DH2EAR 2012, Vol. 44, No.4, 489-497
Acta Psychologica Sinica

DOI: 10.3724/SP.J.1041.2012.00489

(PR D B o R R AETE Pl s IS A BOE I i S S (WU R R 2) ;. WA oA B, K 400715)

DA 22 o, i = S sE R SC e 5 56 75 A A R 1 M 2% 5 B

AJREAFTEROIN T AR H . 45 2R

R, A C R0 44 TEAE g SR R LS bR LS R A BRI RO MR T Ry, R TR R iR
ORI LEx B0 5 4 4 P o A 5 B AN BT Y AR LA, A M2 S H S AL RN T
IRGUR B 2 25 5, EUARLF TR WA IR 24 A48 7 o IR BB S5 RAE ] 15 1 FRAH 5 14 0 2645 5 H A R 2 i
SO F AR AU AL, HLS LAE SN R R 2 S B 25 R o8 4 — B0 TR W] A 9 R 44

SR SNA ] REEAT AR 89 THLH -

ARACIE R M4, XGRSO, T
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1 515

YER — PP RR ok i BREEAY, 3R AR O3
2 RSN B S b Bl 2R S5 ST A% O AT AT
% Z —(Lieberman, 2007). H./f, LimifL. A&T3
51 S MR A 2 0F 5T B 24— Bt iE I B &
M5 /915 B (self-related information) e fin T._F HA
i FN A AT B R AT, 38R R I U
B ICACR ST A, B, B C ey fLREAS 7E AL
VAR AT 55 v PR R ok TAEAE R T
P, A O AT AL R REER B T A T L
SR B A ) %% SR (Brédart, Delchambre, & Laureys,
2006; Devue & Brédart, 2008, 524 —; Tong &
Nakayama, 1999) . [ & 2 M 2L )i (self-reference
effect) A FE M B, FEXT TS AN T. . 5 X
N TEEXTRE &M, 5 AR RAE—E AR AAS
B %5 in] 5% B8 0% 3R 15 i 45 9 12 42 1 &t (Symons &
Johnson, 1997). A N2 N1 EHA BT 5245 2 725
ZE, XCH RO 244 6] RTRE XS R e i XG 2
9235000 (cocktail-party effect), B, [ C 4 FRN
AR AR B AR T W RBAE B EE ) Hb e £ AR

e H #: 2011-07-25

H >k (Conway, Cowan, & Bunting, 2001; Harris &
Pashler, 2004; Harris, Pashler, & Coburn, 2004;
Moray, 1959; Wood & Cowan, 1995).
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SRy SRR R AR AP AR

W 44 52 NTE R 26 R SRAE A C |« B sk
SHmfre . BEFL SEER AR LR, M
44 8 2 1 — iz 18 (ubiquitous) 19 A\ & 755, % T
HAE UM F R, SEEM AL, W
AAEAG ARG . ARG |l TRk 5] 55 075 TR AR A B
KIATR . BN, 20N 24 0 1k A 4% 3 20 i 52 %
W MRS ETRE FTIE I, HE B h S E
FFE N 3 I AL AR, 38 R R A AR ET R R
ABVE B EIF 2 A NI A AT, AR5 T
FEMAR DA RS, 5Z AR, W44 0424 0 L
B, R B B O R, s A A
(84 5, JFEAR KB 1] DL sh sl % 5%,
et TS TRI AR 506

TEREAT LA A% R L 35 T8 5E 091> N SRAE A RH
B R BTG Z b, X 44 3k A R i T AR
S A AR R B I TR AT BF 8 7T LAAE A R AR
ST B AIE 5 DA B S A R 3] ) 453X — R UL A
Frb, ANIA B Tt B F A5 B Tar P 1T
fi# o y—J5m, WERAMIITREUE BAXS T A C
8 190 44 3% Rk 1 A AR B BAT R LT S A4
R A3, I8 ATE G et 58 i m] LUHAE g —
KRR B2 A R R R 72  EREA 1Y
WS, ABLE F R A C LSS T 2
BEOLE, X EEAPRHENT I Z Rl C 200 T 9t
D AE G (HFR) T ERMEY), LLEAT RS A R
AR F Fe P UR e R sh A8 o i dn 2R LA
W24 SRR L, WFSE 5 RE A% % g 12 DA I M s e
B 44 BR AR B Oy [ E 9 45 B bR R X —
AR AR AR ST R EE, AT AT LR T AR
FERAY A S o AR PR N T A A SRR . teAh, X
2 BN T REEAT W 5T 30 T RE A — i A ¥ LR I
FHMME . X — il sk DL AL iR A SIS &
PUMCAZE LU e, Flan, Z2WmptsRac iy, B2
B 2K 1 N B0 22 e v %) B AT AR 2 ok sk W
WA R H O A F A —E R RO, R
AR R R R 12 W By 2 s N O B AR B Y 45 45 (D
et al., 2007; Staffen, Kronbichler, Aichhorn, Mair, &
Ladurner, 2006; Oswald, Taylor, & Treisman, 1960),
55 IH6E AT UA SRR B, AR O 24 I
AL B A AN [R] T — B 44 0 R A, IS A AT FE I
B i il e - 9 NI i S RS9 E DD i Rl =
W24 B9S2, G0, A T 28 R - — M I 2%
FIRTH O R4 RSN, e 2 )RR H R

12 W ) 48 e i — >l Bh 6 b o

IOk e, W25 ANATEar RN i R
Rt TR 450 2 5 A AN ], (BAE R seTE X |
225200, MEIEH A B iR h A 255G
FHFERDIRE . B, 4nfm] A 24 76 30 St 5 b g AR —
FE, W24 TE R 400 0 28 T e Rl AR 3 RIS AN B
BEVERT . 5N TOESEAE TR, 2 S
RO T A ER I R R 2 H O L SRR A K
MY IE o IR M4 B FHZEAR KRR AR R IG T
Al PR BE S AR B Lk A, {2 Bechar-1sraeli
(1995) I WFFE AN R I, FH P 75 T8 9 0 44 Ihf 2 Tl e
NA—FEHAE Q0 SR AR B A ] O B0 i
D2, H 24 FIH M 44 Z AT SR 2 A 5 TR i
A AEARL P B AR 25 DI SR . PRtk Do) 4 o) HAdt 2
M5 [FRE B A RER R SCTF 2 iR At b e R 26 v i)
N AFrE (Stommel, 2007). MiX)Z = X B, 4
AL RMER . 5, AN . KSTEN
2SN EP IV ESEPSNRESY 708 STEANPN
MR A OB — R

H 3 A A T I 4 4 2% [ FRAH G ME B
TR SCseptsy, RAE W, MEfA2miE s
R, anim ey EAH A R XA G EAS SN IR,
NATHE W 28t A [l e e R G R se 5 3 O
KIE B . Flan, A2 &, 48%I1 M4 P A it
RS RES I R EEN L RACATH
27 (Madden, Fox, Smith, & Vitak, 2007) . XFP4T
R Z A F F 44 % (ego-surfing, B self-googling).
BIR HATIE A & TR A D M S A0t
5%, AR AGRZ MY P8 & X e r
T H
T M4 5 AN TED R Erg AR DL & ik
AXAHKRWRMEMRER, vTUIRE, ACH
HHMARESEAG S A EE AL
TAR AL . G T IEF, HARXT Tl A2 =9
TARHCAERE WA 50T . il R | 7 2K5%
Z AL P K EOE T P8 1 s, B
RKIH H C W25 Re % ol 5P sl 5T o o s 2R
>k (Conway et al.,, 2001; Harris et al., 2004,
Tacikowski & Nowicka, 2010), {H3&F X flin T4k
P BRI NAAEE R 2 A —BUW S, e E
ZAEPTEA WAL AR A ST R T X — ]
B F ., 0, Wolford 1 Morrison (1980) % P, 7E#%
2RO B0 (H R DA S R) B 1Y) 44 PR TT)
() A A P 7 A [ AT BT IsF, i SR A v e 2 1
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AR A C AT, OB RS W,
KW e AR EE; 1 Bundesen,
Kyllingsbaek, Houmann #1 Jensen (1997) i) fiff 5% I &
W1, H O W2 TEVE R T PRI I A BT 55
MIERS ., EHEACHATEGSHS "R
TR TRy, SR A5 38 RAT 55 $EAT I BF 52 R A
338 TR ZA— 145 5 (Harris et al., 2004; Mack
& Rock, 1998), KT ik, AHFFRIHRILLN 44 S #4 t
AT IS R, — T B 5 H O W2 2
HHEAS A CETZ AR TR, 5—Ir
TR S0k H ARG G B2 &4 H eyl i iE 242
T Z2 B 5T B0 o
2 SLE— HOKMATERRIER

55 iy hn T AL

ARSI DL 44 SR SESS A RY, JE AT AR R

FI O A% R 44 190 83 o I 4% 1 R R G 1 £ B
T o R AAAEE LT H S A AR B BN T

PEBSAT T HRAE
2.1 F&k

211 #i 22 BERARIREAEAS £FLH, 9
ZWEA), AR 22.1 % (SD=0.73). A #ik
H—H 2 80 3 BUF 4R A QQ M4 (QQ &
r ] X R e P ) — 2k RIVERE IO R R, e
P, Fem FREL S e /id 112). 4
T IR, YA R, TR &),
5 ML B0 J5 3R AT i

212 ## HREH RS QQ M4, fEILAC
A M2 . 1A% BRI 24 K2 100 A~ HAE T4
W4, Ho, gal i A O WA RS 2.3
4 (SD=1.4), & JEF-¥H A A 8.1h (SD=3.4).
e A, BRE AN, XTI KT
I 24 8 TE Rk T R I 24 . X R TR B
TR 45 . TP 2 5 H A O M 247K Bt
T TVCEL, 7ok, fEERS 20, A0k
TR B 3 AR 28 vh 57 A — S AR R A R 7 s
JOGHAT PR M SE 8L T DL,

S5 v ] B S A SO H B 2. 6 FN 12
=AIK AE A P 12 S0 H 1 trial B, BT
W #8510 A5 F LLEM S R LG . AR 20em
(R AT DL IR (AR A 7E 60em AR IR 25 L 49°H
19 ). 7RI H ¥R 2 F1 6 /Y trial 3k
UL IAE B3R 12 g, Frd =28 trial B 51
— AL R 2, BRSO A 12 ML E

AR AR R . FERAS trial Hr, TIVE TR
SN 200 AT W0 24 Hh AL
213 EF R 2x3 (MR ACmMNZ
vs X B 4% T H B . 2, 6 A 12 )il
Wit

TERS2E 4> A 10 > block, 47 724> trial . 18
B> block Hr, A7 /TCHE A H B trial 045 b —2F,
3 Pl H R trial WA 24 . BaRBEDL
Yoy w2, Hoh— 2 A 55 R AE AT B0 block
R A C A, TEMEIH block H8 2%t IE
W45 55 A — B R AT 55 7 5 55— 4RI AH I
DA I Sh S A8 5T e 355 17 ot AT 45 B4 FA) 5 T

TERE block JFURZ R, B L% hizd
trial T EAR R AR A . B S X T
I, IR IERSE 80 . A trial DABRFE e iy
PR+ VERL S T 4R, PR N 500ms, RS 7S
500ms, 4 S B, SR g U8 P L
iy 0 O PO A A S R R N,
BN, 23t 1000ms J5 #EA T —A> trial,

R B 5 $dE ] ko E-Prime 1.1
(Psychology Software Tools, Inc.) 2 S 1
22 HREHH

BRI & O BRI A 1 R B 0.9%
F1 1.4%. Goit kg AR &k A 3 2 5, 1(21)=-0.871,
p>0.05, fEdi 5, [ C A M 4 (95.9%) 1 T Xt
HE 44 (94.2%), 25k 50 4 8%, 1(21)=1.939, p =
0.066.

DLER P Y{E+3 A~ SD SbnifE, 15— X 544 9
TRTE A TP SO0 4510 T 0 RN 2 Rl . R 1Y
ARG 45 R W 1.

x1 BO/MBRBEFRRFFNELE THREREER

HE (ms)
W H &
R4, HWRmHE
2 6 12
EISRiITEA 689+85 949+190 12254269
Xl ) 44 727+94 1059+194 13974297

Xof 2 7 I BCHE HEAT I 2x3 (L 3R 980 2 7R > o) 3
Wi H ) H A 7 22 MR W, SRR A
ROV 2, F (1, 21) =7.43, p<0.05; i H & i F 5508
3, F (2, 42) = 234.65, p<0.001; T4 555 H
A BEAE RIS B 3, F (2, 42) = 5.81, p<0.01.
fA] BN A BT A B, TCIR RS R A O A I 44 38 2 X
RE 44, Bl S RO H BRGNS i A e 35 1k
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K, ps<0.001; Tfij7E 4l = F PRI H T, 8%
B O 24 ) R — B R R X I W 4
ps<0.05,

R EY, SXTEAMAMAMEL, A
1) I 24 AR S 400 5 480 2% %) A ) B TP el 4
FMPN IR o [, XA PEFIEA 25 Bl [m] i 5 B
(48 ZR 00 H B i A8 AT s o Jois 2 B H &
k2. 68 12, XA O 4 B R G 2
PR BRI 24 o B 25 RO B AR A L 25 A,
T A 5 A I 2% {5 3 7 T 1) v P T B A
TR AT MBIE R, RI K H DM H R
TR R, LR LA R AL
RS 45 W52 4 —F (Harris et al., 2004), H it Af
DL, TEXT R A T 5 3 2 A Sem A A5 Bk
AP NFIIN T ok # b R R AE e 2R T 558 | 3K
BRI TS Ak, SC80— 25 5L [F iyt 22 B,
it 5 0 300 RSN, XA O 48 2R B
S LR S, i A a9k 4 IR
AERBEET A ke Hk, BETiRIEAS
HahsRiEE.

3 ST [ ORI TR
RFAR R AT HAEH

TE— B U T H O 4 7 R A
PEAT N T AT AN )1 % B 44 i P 8, S0 —
M DAHAE R TR, B8 H MR m 2l
25 By 3 | R T T T X 220, AT 2 X A ) 38 g 4
R BRI T RE A .

3.1 A%

311 #iX 22K87ERARIKRFEWASE 7ThL), F
PIAERE 21.9 %/ (SD=1.58), A #ikAY QQ M4
M 2 ANE0E 3ANTUFALAL, W 2 174 fd R ]
N 2.9 42(SD=2.1), F i IR 44 bR ) F- 2
6]} 11h (SD=4.2), B A #il & TS 2L S 5 1
203, TR R ARAR D R

3.1.2 #MEl MRy AR TR —
313 #EF R 2x3(T ISR H K
4 vs T BRI 245 PG H B . 2. 6 A1 12 )ik
Wit

B AT 55 2 AE LA A O A W 45 B0 R 4
THEAN A S5 A8 R LA i R SRR —
A B F ek g A BRI REE M4, T
P ) 4 3 a1 X 44 B — X R R 44
2H M MRV, 7ERA trial AT BT 4

I3 0 ) 35 A 7 P A S i o, At 5T H R it
A O 2 B0 BRI 44 o fE JC R trial v,
T 4 A B O R U R R T DA S B — i Y
100 TPt H Bl ML H 1 — M 4 .

g —HE, St RS 10 4> block,
BAT 724 trial o AERE block H, B /AR
) trial LA 7 —2F, At 5 £l 1 trial
B 24 W AKBEDLY 53 R, X T2 i
&, AL block HHEEEAY T B A CL e
ZA R, B block H AP I 2 Yot BE 9 47
T3 A — AW Y e HENI G A s, AT B0 5 A
block H 4351 H 435512 Xof B 24 1 E A 44 .

SR 5 BAR R S8 SR TR —

32 HREHH

B AE LA A O 24 Sk T 0 T A R 4 R
&= 1.11%, X BRI 44 ok T ) K e Y R 4R R A
1.06%. W4 %F T % 22 5%, 1(21)=0.241, p>
0.05. WA T sl Jfo %ot o w3 114 s o [) A R % B0
AEZR(ACHMBIER TP 95.6%, X
HE 0 4 4 T 40 ) 3. 94.9%), t(21)=1.237, p>
0.05.

DI HSERE + 34 SD bR, B—X 4
B A A B S A5 T R B R AT 2 A A )
VEo % 2 45 W T B2 RO AR AR e 145 2

£2 AEMBEBETUBEC/FEBMEATFHTTHIR
HiEE (ms)

W H &
R4, HWRmHE
2 6 12
ERRN:SIEEA 690 +119 918+176 1143+240
Xt BRI 44 715+135 935+167 1161+190

2x3 HE M7 220 TR B, PR E5%
A, F (1, 21) =1.00, p>0.05; #il3#wi H 219 &
MO, F (2, 42) = 239.4, p<0.001; £ & LE Kk
TR, 0T LS SR IE )4 R SO P B T S S
7 5 2R P Ik 3, ps<0.001., el % 5 391 H 2 1
THAEMA R, F (2, 42) = 0.08, p>0.05,

SLH TR A AR, TEAE R T R S B
O I 24 - 2 2 B EE T R ) 44 B i 1 4
YERT o PRI 2 20 55 0t H e (8] A A2 AR
FARYEE R TEA Ty HuE I 7 ax — o5, BRAd 27 A A 42
B 212 A H ST (Bl g ) 75 22 20 0% 22 3k
114~ H AR R 44 BT i ) T4E), A O B
TR A IR s A 25 5 eAk, FE
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YERTHERIBEET, H A4 % 48 2R 1E 1 5 R A
U AR FR U B SR Y 52

RS 5 DL A MR S 45 R
(Harris et al., 2004, S:i-E)AEH —8— TE/ER
THARBRS, B O RS AL X TR A R
th LR BN 24 TSR A A R T, (H H T X 2 50
o A OC R A5 B 5 R IR 8 2 MRl E i TR
HRA P25 57, WOTCTEAR I 2 45 3 4 B O
(M2 5 B AN TEN T E RGN ssh, R
LW TA B EERAESEIIF S U A
SN R R R S 25 AR ], AR A A R R 2
— R E R, PR, FRATTESE S = b 5 FAH O
(R 2815 85 B SR B AE I T A AR PR AT T
HEHERAIE,

4 K= HOERHESZLAZSMAZ
TER S R AL 55 A I T8 5t

S80I AR H OB B S M4 R
ARE, 38 AT R A X R 2SI A T A R AR
Al i Sk E— 25 BRI UE X 4% F 3R AH SC R 1E 2
SEAH A RAG BAEI T BRI, A, AT
B SR R M X S50 45 L T BB AEAE (5
[F] Fef 22 HE— 00 %F 24 N 24 T AT e 48 R AT S5 R
XPHE L, A AR, MRS ARRAMCMEE, A
CHY B AL SR ALEMN T EASA B EER,
TP (4 2R P B AR 2 W 24 N2 o
41 FH*E
411 WX 24 BERARIKREA(9F 15%), F
¥4 % 20.8 2/ (SD=1.38) B ik Ay e bn i fy, HEC
AT 5E AR QQ MATEKE F—3, EHEK
HAY . AP A R 2 e 3 NI
B, SEAE ] R 3.1 4F, 4 REME HZ N4 I
(-S43 (]S 8.5h, BT # i B JC S NS 5 5 11
ZY5i
412 ## MESHEGLA CESEAL | ERE
FIVE 51 i 592 N 44 AT DG L 8 58057 44 N ) 44
Kk w ) QQ M4, J74MEA 100 A HIVE T4k
P BN R4 . B3 R T8 —,
413 ERF R 3x3 (. A Cm
BT WA A N2 I B 2,
6 1 12 Ml Nk it

AR Sz 15 4> block 418, 4545 60 4> trial,
FEREAS block H, A IJCHERFIEAY trial L4 b —2f,
3 Rl 0 &R Ay trial 44 20 K. $HRHE S

JEFEAN[R ) block 8 2R F8 %2 B HEASFE I . block
(L2 HENUE AR IR T e T 5 P b 3

At ELAAR A 2 56 25 ORI R () 7 0 S 65
42 HER5HH

AR ACHEIAL . MA 58 ANBFN
R 5 97.9% . 96.8%FH1 94.7%, RN, F
(2, 46) =10.54, p<0.001. HH, ALK EELFE
I 24 B oy R 2 )G B 25 7, p>0.05; PIE 54
N FAE S 3 B 28 5 000 43 il ik 3] T 3 (p<
0.001)a 341 % 5 3 (p=0.063) , —F{F 55 i g 4 %
EE TSN 0.7%, St LR &2, F
(2, 46) = 0.03, p>0.05.

FBRAAR S A A5 T35 S W B L3 3, 3x3
SN H Uy 224 A AR, SRS AL ) RN
F (2, 46) =13.37, p<0.001; I3 H & i) F 500
#, F (2, 46) = 330.83, p<0.001. #2515 H
B EAEHFRE R E, F (4, 92) = 836,
p<0.001. ik — 1 fai BN o M B, Teit 2 By
i H w2, gl R A O E SIS S W4 R
IR, ps>0.05; SUILAXT, XFH A%
(Y48 Z FE AR 2% 0 T4 AN 44 %, ps<0.001;
TE R H B 2 /1 6 1, XA C W24 1948 R
WE T2 N4, ps<0.01, 24151 H N 12 4 i,
P 45 2% TR AT 36 25 5, p<0.05. i 4b, BliE
ST H B RGN, 43 = A RAT 55 59 SN B R
i HE K, ps<0.001.

* 3 HCOWEXRT. WARIAZFHERREE

(ms)
. R H &
A
2 6 12
ACELAL 684+72 877+107 1113+194
ETRY:SICEA 692+89 929+186 1218+299
YN T47+44 1059+119 14064255

5 VAR 0 S B 2 SR AL, A X A A T S
PEAT B B LB P gl A 2 Y A PR B T
5 RSN AR LR L B4 28 A S
O 2% 5 590 N2 A 18 200 3 Mt =
T2, M BSR4 T R Y
HANZTF

5 He

51 MEBREEMIAMKEN
WAt B S IWSIE, ARSI T A O
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2 Eibd 44 3

W 443X — 2 [ FRAH SC B A5 B AE AN T B A AR 5
P, [FBFEUESE THS A RS A A X2 A A
KAG BAEIN T _E AR . 7R —Fr 5 A & i fL
MAFMILTE S T . BAREENARGE,
H O A 1 24 75 058 48 2% B 3R B A X A Se vk
HE—2PUESE T A FRAF SN L3 5 AR A

TESL g —, TR 2RI E E 2D,
PONE RSN G EAOEL e $7 Y G2 S NS RO K (N A E L]
Ko B(EMRTERE, BEE RO H =3, Xt
H O 44 48 2R S g I 25 55 00 L0 A M 1 o Ay
M B B O A T R e S H B (s
WOk, W, IEAS AsgERIEE . SR
TSR NEE], S5XF ™ALL, 3O IE
ANSFEHE ZMERRIE, RN H SN LTEE
Sk T 0 B U AT 2R B b X B R 44 TR R Y T
YEH o XS5 55 DLEL SN 44 A RHI A 5 48 4 52
Bk IR R R — U (Harris et al., 2004), 1M 5286 =
T 2% 44 5 LS 44 0 LR A i — 2P R
HOmMMZ S L ANZTEN R A A
H2ESE, MARE TX A BAE NS . RPEIX Legh R
ATDAHERT, B O B S S A AHLAY T
PEFAEHLE, 7E0EAE R AT 55 e SR AR TPy S iy
BB, HIXGEA R BT A shg i, MR
AT REAE DX R H T 25 5 9 1HUi) K (Bundesen et al.,
1997; Tacikowski & Nowicka, 2010).

Br 255 DL SN AR SE B 25 R — Bz
Gh, ABFEAE 55— 5 10 L5 LI 26 160 S A RE A o
RIS A H R AR, B, 7€ Harris % A
(2004) 1) S5 H, 1 45 18 TGI8 AR N BRI A 2 T
PR A Z I 55 v TR A ] o T A SR A 55U
H AR R BYTE, AT i M Al 2o —
A TSR ) B T], LS SR RE A L X R T 45 5
EMR, XWALRAERN2ZERRY, HOHM
24 FT 3 B N AR BN % AN & B e AT AT RE
A BN 25 R Y o

XTI 24 AT N A S BT R 25 R W, P A
CHMAIERZ HFHAS A RAE HE K
(Bechar-1sraeli, 1995; Stommel, 2007) ., 2 4% Stommel
LA, TEHEIN 44 4% B gt 2 —Fh ety B FR A2 .
B AL I TE M 28 bR 5 P B i — A AF
5, M B — 20 O AR R LT B rh R4k B 3R
) —FhEEIE R, JAE IR A M . AR
S5 07 FH ) 268 SRy 1) 2 T it T AR Z2 oAt AT 2R Y
B AFRMEIE, H2EEL 0 AR 2 Pk

FI A2 JF A8 5%, I B AR —Fh B R
M PR FRAE 5 2 B A AL 2T M4 195X
it BARSCAE N ELE M 26 Sh P R 2, A
MRMZAX A E N HF AARZEEL, X—HA5H
C AL T NS SOE AR AR . " REIE 2
TR IE R A A FRARSENE, A OB A 7EL e 1Y
FAE LRI T A5 B AR AR

A5 BT (0 A A R S 19 4 3 Al 4] 48 5 14
TELAR R, s AFA R EBER T A2 /M
2 AP AT H A T BRIV 8 TR B Sk AR i )
LR P R REUE R A5, RSt sE ] At — 2 A
SEAF BRI 45 B S AR R A T A Bk
Pk, -5 DA S LN AR AT T 45 R AT X
Mo mslEh g, ACKmSLS 47 EPaEN
S HANFE TG B AIN T
52 HEMANZIRMN FAER

AIENETE A FAF B b A9 AE F — B2
S — N E BT PR . AT B SRR = HE T 4
NI AR SR, 1 O R AT i
HLNA L W25 N TR RGN BB ETE N 4
PR PR IREAT 70020 BOER T . XTI IS4 5
WL A C AL 52 A2 )N R, BAR
N 24 A — b A HEAR g RO R, (E4E
KACA TS E R EF Y T NI4T (X —
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Abstract

It is well established in a number of studies that there exists a cognitive priority for self-related material,
such as one's own face and name. Among these findings is the well-known cocktail party effect which
demonstrates that one’s own name can be more easily detected, even in unattended conditions. As both names
and faces are fixed self-related material to a large extent, the current research was aimed to extend previous
findings by employing a kind of flexible self-related material --- one’s own screen name which is usually chosen
or designed by users themselves and can be easily changed. Despite the large difference in formation rule, usage
practice and environment, screen names and real names share the same function as symbol of self-representation
in their respective contexts. As a result, it can be expected there might be a similar cognitive priority for one’'s
own screen name. In the current research, three visual search experiments were designed to examine such a
possihility.

Experiment 1 compared the visual search speed and accuracy for participants' own QQ (one of the most
popular instant messaging software in China, which has several hundreds of million registered users) name and
one control QQ name. The results showed that across all three different display set sizes (2, 6 and 12 names), the
search speed was consistently faster for participants’ own QQ name than control stimuli. Besides that, there was
a marginally higher hit rate for own QQ name while the false alarm rates demonstrated no difference under the
two conditions. In Experiment 2 which was aimed to examine the own QQ name's interference effect on target
item, participants were asked to search one specific QQ name with own/control QQ names as distracters in
different trials. ANOVA found neither significant main effects nor interaction. Across all three display set sizes,
the search speed and accuracy showed no difference whether own or control QQ name was used as distracters.
There was either no difference between hit rates in the two kinds of trials. Experiment 3 made direct
comparisons between visual search performance for own screen name and real name. There was no significant
difference in either response time or accuracy for these two names. However, they were both more accurately
and quickly detected than famous names.

Taken together, results of the three experiments showed that as target stimuli, own screen name can be
detected more quickly and accurately than control screen name while as distracters, they do not show any larger
interference effect on target stimuli. These results completely replicated those of studies using real name stimuli.
These similar patterns suggested that recognition of own screen names might share the same mechanism as own
real name.

In conclusion, the current research provided preliminary evidences on the cognitive priority of self-related
online material. As aresult of its self-relevance and repeated use, one’'s own screen name obtains strong personal
salience and the consequent preferential processing. Based on the existence of such an online cocktail party
effect, processing priority about self-related information can be extended from real world to the virtual online
environment. In future studies, the possible individual difference and the effect of familiarity in screen name
recognition constitutes two important issues which deserves to be directly explored.

Key words self-related information; screen name; cocktail-party effect; processing priority



