig.2b and Fig.3b) spéit data of Block 2 in 2 parts to
examine separately the pattern of performance erfitst and second halves of trials. The
analysis of RTs during the first half of Block 2/ealed a marginal effect of Identity(2,74)

= 3.911,p = 0.0504. HSD Tukey post-hoc indicated that théed#hce between the RTs in
the ‘classmate’s face’ conditiorM(= 1122 ms) and the RTs in the ‘unfamiliar face’
condition M = 976 ms) was significanpg = 0.039. RTs in the ‘self-face’ conditioM (=
1045 ms) did not differ from RTs in the ‘classmatéace’ conditionp = 0.39, or in the
‘unfamiliar face’ conditionp = 0.47 By contrast, the analysis of RTs duringdbeond half
of Block 2 did not show any effect of Identify(2,74) = 1.245p = 0.29 (see Fig.3b).

3.2.2. Error rates

Block 1.A mixed two-way 2 (Order: self-classmate, classrs&i€ by 5 (Trial: 20 to 28, 29,
30 to 38, 39, 40 to 48) ANOVA with repeated measwe the last factor was conducted on
error rates. There was no significant effect ofalli(4,176) < 1, no significant effect of
Order,F(1,44) < 1, and no interactioR(4,180)=1.32p=0.27 (see Fig.3d).

Block 2.A one-way ANOVA with Identity (self, classmate, urdwvn) as within-subject factor
was conducted on error rates and showed no signtfieffectF(2,90) < 1 (see Fig.3e).

3.3. Discussion

In agreement with previous studies using the owmenéGronau et al., 2003), present results
indicate that the self-face presented outside tloeid of attention and irrelevantly for the
ongoing task produces no distraction in Block liroBlock 2 overall, as reflected by both
reaction times and error rates. However, a comphang analysis of Block 2 indicated that
the facial identity marginally affected reactiomés on the first half of trials. Here, the
distraction was due to the processing of the clagssiface. Yet, as in Experiment 1, this
effect disappeared in the second part of BlockHs Tight indicate that after a few dozen of
trials, when participants master the digit-parigsit, they start shifting their attention at
periphery and process the distractor faces. Thafis produce a weak interference effect that
Is not strong enough to overall affect performamcBlock 2 and that habituates quickly. By
contrast, in Block 1 the two appearances of thalf@anfaces did not interfere with the digit-
parity task, probably because at that time theigpants’ attentional resources are still
devoted to the digit-parity task. This small effettfamiliar faces irrelevantly presented at
periphery might seems at odds with Gronau et &032s findings. However, this effect
appeared lately in the experiment, lasted a vemigdd number of trials and was detected only
through post-hoc analyses in the absence of a affent of Identity. More importantly the
occurrence of this effect indicates that facialntity was perceivable at this eccentricity. In
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other words, the non-occurrence of interferencecefin Block 1 cannot be attributed to a
lack of perception of peripheral distractor faces.

4. GENERAL DISCUSSION

Present results indicate that the self-face, aqodatly distinctive feature of the self, has no
enduring distractive power compared with unfamifaces when it is presented at fixation,
within the observer’s attentional focus. Indeect Helf-face was only momentarily more
distractive than unfamiliar faces. In addition, @ally the self-face was never consistently
more distractive than that of another familiar persTherefore, present results suggest that
the allocation of attention was temporarily driv@nthe high familiarity of the to-be-ignored
distractor faces rather than by the self-referéptiaperties of the self-face. Yet, and contrary
to the participant’s name which may be shared bgrandividuals, the participant’s own face
is exclusively self-referential. Thus, one mighv&axpected that it is even more likely than
one’s own name to attract attention by comparisath wther faces. However the present
study demonstrates that one’s own face is not aamional kind of stimulus since it rapidly
loses its attention grabbing character. The prestily extends Harris and Pashler (2004)'s
work by showing that even a unique self-referergtahulus such as one’s own face is not a
potent distractor, at least when its presentagarot related with the ongoing task.

Moreover, in the present study, the self-face dit elicit reliable distraction effect when it
was presented outside the focus of attention. Tdssilt is consistent with Gronau et al.’s
(2003) study reporting that the participant’'s ovame did not produce any distraction when
presented outside the focus of attention and wagigly to the ongoing task. Nonetheless, our
data indicated that participants temporarily shifteeir attention towards peripheral faces
once they mastered the digit-parity task. Impolyanhe observation that the capacity of the
familiar faces to provoke a distraction was dependgon their location within the focus of
attention indicates that this distraction is no¢ doi an automatic capture of attention (see also
Bundesen et al., 1999). Indeed, in Experiment Ic#rgral location of the faces between the
two target digits forced participants to attendhte distractor faces (despite of the instruction)
in order to perceive the two digits. By contrastEixperiment 2, there was no need to attend
to the distractor faces presented at peripheryrderoto process the target digits. Our results
indicate that in this case participants successfollowed the instruction to ignore the faces
in the first part of the experiment since the pn¢ston of the familiar faces did not affect
reaction times. In the second part of the experinenvever, they apparently temporarily
shifted their attention towards peripheral facesthr, present findings suggest that familiar
faces hold attention and elicit a transient diffigdo disengage attention only once they are
attended as in Experiment 1 and in the second part of Ewxpmnt 2 (see Fox, Russo,
Bowles, & Dutton, 2001, for similar findings witthreatening words; see also Weierich,
Treat, & Hollingworth, in press, for a recent revien the distinction between capture and
retention of attention in anxiety). This hypothesisould be addressed more precisely and
with paradigms allowing a clear distinction betwdbese two components of capture and
retention of attention in future work. Note thatk thigit-parity task we used is a quite
demanding task. Harris and Pashler (2004)'s studywed that the attention grabbing
capacity of one’s own name depended on the amdwavadlable resources. It is possible that
a less demanding task would have allowed more antist shifts of attention towards the
peripheral distractor faces. This should also liessed in future work.

In sum, present result does not support the wigespclaim that self-referential stimuli or
information important to the participant automaticaummon attention. Yet, such a claim is
still viewed as evidence for the late selectionotiieof attention even in recent cognitive

! We thank Jan Theeuwes for this suggestion.
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psychology textbooks (e.g. Smith & Kosslyn, 200%Is8, MacLin, & MacLin, 2005;
Sternberg, 2006). Moreover, the present resultswels as those of Harris and Pashler
(2004)’s study, stress that the response to onersface or one’s own name habituates very
rapidly. This finding has important practical andinical implications. Indeed, recent
neuropsychological research used self-referentimug such as the patients’ own name in
order to assess residual awareness of the envimnm@&on-communicative brain-damaged
patients (i.e., patients in a vegetative or in aimally conscious state). In such studies,
properties of a patient’s brain responses (e.g.dfRkcited when hearing her/his own name
is supposed to inform us about the perception igf gtimulus in the environment (Perrin et
al., 2006; see also Holeckova, Fischer, Giard, ietp, & Morlet, 2006; Perrin et al., 2005).
The fact that responses to self-referential mayithate quickly has not been addressed in
such studies, presumably because, again, it wasmass that self-referential materials
automatically grab attention (e.g. Holeckova et 2006; Sui et al., 2006; but see Laureys,
Perrin, & Brédart, 2007). Yet, in most of thesed#s, the same self-referential stimulus was
usually presented several times during the expetimhsession. After the results from Harris
and Pasher (2004) and the present study, it sdehaveraging across repeated trials is likely
to fail giving rise to patients’ responses thatwoed after the first few presentations of self-
referential materials.

In conclusion, present findings demonstrate thaingue and distinctive self-referential
stimulus such as one’s own face is not a potentadi®r compared to other faces. The
distraction it produces does not differ from thabguced by another familiar face, is only
temporary and is modulated by the position of taeefwithin the participant's focus of
attention. Future work should clarify whether thdsstraction is due to a difficulty to
disengage attention as hypothesized here and/otheméhe self-face has the capacity to
automatically capture attention in some conditions.
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