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We report a series of studies demonstrating reduced repetition blindness (RB) for
one’s own name. Participants searched RSVP streams for their own name and an-
other name, and reported how many times these names appeared in each stream.
In half of the streams containing two names, the same name was repeated; in the
other half, the two names were different. Half of the repetitions were the partici-
pant’s own name, half were another name. The results showed large RB for the
“other name” condition, and attenuated, but significant, RB for the “own name”
condition. This reduction in RB for the participant’s own name was found when
participants searched for the target names among nouns, among other names, and
when participants just detected the presence or absence of the second name. Re-
duced RB for one’s own name helps to reduce previous uncertainty regarding the
existence of lexical and conceptual RB for words.

INTRODUCTION

Typically, repetition of a given stimulus leads to faster or more accurate pro-
cessing of the second instance (e.g. Jacoby & Dallas, 1981; Scarborough,
Cortese, & Scarborough, 1977). In contrast to the usual benefit of repeated
presentations, repetition blindness (RB) is found when stimuli are presented
rapidly, one at a time, in the same spatial location using the rapid serial visual
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presentation (RSVP) paradigm. Under these conditions, participants are less
accurate in reporting two stimuli that are the same than two stimuli that are dif-
ferent (e.g. Kanwisher, 1987, 1991a; Kanwisher & Potter, 1989, 1990). Partici-
pants are not perceptually “blind” to the second instance of the repetition;
however, despite at least preliminary processing, participants’ reports suggest
that they are unaware of the repetition. To account for this apparent contradic-
tion, the token individuation hypothesis has been put forward, by Kanwisher
and others, to explain RB (see Bavelier & Potter, 1992; Kanwisher, 1987,
1991a; Kanwisher & Potter, 1989, 1990). These researchers make a distinction
between types (representations of a class of stimuli that can be activated) and
tokens (specific instances of a class coded in terms of time and space, and con-
sciously available in episodic memory). According to this theory, participants
access a type representation for each stimulus in the list, but they cannot indi-
viduate a token for the second instance of a repeated stimulus (C2) if the first in-
stance (C1)

1
was already tokenized. Presumably, tokenization for a repeated C2

fails because its type activation is interpreted as residual activation from C1.
Support for the token individuation hypothesis comes from studies demonstrat-
ing no RB (Kanwisher, 1991a), or even priming (Kanwisher, 1987; Shapiro,
Driver, Ward, & Sorensen, 1997b), when C1 is not attended (and assumed to be
typed but not tokenized). The absence of RB under these conditions suggests
the need for C1 tokenization in the production of RB, while the presence of
priming provides evidence that C1 was typed even though it was not tokenized.

The token individuation hypothesis attributes RB to “on-line” difficulties in
establishing tokens in short-term memory, and predicts that manipulations at
time of retrieval should not affect the amount of RB. In contrast, more recent
“tokens only” theories attribute RB to “off-line” retrieval problems or response
biases occurring after all stream items (including repeated C2s) have been con-
sciously encoded (Armstrong & Mewhort, 1995; Fagot & Pashler, 1995;
Whittlesea & Podrouzek, 1995). For example, Whittlesea and Podrouzek
(1995) reported that cues presented after the stream, but before recall, signifi-
cantly reduced the amount of RB relative to no-cue conditions. Such cues in-
cluded attempting to recall as many words as possible from the stream, or
pronouncing the repeated word, prior to deciding whether a repetition had been
presented. Whittlesea and Podrouzek concluded that such findings support a
model where C1 and C2 are both encoded, with RB resulting from a failure to
remember the two separate occurrences. While such “tokens only” theories can
account for the results of manipulations at retrieval, it is less clear how such
models can account for findings of RB and C1 is attended, but priming when C1
is not attended (e.g. Shapiro et al., 1997b). Also, Park and Kanwisher (1994)
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demonstrated that RB is robust under conditions where response bias and
guessing strategies cannot be at play, and robust RB has been found with proce-
dures that did not use overt report of the critical stream items (e.g. Arnell &
Jolicoeur, 1997; Park & Kanwisher, 1994). For example, Park and Kanwisher
(1994) reported that the amount of RB was not affected by response require-
ments or memory load, and Arnell and Jolicoeur (1997) demonstrated robust
RB even when participants were shown pictures of the target items and asked to
report how many times each picture had been presented in the previous stream.

Given that neither class of model, on its own, accounts for all of the RB re-
sults, it is likely that both attention and memory models are somewhat correct,
and a two-process hybrid model may better represent the phenomenon. For ex-
ample, participants may fail to fully consolidate a token in short-term memory
for a repeated C2 owing to encoding difficulties. However, at retrieval, partici-
pants may be able to construct a complete token on some proportion of trials
when aided by contextual cues provided by the experimenter. Regardless of the
exact model of RB that one assumes, it is important to ask what representations
mediate RB. The present study addresses whether conceptual representations
can mediate RB for word stimuli.

Nature of Representations

Repetition blindness has been demonstrated with many different stimuli, such
as words (Kanwisher, 1987), letters (Kanwisher & Potter, 1990), colours
(Kanwisher, 1991a), object pictures (Bavelier, 1994; Kanwisher & Yin, 1993)
and non-object pictures (Arnell & Jolicoeur, 1997). The diversity of stimuli
suggests that robust RB will be found whenever C1 and C2 share the same
meaning, the same phonology and the same visual identity. Interestingly, RB is
also found when stimuli share only some of these attributes. For example, RB
has been found for non-identical words that share 3–4 letters in the same loca-
tion (e.g. manor–mayor) (Bavelier, Prasada, & Segui, 1994), and for words
with the same orthography but different phonology (e.g. right–rig) (Kanwisher,
1991b). Cross-case RB has been demonstrated using letters (Bavelier & Potter,
1992; Kanwisher, 1987), and Bavelier and Potter (1992) have reported RB for
words with the same or similar phonology, but with no orthographic overlap
(e.g. I–eye). Such results demonstrate that RB for words can be mediated by let-
ter-level orthographic representations, or intact phonological representations
(Bavelier, 1994). It is commonly thought that both orthographic and phonolog-
ical representations are accessed very early in word processing (e.g. Coltheart,
Davelaar, Jonasson, & Besner, 1979; Smith & Magee, 1980).

Although it is clear that orthographic and phonological representations can
underlie RB for words, it is less clear that representations (such as lexical and
semantic) which are accessed later in processing can produce reliable word RB.
A confusing pattern of results has emerged from experiments examining RB
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mediated by later lexical and semantic representations. Null effects of semantic
representation have been reported in two studies (Altarriba & Soltano, 1996,
experiment 1b; Kanwisher & Potter, 1990). However, two other studies have
reported the presence of semantically mediated RB (MacKay & Miller, 1994;
O’Reilly & Neely, 1993). There is even one study which has produced semanti-
cally mediated repetiton priming using RSVP word lists (Altarriba & Soltano,
1996, experiment 2).

Kanwisher and Potter (1990) presented synonyms (e.g. sofa–couch) among
filler words in RSVP streams. Performance on semantically repeated trials and
non-repeated trials did not differ. In a stronger test of semantic RB for words,
Altarriba and Soltano (1996, experiment 1b), used C1 and C2 words from dif-
ferent languages, where the words were semantically identical across the lan-
guages, but not phonologically or orthographically related (e.g. red–rojo).
These words were imbedded in sentences where the visual form of the words al-
ways changed from English to Spanish (or Spanish to English) after the C1
word and before the C2 word. These researchers reported that bilingual partici-
pants showed no difference in report performance for semantic target pairs
when compared to unrelated target pairs. In their second experiment, Altarriba
and Soltano (1996) switched to word list streams where English and Spanish
words were presented pseudo-randomly in a mixed fashion. They factorially
combined the language of C1 (English or Spanish) and the language of C2
(English or Spanish) and presented these conditions randomly within blocks.
With these procedures, Altarriba and Soltano found repetition priming for se-
mantic translations (e.g. red–rojo) relative to unrelated translations (e.g.
red–rosado).

In contrast to the results of Altarriba and Soltano (1996), MacKay and Miller
(1994) reported significant RB for words which were semantically identical
across languages. Furthermore, the magnitude of the RB was equally large for
semantic translations (e.g horses–caballos) and identical words (e.g.
horses–horses). These authors used a procedure very similar to Altarriba and
Soltano (1996, experiment 1b), with the exception that English and Spanish
words were pseudo-randomly presented in mixed-language sentences.

In a clever study, O’Reilly and Neely (1993) presented semantically ambig-
uous word pairs in RSVP streams, and used the filler stream items to bias the
participant’s interpretation of the word so that different meanings were sug-
gested for C1 and C2 (e.g. money–bank–river–bank). The amount of RB for
these word pairs with the same phonology and orthography, but different mean-
ing, was reliably less than the amount of RB for the same words that biased the
same meaning for C1 and C2 (e.g. money–bank–vault–bank).

Despite the common assumption that lexical access precedes semantic ac-
cess (e.g. Coltheart et al., 1979), the results for lexical-level RB are not less con-
fusing. Based on results from RSVP experiments, Bavelier et al. (1994)
reported that RB is not sensitive to morphological similarity, and also not sensi-
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tive to absolute word frequency, which is thought to occur during or after lexi-
cal access (Forster & Davis, 1984; Scarborough et al., 1997). However,
Bavelier et al. (1994) reported that RB is sensitive to relative neighbourhood
frequency organization (i.e. how frequent the target word is relative to its ortho-
graphic neighbours). In contrast, Hochhaus and Mihura (1992) have reported
large effects of absolute word frequency. These researchers found large RB for
high-frequency words and no RB for obscure words in studies where masked
primes and targets were presented briefly in rapid succession.

Presently, the safest conclusion to draw is that RB based on representations
accessed later during word processing may be real, but difficult to demonstrate.
The present study examines the existence of conceptual RB, but in a fairly
novel fashion where the amount of RB is compared for lexically and conceptu-
ally salient words and lexically and conceptually neutral words. To this end, we
have relied on a commonly experienced finding, referred to colloquially as the
“cocktail party” effect—the finding that one’s own name could sometimes be
heard in an unattended ear where no other words were readily decipherable
(Moray, 1959).

Own vs Other Names

In the following experiments, we compare the amount of RB for one’s own
name to the amount of RB for a neutral name. Any reliable differences in the
amount of RB for “own” and “other” names would demonstrate the importance
of conceptual or lexical representations in the production of RB. Equal amounts
of RB for own and other names would suggest the RB is not affected by lexical
and conceptual information. If the RB magnitude is different for own and other
names, can we predict whether own names should show reduced RB or in-
creased RB? Given the findings of Hochhaus and Mihura (1992), who reported
more RB for high-frequency words than for low-frequency words, one might
predict greater RB for own names than neutral names, given that one’s own
name would likely be more frequent than a neutral name. However, if one as-
sumes that Hochhaus and Mihura found no RB for obscure words because these
obscure words had lexical salience that was noticed by the participants, then
one might also reasonably predict the reverse; namely, less RB for one’s own
name than a neutral name. Similarly, one’s own name is conceptually salient,
and this conceptual salience may act to reduce RB for one’s own name. For ex-
ample, the greater lexical or conceptual salience of one’s own name may make
both instances of one’s name easier to discriminate or may make the two in-
stances easier to encode as two distinct entities. Previous studies have convinc-
ingly demonstrated that greater salience of C2 results in reduced RB (e.g. Chun
& Potter, 1993; Kanwisher & Potter, 1989; Ward, Duncan, & Shapiro, 1997).
As mentioned above, the results of Moray (1959) demonstrated that approxi-
mately one-third of all participants, who shadowed a passage from one ear of
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dichotically presented speech, could hear their own name in the unattened ear.
Verbal reports from our own participants, following various studies, suggest
that participants are more likely to notice conceptually salient stimuli such as
pictures of guns, or names of friends, when viewing RSVP streams. Therefore,
if RB is lexically or conceptually mediated, more or less RB could be postu-
lated for own names as compared to other names, but the magnitude of RB for
own and other names should not be equal. Because one’s own name is both lexi-
cally and conceptually salient, the present study cannot disambiguate whether
any differences in RB magnitude for own names, as compared to other names,
is due to lexical or semantic information per se. The goal of the present work is
simply to test whether at least one of these relatively late processes can modu-
late the RB effect.

Attentional Blink and Own Names

Recent investigations into the attentional blink (AB) have demonstrated the im-
portance of conceptual or lexical information in RSVP tasks (Shapiro,
Caldwell, & Sorensen, 1997a). The generic AB task requires participants to re-
port the identity of a lone white letter (the target) presented in an RSVP stream
of black letters, and then report whether or not a black letter “X” (the probe) had
been presented anywhere in the post-target stream (Raymond, Shapiro, &
Arnell, 1992). The results of such experiments demonstrate a profound deficit
in probe detection for up to 500 msec after presentation of the target (Raymond
et al., 1992; Shapiro, Raymond, & Arnell, 1994). However, participants dem-
onstrate no difficulty in detecting the probe when they are instructed to ignore
the white target letter and just search for the probe, suggesting that perceptual
factors do not underlie the AB (Raymond et al., 1992). To further examine the
nature of the attentional limitation suggested to underlie AB, Shapiro et al.
(1997a) presented participants’ own names or neutral other names as probes in
RSVP streams. These researchers reported no AB when the second target (the
probe) was the participant’s own name, but a significant AB for other name
probes. The study by Shapiro et al. (1997a) is noteworthy, as it is the first re-
ported instance where no AB was found when a visual, patterned target and a
visual, patterned probe were presented in continuous RSVP streams. It there-
fore appears that participants can detect (or retrieve) conceptually or lexically
salient stimuli more readily than neutral stimuli under conditions where atten-
tion is limited—whether by use of divided attention manipulations (as in
Moray, 1959) or RSVP (as in Shapiro et al., 1997a).

To summarise, the goal of this paper is to examine whether or not lexical or
conceptual representations mediate RB using own name and neutral other
name stimuli, and to provide a theory that explains the confusing pattern of re-
sults that has emerged thus far on the topic of lexically and conceptually medi-
ated RB. Because own and other names differ only in their lexical and
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conceptual salience to the participant, any differences in the magnitude of RB
for own and other names would provide strong evidence that lexical/conceptual
representations can mediate RB. In Experiment 1, participants searched for
specified names among filler names, using a modified AB task. In Experiments
2A and 2B, a more typical RB task was used where participants reported how
many times the two specified names appeared in each stream. In all experi-
ments, the amount of RB for participants’ own names was compared to the
amount of RB for other names, and in all cases the amount of RB was reliably
less for one’s own name.

EXPERIMENT 1

Because the own versus other name manipulation was successful in modifying
the amount of AB when these stimuli were presented as probes in RSVP
streams (Shapiro et al., 1997a), the present experiment examined RB for own
and other names using instructions and procedures similar to Shapiro et al.
(1997a), but including trials where C1 (the target in AB terminology) and C2
(the probe) were the same name. Ward et al. (1997) have reported that RB is
found when using AB instructions where participants are asked to report the
identity of a lone white letter among black letters, and then detect whether a
specified black letter (e.g. an X) was presented in any post-target stream posi-
tion. With AB instructions, RB is operationally defined as poorer probe detec-
tion when the target and the probe are the same than when the target and probe
differ.

Methods

Participants. Twelve undergraduates University of Waterloo students (6
females, 6 males) aged 19–27 years participated for pay. In this experiment,
and all subsequent experiments, participants reported normal or cor-
rected-to-normal visual acuity and stated that English was their first language.
Participants were selected from the paid participant pool on the basis of their
first name. Three of the females had recorded “Karen” as their first name, two
had recorded “Julie” and one had recorded “Susan”. Three of the males had re-
corded “Scott” as their first name, Two had recorded “David” and one had re-
corded “Jason”. In this experiment, and all subsequent experiments,
participants verified that their recorded name was accurate and that this was the
name they used in their day-to-day interactions. All participants indicated that
they had no good friends or family having the neutral other name. For Julies and
Susans, Karen served as the neutral other name. Julie served as the neutral other
name for two of the Karens, and Susan was the other name for the remaining
Karen. The same counterbalancing was used for the male names, which served
to eliminate any stimulus-specific biases.
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Apparatus and Stimuli. The stimuli for this and all subsequent experi-
ments were presented on a Everview VGA colour monitor. Micro Experimen-
tal Laboratories (MEL) software (Schneider, 1988) and and IBM-compatible
486 computer controlled the the stimulus displays, the timing of events, and re-
corded the data. The computer keyboard allowed participants to control the on-
set of stimulus presentation and make their responses. Participants viewed the
display binocularly from a distance of approximately 40 cm under conditions
of dimmed room illumination.

The stimuli were 22, common, five-letter first names; the “own name”, and
the “other name” and 20 filler names. Two filler names began with the same
first letter as the own and other names, and one or two other names ended with
the same last letter as the own and other names (see Appendix 1). The names
subtended approximately 0.7° in height and 2.3° in width. The words were pre-
sented in the same location in the centre of a uniform grey field (9.7 cd/m

2
) for

100 msec with no blank inter-stimulus interval. All of the words appeared
black (0.7 cd/m

2
) with the exception of the C1 item, which appeared white

(43.6 cd/m
2
).

Procedure. Participants were run individually in one 30-min session.
Each session consisted of 120 RSVP trials divided into five blocks of 24. Four
practice trials preceded the experimental trials. Participants initiated each trial
by pressing the spacebar on the keyboard. Each trial began with a 500 msec pre-
sentation of a white fixation cross prior to the RSVP stream.

Each RSVP stream consisted of six successively presented names. On 80 tri-
als, two target names were presented in the stream. These names were pre-
sented in either the 2nd and 4th stream positions, or the 3rd and 5th stream
positions. On half of these trials the names were the same and on the other half
they were different. Half of the repeated streams repeated the participant’s own
name (e.g. Karen/Karen for a participant named Karen) and half repeated the
other target name (e.g. Julie/Julie). Half of the non-repeated streams presented
the participant’s name first (e.g. Karen/Julie) and half presented the other target
name first (e.g. Julie/Karen). The first target name (C1) was always presented
in white, and all other names were black, including C2. There were 40 filler tri-
als where only one target name was presented in either the 2nd or 3rd stream po-
sition. This name was always presented in white. On half of these trials the
participant’s own name was presented and on half the other name was pre-
sented. For all streams the computer randomly selected the filler stream names
from the set of 20, with the constraint that each filler name was not presented
more than once in a stream. Order of trials was completely random within a
block.

Participants were instructed to search for two critical names (e.g. Karen and
Julie) and to try their best to ignore all of the other names. Participants were
asked to report which of the two critical names had been presented as the white
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target name, and then report whether either of the critical names had been pre-
sented in the post-target stream. Participants were informed that the critical
names could not be presented in the pre-target stream. Following each stream, a
sentence asked participants for the identity of the white name. Participants
pressed the key matching the first letter of the name they identified as the target,
guessing if unsure. Immediately after the participant’s key press, the first sen-
tence was removed and another sentence appeared asking if one of the two criti-
cal names had appeared after the white name. Participants pressed the “1” key
to indicate that a critical name had been presented, or the “0” key to indicate a
critical name had not been presented. Participants were never asked to report
the identity of the probe name. Participants received no feedback at any point
during the experiment.

Results and Discussion

The mean percentages of two-name trials where the probe name was correctly
detected are presented in Table 1 as a function of repetition and own/other
name. Non-repeated trials were classified as “own” or “other” on the basis of
their C2 identity. A 2 ´ 2 analysis of variance was conducted with repeated/not
repeated and own/other name as within-participant variables. The analysis re-
vealed greater response accuracy for non-repeated trials than repeated trials,
F(1,11) = 10.61, p < .01, indicating the presence of RB. There was also an ac-
curacy advantage for own name over other name, F(1,11) = 36.5, p < .001.
Most importantly, there was also a repetition ´ own/other name interaction,
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TABLE 1
Mean Percentage of Two-name Trials in
Experiment 1 where the Post-target
Name was Correctly Detected.

a

Name
———————————
Own Other

Non-repeated 79.2 55.8
Repeated 62.1 22.9

Difference (RB) 17.1 32.9
Ratio (RB) 13.9 56.2

a
The difference measure of RB is the mean

accuracy on repeated trials subtracted from the
mean accuracy on non-repeated trials. The ratio
measure of RB (calculated separately for each
participant) is the mean accuracy on repeated
trials divided by the mean accuracy on
non-repeated trials, subtracted from 1 and
multiplied by 100.



F(1,11) = 10.05, p < .01. The interaction demonstrates reliably greater RB for
other names compared to own names.

It is worth noting that the above analysis, where RB is defined as the differ-
ence in probe accuracy between repeated and non-repeated trials, works against
finding less RB for own name trials. This is because mean accuracy is greater
for non-repeated streams with own name as C2 than accuracy for nonrepeated
streams with other name as C2. It is likely that the process underlying RB works
as a filter to reduce accuracy for a proportion of all repeated trials, as opposed to
a process that reduces accuracy by a constant amount (see Park & Kanwisher,
1994, for a more complete discussion). If RB does occur on a given proportion
of trials that would have been accurately reported without the repetition, then
the greater the accuracy on non-repeated trials, the greater the RB difference.

2

Such differences in scale would produce larger RB for own names than for
other names, which is the opposite to the current finding. To more accurately
contrast the amount of RB for own and other names, an RB ratio is needed for
both own and other names.

Park and Kanwisher (1994) calculated a ratio called RBI, where the percent-
age of correct repeated trials was divided by the sum of the percentage of cor-
rect repeated trials and the percentage of correct non-repeated trials. While our
logic is the same as that of Park and Kanwisher, we chose to calculate the
amount of RB using a slightly different ratio. For both own and other name tri-
als, each participant’s percentage accuracy on repeated trials was divided by his
or her percentage accuracy on non-repeated trials. The resulting value was sub-
tracted from 1 and then multiplied by 100 to estimate the percentage of repeated
trials where participants were blind to the repetition. This ratio was chosen over
the RBI ratio only because it allowed a more meaningful comparison (in per-
cent) of the amount of RB for own and other names. Throughout this paper, all
analyses using this ratio were also completed using Park and Kanwisher’s RBI
ratio, and the same results were always found for both.

Our ratio values are presented in Table 1 for both own and other names. A
t-test revealed a higher proportion of RB for other name trials than own name
trials, t(11) = 3.18, p < .01.

When the difference in probe accuracy for repeated and non-repeated trials
was examined separately for own and other name trials, paired t-tests indicated
marginally significant RB for one’s own name, t(11) = 1.95, p < .08, and
highly significant RB for the neutral other name, t(11) = 4.50, p < .001. While
the magnitude of RB is clearly less for one’s own name than a semantically
neutral name, it appears there is still evidence for some RB in the own name
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condition. The difference in RB magnitude for own and other names suggests
that lexical/conceptual representations can underlie RB.

The probe false alarm rate in the present study was very high, averaging
38%. In fact, the false alarm rate was higher (although not significantly) than
the percentage of correct C2 detections in the other name-repeated condition.
Although the false alarm rate was high, it was statistically equivalent for own
and other C1 names, t < 1. Because participants responded present or absent to
C2, we cannot ascertain whether the participants thought they saw their own
name, or the other name as C2, when committing a false alarm (this issue is ad-
dressed in Experiment 2A).

Performance on non-repeated trials was higher when C2 was the partici-
pant’s own name compared to trials where C2 was the other name, t(11) = 4.15,
p < .002. This result supports the AB findings of Shapiro et al. (1997a), who re-
ported probe detection difficulties for neutral names, but not participants’ own
names, following identification of a target. This continuity across studies is re-
assuring, but it is possible that the reduction in RB for one’s own name is spe-
cific to AB streams and procedures. Accordingly, the following experiments
used procedures more typical of RB studies.

EXPERIMENTS 2A AND 2B

The purpose of Experiments 2A and 2B was to examine the magnitude of RB
for own and other names while using streams and tasks more typical of previous
RB experiments. For both of these experiments, participants were asked to re-
port how many times the critical names appeared in each stream. Repetition
blindness has been demonstrated previously using tasks where participants
were asked to report: the number of vowels appearing among consonants (Park
& Kanwisher, 1994), the number of animal pictures appearing among non-ani-
mal pictures (Arnell & Jolicoeur, 1997), and the number of non-object pictures
appearing among pattern masks (Arnell & Jolicoeur, 1997).

In Experiment 2A, participants searched for their own name and a neutral
other name that were presented in streams of filler names. Participants were
asked to report how many times they saw each of the two critical names in each
stream (e.g. one Karen and one Julie). In Experiment 2B, participants searched
for their own name and a neutral other name that were presented in streams of
common nouns. Participants were asked to report how many times the critical
names appeared in each stream. Participants in Experiment 2B did not have to
report which critical names they had seen (e.g. one Karen and one Julie), only
how many names in total were found (e.g. two names). Both imbedding the crit-
ical names among name fillers and requiring participants to break down their
report by each name in Experiment 2A served to make the task more difficult,
allowing a comparison of own and other RB magnitudes at varying points on
the accuracy scale. Requiring participants to report how many times they saw
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each name in Experiment 2A also allowed an examination of which name par-
ticipants added (own vs other) when they made a “false alarm”.

Experiment 2A: Methods

Participants . Sixteen undergraduate University of Waterloo students (8
females, 8 males) aged 19–23 years participated for pay. Eight participants re-
ceived scores of less than 10% in one cell of the design (the repeated, other
name cell for all eight participants); they were replaced, such that counter-bal-
ancing of names was maintained. Two of the four remaining females recorded
“Karen” as their first name and two recorded “Julie”. Tow of the four remaining
males recorded “Kevin” as their first name and two recorded “Jason”. Karen
served as the neutral other name for the Julies. Julie served as the neutral other
name for the Karens. The same counterbalancing was used for the male names.
None of the participants took part in Experiments 1 or 2B.

Stimuli and Procedure. In addition to the “own” and “other” names, the
stimuli included the 20 filler names used in Experiment 1. Two filler names be-
gan with the same first letter as the “own” and “other” names, and one or two
other names ended with the same last letter as the “own” and “other” names (see
Appendix 1).

There were 120 experimental trials divided into five blocks of 24 trials. The
streams and procedures were the same as those for Experiment 1, with the
following exceptions. Again there were 80 streams containing two names, but
in the present experiment half of the 40 filler streams contained one name and
half contained three names. When three names presented they occurred in
either the 2nd, 3rd and 5th stream positions, or the 2nd, 4th and 5th stream posi-
tions. On half of these trials, the first and last name were the participant’s own
name with the “other” name in between; on the other half of the trials, the
reverse was true.

All of the words, including the critical names, were presented in white
against a black background. Participants were told to search each stream for the
two critical names and to try equally hard to see both names. After each stream,
the participants were presented with a sentence asking them how many times
the name “Karen” (or “Kevin” for the males) had appeared in the stream they
had just viewed. The participants pressed the number key matching the number
of times they thought Karen (or Kevin) had been presented. Zero, one, two and
three were the responses allowed. Immediately following their response to the
first question, another question appeared asking participants how many times
the name “Julie” (or “Jason” for the males) had appeared in the stream they had
just viewed. Again participants entered their response, with zero, one, two, and
three the responses allowed. All participants received the sentence prompting
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them for their “Karen” or “Kevin” response before the sentence prompting
them for their “Julie” or “Jason” response, regardless of their own name.

Experiment 2A: Results

The mean percentages of two-name trials with responses of at least two
3

are
presented in Table 2 as a function of repetition and own/other name.
Non-repeated trials were again classified as “own” or “other” on the basis
of their C2 identity. A 2 ´ 2 analysis of variance was conducted with
repeated/non-repeated and own/other name as repeated measures. This conser-
vative analysis revealed greater response accuracy for non-repeated trials than
repeated trials, F(1,7) = 42.16, p < .001, indicating the presence of RB; an
accuracy advantage for own name or other name, F(1,7) = 47.01, p < .001; and
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For the present analyses, trials were scored as correct if the participants responses included

the correct identities of the critical names, even if a “false alarm” was committed.Use of this scor-
ing assumes that such responses would likely follow trials where both name targets were correctly
encoded. However, additional analyses were also conducted where trials were scored as correct
only if responses included only the two correct target identities with no false alarms, and the same
pattern of results was obtained [repetition, F(1,7) = 48.66, p < .001; own/other name,
F(1,7) = 58.03, p < .001; repetition ´ own/other, F(1,7) = 4.76, p < .07; RB own vs other,
t(7) = 4.77, p < .01; repeated vs non-repeated for own name, t(7) = 7.28, p < .001; repeated vs
non-repeated for other name t(7) = 4.92, p < .01].

TABLE 2
Mean Percentage of Two-name Trials in
Experiment 2A Where Both Names were

Correctly Reported.
a

Name
———————————
Own Other

Non-repeated 76.9 58.1
Repeated 56.9 21.3

Difference (RB) 20.0 36.8
Ratio (RB) 24.8 59.0

a
The difference measure of RB is the mean

accuracy on repeated trials subtracted from the
mean accuracy on non-repeated trials. The ratio
measure of RB (calculated separately for each
participant) is the mean accuracy on repeated
trials divided by the mean accuracy on
non-repeated trials, subtracted from 1 and
multiplied by 100.



a marginal repetition ´ own/other name interaction, demonstrating greater RB
for other names than own names, F(1,7) = 5.32, p < .06.

Results from the RB ratio analysis demonstrated significantly greater RB for
other names compared to own names, t(7) = 4.62, p < .002.

When the difference in probe accuracy for repeated and non-repeated trials
was examined separately for own and other names, paired t-tests indicated sig-
nificant RB both for one’s own name, t(7) = 6.38, p < .001, and for the neutral
other name, t(7) = 4.96, p < .002. Although reduced compared to the amount of
RB for non-repeated trials, RB for one’s own name was still present.

When responses to each of the two questions were summed together, partici-
pants’ reported three or more names on 2.2% of trials where the streams con-
tained only two critical names. Because participants were asked to report how
many times each of the critical names appeared, we can use these “false alarms”
to examine the participants’ response biases. A 2 ´ 2 ´ 2 analysis of variance
was performed with the following within-participant variables: re-
peated/non-repeated trial, own/other C2 identity, and whether the extra name
participants reported was their own name or the other name. Across all two-tar-
get trials, participants showed a slight, but non-significant, trend towards re-
sponding with the other name, F(1,7) = 1.75. There was also a marginally
significant interaction between the identity of C2 (own or other) and the iden-
tity of the extra response (own or other), F(1,7) = 5.50, p < .06. Participants
were more likely to respond with the name that was not presented in the C2 po-
sition. The finding that participants are more likely to falsely report a name that
was not presented as a C2 item suggests that non-repeated scores in this study
may be slightly elevated compared to participants’ actual ability to detect
non-repeated names. However, given the very low frequency of these
false-positive responses, this bias cannot account for the substantial RB dem-
onstrated in the present study. Furthermore, such a bias could not produce the
repeated/non-repeated ´ own/other name interaction found in these experi-
ments. In fact, these false alarms provide strong evidence that the attenuation in
RB for one’s own name cannot be due to a simple bias to report one’s own name
more often than the neutral target name. No other effects from the analysis of
false alarms approached significance.

Data from the filler streams containing one name or three names were also
analysed. There was no reliable difference in response accuracy between
three-name trials where the participants’ own name was presented twice and
three-name trials where the other critical name was presented twice, t(7) < 1.
There was also no reliable difference in response accuracy between one-name
trials where the participants’ own name was presented and one-name trials
where the other critical name was presented, t(7) < 1. In addition, there was no
difference in the number of “false alarms” for own and other single name trials,
with only two false alarms made, across all participants, for all one-name
trials.

622 ARNELL, SHAPIRO, SORENSEN



Experiment 2B: Methods

Participants . Sixteen undergraduate University of Waterloo students (8
females, 8 males) aged 18–24 years participated for pay. Participants were
again selected from the paid participant pool on the basis of their first name.
Four of the females had recorded “Karen” as their first name and four had re-
corded “Julie”. Four of the males had recorded “Kevin” as their first name and
four had recorded “Jason”. Counterbalancing of names was applied as in Ex-
periment 2A. None of the participants participated in Experiments 1 or 2A.

Stimuli and Procedure. The streams and procedures were the same as
those for Experiment 2A, with the following exceptions. In addition to the own
and other names, the stimuli included 20, common, concrete nouns, five letters
in length. Two filler words began with the same first letter as the own and other
names, and one or two other filler words ended with the same last letter as the
own and other names (see Appendix 2). After the stream, the participants were
presented with a sentence asking them how many names had appeared in the
stream they had just viewed. The participants pressed the number key matching
the total number of names they thought had been presented. Zero, one, two,
three and four were the responses allowed. Participants were never asked how
many of the names were their own name and how many were the other name.

Experiment 2B: Results and Discussion

The mean percentages of two-name trials with responses of at least two
4

are
presented in Table 3 as a function of repetition and own/other name. Non-re-
peated trials were again classified as “own” or “other” on the basis of their C2
identity. A 2 ´ 2 analysis of variance was conducted with repeated/non-re-
peated and own/other name as repeated measures. The analysis revealed
greater response accuracy for non-repeated trials than repeated trials,
F(1,15) = 62.49, p < .001, indicating the presence of RB; an accuracy advan-
tage for own name over other name, F(1,15) = 30.66, p < .001; and a repeti -
tion ´ own/other name interaction, demonstrating greater RB for other names
than own names, F(1,15) = 30.42, p < .001. In the present experiment,
response accuracy did not differ for non-repeated streams with own name as C2
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For the present analyses, responses of “three” or “four” were accepted as correct based on the

assumption that such responses would likely follow trials where both name targets were encoded.
However, additional analyses were also conducted where only responses of “two” (i.e. no false
alarms) were counted as correct, and the same pattern of results was obtained [repetition,
F(1,15) = 53.49, p < .001; own/other name, F(1,15) = 18.18, p < .001; repetition ´ own/other,
F(1,15) = 26.67, p < .001; RB ratio own vs other, t(15) = 4.99, p < .001; repeated vs non-repeated
for own name, t(15) = 3.77, p < .01; repeated vs non-repeated for other name, t(15) = 9.79,
p < .001].



and non-repeated streams with other name as C2, t < 1. Nevertheless, we con-
tinued to estimate the magnitude of RB for own and other names using the RB
ratio, and again demonstrating greater RB for other names than own names,
t(15) = 4.93, p < .001. When the difference in probe accuracy for repeated and
non-repeated trials was examined separately for own and other name trials,
paired t-tests indicated significant RB both for one’s own name, t(15) = 3.31,
p < .01, and for the neutral other name, t(15) = 3.49, p < .001. While the
amount of RB is clearly less for one’s own name than a neutral name, it appears
that participants still demonstrate some difficulty with own name repetitions.
The present results again implicate lexical or conceptual representations in the
production of RB.

Participants gave responses of three or more on 6.4% of trials where the
streams contained two names. A 2 ´ 2 analysis of variance was conducted on
the “false alarms” for two-target trials with repeated/non-repeated and
own/other as repeated measures. False alarms were marginally more likely to
occur on trials where C2 was the participant’s own name (8.3%) than when C2
was the neutral other name (4.5%), F(1,15) = 3.55, p < .08. No other effects
from this analysis approached significance: repetition, F(1,15) = 1.15;
own/other name ´ repetition, F(1,15) = 2.30.

Data from the filler streams containing one name or three names were also
analysed. There was no reliable difference in response accuracy between
three-name trials where the participant’s own name was presented twice and
three-name trials where the other critical name was presented twice,
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TABLE 3
Mean Percentage of Two-name Trials in
Experiment 2B where at Least Two
Target Names were Reported.

a

Name
———————————
Own Other

Non-repeated 84.7 81.3
Repeated 70.0 32.5

Difference (RB) 14.7 48.8
Ratio (RB) 21.0 58.9

a
The difference measure of RB is the mean

accuracy on repeated trials subtracted from the
mean accuracy on non-repeated trials. The ratio
measure of RB (calculated separately for each
participant) is the mean accuracy on repeated
trials divided by the mean accuracy on
non-repeated trials, subtracted from 1 and
multiplied by 100.



t(15) = 1.39. However, participants reported seeing a critical name more often
following a single-name trial containing their own name than a single name
trial containing the other critical name, t(15) = 3.90, p < .001. The number of
false alarms did not differ for single-name trials containing own names and sin-
gle-name trials containing other names, t(15) < 1. It appears that, while partici-
pants do not have a bias to respond with one’s own name (as demonstrated in
the false alarm analyses of Experiment 2A), one’s own name is more often re-
ported than a neutral name (at least in the present experiment). This difference
in sensitivity has implications for the above claim that RB is attenuated for
one’s own name in the present experiment. It is possible that performance on
own name repeated trials is superior to performance on other name repeated tri-
als simply due to the difference in sensitivity for own and other names, as op-
posed to reduced RB for one’s own name. In this manner, reduced RB for one’s
own name would merely result from the extra case of reporting two independ-
ent instances of one’s own name compared to the reduced ease of reporting two
independent instances of a neutral name, and the present findings would simply
demonstrate that the “cocktail party” effect generalized to trials containing two
targets rather than one. This is fundamentally different from the claim put for-
ward here, which suggests that the on-line mechanism that is at least partially
responsible for RB is affected by the lexical/conceptual salience of the items. In
the former case, the reduction in RB for one’s own name can be fully explained
by the participant’s performance on two independent events. In the latter case,
the difference in RB magnitude for own and other names could not be ac-
counted for merely by knowing participants’ performance on two independent
own or other name targets. To eliminate the alternative explanation that re-
duced RB for one’s own name merely reflects a difference in ease of detection
for own and other names, an analysis was performed where differences in sen-
sitivity for own and other names were removed. In this new analysis, perfor-
mance on two-target, own name repeated trials was compared to the
performance expected on two-target, own name repeated trials if RB was not
present and both targets were independent. This value was obtained by squar-
ing the percent correct each participant produced on single-target own name tri-
als. The same calculation was also performed for other name trials, where
percent correct for two-target, other name repeated trials was compared to the
product of the other name score produced on single-target “other” name trials.
A 2 ´ 2 ´ 2 mixed analysis of variance was performed on the data from Experi-
ments 2A and 2B, with the repeated score versus the single-target product and
own/other name as within-participant factors, and Experiment (2A or 2B) as a
between-participants factor. Participants performed more poorly on repeated
trials than expected if the two targets were reported independently,
F(1,22) = 191.69, p < .001. However, again the difference was less for one’s
own name than for the other name, F(1,22) = 8.85, p < .007. No other effects
from this analysis approached significance.
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Note that the above analysis did not test whether participants demonstrated
greater sensitivity for their own name over the other name. This difference in
sensitivity had already been demonstrated (at least in Experiment 2B) with the
greater report accuracy for single-name trials where participants’ own name
was presented, compared to single-name trials where the other name was pre-
sented. What is more important, and what the above analysis does demonstrate,
is that this difference in sensitivity cannot account for the differential RB mag-
nitude for own and other names.

5

The results from Experiments 2A and 2B again demonstrate reduced RB for
one’s own name. This attenuation for participants’ own names was found both
when the task was quite difficult in Experiment 2A and when the task was quite
easy in Experiment 2B. Furthermore, the amount of attenuation, when calcu-
lated from the RB ratios, was almost identical in the two experiments. The re-
sults of the analyses reported above also suggest that the RB attenuation for
one’s own name does not result from a bias to respond with one’s own name
(Experiment 2A), or from a difference in sensitivity between one’s own name
and another neutral name (Experiments 2A and 2B).

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The experiments reported above demonstrate reliably less RB or one’s own
name than a neutral name. Reduced RB for one’s own name was found in all ex-
periments, despite changes in task instructions and difficulty levels. In Experi-
ment 1, a modified attentional blink task was used where participants reported
which of two critical names (their own name or a neutral name) had been pre-
sented as a lone white target, and then reported whether either of the critical
names had been presented in the post-target stream. Participants failed to report
the post-target (C2) name more often when it was preceded by the same name
than when C2 was preceded by a different name, and this effect was reliably
larger for other name C2s than own name C2s. The same pattern was found in
Experiments 2A and 2B, where more typical RB tasks were employed. In Ex-
periment 2A, participants searched streams of names for two critical names
(their own name and a neutral name) and reported how many times they had
seen each of the two names. In Experiment 2B, participants searched streams of

626 ARNELL, SHAPIRO, SORENSEN

5
The above analysis is not free of assumptions. The assumption most likely to have been

violated in the present case is one which assumes that the report of C1 and C2 are independent.
Even for two-name trials where the two names differ, processing the first target is likely to affect
processing of the second. We recognize that the main effect of repeated/non-repeated in the pres-
ent analysis, and its interaction with own/other name, is likely to reflect the cost of processing two
targets (as opposed to a single target), in addition to the RB effect. Nonetheless, a significant
repeated/baseline ´ own/other interaction still provides evidence that sensitivity alone does not
account for the present pattern of findings.



nouns for two critical names (their own name and a neutral name) and reported
how many times they had seen a name in each stream. These experiments
showed robust RB for other names and attenuated, but significant, RB for own
names.

An analysis of false responses in Experiment 2A showed that participants
had no response bias towards reporting their own name, and no bias to report
extra names on own name repeated trials. A response bias explanation for re-
duced own name RB is also unlikely given that particulars rarely made
false-positive responses to two-name trials, yet the amount of attenuation was
both large and robust. Furthermore, response bias cannot explain the results of
Experiment 1, where participants merely reported whether a name was present
or absent in the post-target stream.

Furthermore, reduced RB for own name targets cannot be explained by a dif-
ference in sensitivity for own and other names (i.e. as a scaling artifact). The re-
duction in RB for one’s own name is not simply the result of own names being
easier to detect than neutral names—the “cocktail party effect”—but is more
likely the result of an on-line mechanism that grants one’s own name preferen-
tial status for being consolidated once it has been activated. Attenuated RB for
one’s own name was found in Experiment 2 even when differences in sensitiv-
ity were removed by comparing performance on own and other name repeated
trials to performance levels calculated if two own or other names had been pre-
sented independently. If a sensitivity or scaling artifact was responsible for re-
duced RB for one’s own name, then the significant repetition ´ own/other
name interaction should have been eliminated in the analysis using independ-
ent presentations. Furthermore, differences in sensitivity could not explain the
results in Experiment 1, where scores were based on correct detection of C2
only, and the C2 items were identical for repeated and non-repeated trials. Nor
could differences in sensitivity explain the results of Experiment 2A, where
there was no sensitivity difference for own and other names on single-name tri-
als. Thus, attenuated RB for one’s own name cannot be explained simply as
better overall performance for one’s own name, but must be due to one’s own
name interacting with at least one of the mechanisms that produce RB.

Conceptual Repetition Blindness

Finding attenuated RB for one’s own name, compared to a neutral other name,
supports the existence of lexically or semantically mediated RB for words. The
finding that participants named Karen showed less RB for the name Karen than
the name Julie, but Julies showed less RB for the name Julie than the name Ka-
ren, can only be explained in terms of the lexical or conceptual salience of one’s
own name. The present study supports the conclusions of O’Reilly and Neely
(1993) and MacKay and Miller (1994), who also found that semantics influ-
enced the amount of RB found for words. As with O’Reilly and Neely, the
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present study provides particularly strong support for the mediation of RB by
lexical or semantic representations given that C1 and C2 were identical in all re-
spects other than their salience to the participant. Therefore, the results of this
study, in conjunction with others, can be taken as evidence for the existence of
lexically or conceptually mediated RB.

Why is it that the above studies have demonstrated reliable conceptual ef-
fects on RB for words, yet other studies (Altarriba & Soltano, 1996; Kanwisher
& Potter, 1990) have concluded that RB for words is not influenced by seman-
tics? One possibility is that the magnitude of RB is only influenced by seman-
tics when the task requires participants to use semantic knowledge. Bavelier
(1994) has recently suggested that RB can occur at any point during token con-
solidation, provided that two items are encoded in short-term memory along di-
mensions on which they are similar. In support of this position, Bavelier has
demonstrated greater RB when C1 and C2 are similar on a dimension that is im-
portant for success on the task, than when C1 and C2 are similar on a dimension
that is less crucial.

The tasks used in the present set of experiments probably prompted partici-
pants to encode conceptually the items in the stream. For example, in Experi-
ment 2B, participants reported the number of names presented among
nouns—a task that probably leads participants to search conceptually through
the stream. The conceptual nature of the tasks used here may have emphasized
semantic encoding of stream items, which in turn led to conceptually mediated
RB. This may also be true of the experiment reported by MacKay and Miller
(1994), where bilingual participants produced robust RB for words from differ-
ent languages that were semantically identical, but not phonologically or ortho-
graphically related. In MacKay and Miller’s experiment, words were presented
in mixed-language sentences. Spanish and English versions of the words were
presented randomly in each stream. Such conditions may have led participants
to emphasize the semantic encoding of the words and place less emphasis on
the randomly changing, and less important, language codes.

Recall that O’Reilly and Neely (1993) presented semantically ambiguous
word pairs in RSVP streams, and used the filler stream items to bias the partici-
pant’s interpretation of the word so that different meanings were suggested for
C1 and C2 (e.g. money–bank–river–bank). The amount of RB for these word
pairs with the same phonology and orthography, but different meaning, was re-
liably less than the amount of RB for the same words that biased the same
meaning for C1 and C2 (e.g. money–bank–vault–bank). It is possible that the
related word primes increased the rate of semantic activation for the word tar-
gets, making semantic effects more likely. If the amount of conceptual RB de-
pends not only on the usefulness of conceptual information for the task at hand
(Bavelier, 1994), but also on how early conceptual information is incorporate
into an opened token where various representations are consolidated together
as an episodic instance (Arnell & Jolicoeur, 1997), such semantic priming
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could enhance conceptual RB. It is possible that information gained from a
stimulus early in processing has more influence than information gained rela-
tively late in processing on whether the stimulus is consolidated in episodic
memory. If a given word was semantically primed by a previous word, its se-
mantic information may be available sooner, and the semantic similarity across
repeated C1 and C2 targets could be more influential in producing RB. Also,
the large proportion of related words in O’Reilly and Neely’s word lists may
have prompted participants to encode these word lists conceptually.

Kanwisher and Potter (1990) found no RB for synonym pairs presented in
English language sentences. It may be that conceptual RB is not strong enough
to span synonym pairs that may have different connotations for participants.
For example, “cellar–basement” was one of the synonym pairs used by
Kanwisher and Potter, but to the first author at least, cellar is often thought of as
an underground dirt room used to store wine and a basement is thought of as a
finished living space within a house—two very different concepts. Altarriba
and Soltano (1996) also found no evidence for conceptual RB. In contrast to
MacKay and Miller (1994), these authors reported no RB for word pairs that
were semantically identical but from two different languages. The null finding
of Altarriba and Soltano (1996, Experiment 1b) may be explained by the fact
that the English and Spanish words were not intermixed as in MacKay and
Miller’s experiment. Instead, each sentence was effectively divided into two
parts—one English, one Spanish. For cross-language RB trials, the C1 word
was always presented in one half of the sentence (in English or Spanish) and the
C2 word was presented in the other half. The change from one language to an-
other in mid-sentence may serve as a salient episodic division between C1 and
C2, effectively eliminating any conceptual RB that may have been found with
their cross-language targets. Several studies have suggested that RB is not
found when manipulations are employed that highlight the distinctiveness of
C1 and C2 (e.g. Chun & Potter, 1993; Ward et al., 1997; but see also Park &
Kanwisher, 1994). For example, Ward et al. (1997) found no RB discernable
apart from the level of AB when they removed the filler stream items between
C1 and C2, yet continued to mask these targets. Also, the change from English
to Spanish in the study by Altarribo and Soltano (1996) occurred at the level of
language codes, which may have biased participants to process the words at this
code level as opposed to a more conceptual level (but see Altarriba, Kroll,
Sholl, & Rayner, 1996).

However, in their experiment 2, Altarriba and Soltano (1996) removed
many of the above problems. They removed the clear episodic division be-
tween C1 and C2 by using pseudo-randomly mixed English and Spanish lists.
Furthermore, they used all four possible combinations of C1 language (English
or Spanish) and C2 language (English or Spanish) and presented these con-
ditions randomly within blocks. With these procedures, Altarriba and Soltano
found repetition priming for semantic translations (e.g. red–rojo) relative to
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unrelated translations (e.g. cold–rojo), but found RB for exact repetitions (e.g.
red–red) relative to unrelated same-language words (e.g. key–red). The finding
of priming for semantic translations is important, as it demonstrates that partici-
pants were encoding the words semantically. Why was there priming for the se-
mantic translations and RB for the identical words? Altarriba and Soltano
concluded that RB cannot be mediated by semantic information. However, it is
worth noting that the within-language and semantic translation conditions dif-
fered in a crucial way that could also account for the pattern of results. There
were only three words presented in each list (in list positions 3–5), with the first,
second, sixth and seventh positions holding repeated symbol strings (e.g.
%%%%). In the within-language conditions, all three words were English in
the English condition, and all three words were Spanish in the Spanish condi-
tion). However, in the mixed-language conditions, two of the words were in
one language and one was in another. On half of all mixed-language trials
(whether English–Spanish or Spanish–English), the C2 word was presented in
a language different from both other words, thereby making C2 the only word
to appear in a different language. It is very likely under these conditions that the
C2 word would present considerable distinctiveness or salience, possibly
enough to produce priming instead of RB. The critical statistical test (the lan-
guage order ´ language of intervening item interaction) that would allow us to
discern whether this was a possible explanation for Altarriba and Soltano’s pat-
tern of data was not presented.

Lexical Repetition Blindness

The present finding of reduced RB for one’s own name cannot be explained by
either absolute or relative word frequency. As noted in the Introduction,
Bavelier et al. (1994) reported that RB is not sensitive to absolute word fre-
quency, which is though to occur during or after lexical access (Forster & Da-
vis, 1984; Scarborough et al., 1977). However, RB is sensitive to relative
neighbourhood frequency organization, with higher relative frequencies pro-
ducing more RB than lower relative frequencies (Bavelier et al., 1994).
Hochhaus and Mihura (1992) have reported large effects of absolute word fre-
quency, with large RB for high-frequency words and no RB for obscure words.
Both of these results suggest that, if word frequency (relative or absolute) does
mediate RB, then higher-frequency words would produce more RB. One’s own
name is surely more frequent (in absolute frequency) than another neutral name
held by none of one’s close friends or family. One’s own name is also very
likely to be more frequent relative to its orthographic neighbours than another
neutral name. Therefore, a word frequency explanation would predict more RB
for one’s own name relative to a neutral other name, as opposed to the present
finding of less RB for one’s own name compared to the other name.
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If lexical factors were responsible for the reduced RB for one’s own name, it
is much more likely that this was the result of the lexical salience possessed by
one’s own name. The results of Hochhaus and Mihura (1992) could also be ex-
plained in terms of the obscure words possessing lexical salience given their ex-
treme novelty. (A few of our own RSVP participants have anecdotally
commented that very unusual words stand out from the others.) In this manner,
the salience of the obscure words may have captured attention and subse-
quently led to reduced RB.

On the Nature of Repetition Blindness

In the present experiments we found reduced RB for one’s own name despite
the fact that repetitions of one’s own name possessed the same orthography, the
same phonology and the same semantics. This is unusual; exact repetitions gen-
erally lead to large and robust RB. Typically, RB is reduced only when C1 and
C2 differ on one or more of the above dimensions.

However, as discussed above, RB appears to be reduced when C1 and C2 are
emphasized as distinct (e.g. Ward et al., 1997). Repetition blindness is also re-
duced when spatial or temporal separability is emphasized. Kanwisher and Pot-
ter (1989) found that displaying the first half of a sentence (which contained
C1) in a different spatial position than the second half (which contained C2) re-
duced the amount of RB. Interestingly, Chun and Potter (1993) found no RB for
coloured C1 and C2 letters presented among black letters, suggesting that the
distinctiveness of C1 and C2 from the rest of the stream items may also modu-
late the amount of RB. In the present study, one’s own name was lexically and
conceptually salient, and may have captured attention more readily or more
completely, thereby creating an episodic token for both C1 and C2 and subse-
quently reducing RB for own name targets. It appears that featural, conceptual
and lexical distinctiveness of C1 and C2 can all act to reduce RB. Because these
attributes are so varied, it is possible that RB will be reduced whenever C1 and
C2 are successfully distinguished from the rest of the stream items or more
readily attended. For example, phonological distinctiveness of C1 and C2 may
reduce RB, as may visual manipulations such as size. The importance of con-
ceptual salience per se could perhaps be tested by comparing the magnitude of
RB for shocking or slightly obscene words to the amount obtained for more
neutral words.

The present findings demonstrate that there is lexical or semantic activation
for C2 despite the subject’s unawareness of C2’s presentation. This finding cor-
responds nicely with both behavioural (Shapiro et al., 1997a, 1997b) and
electrophysiological (Luck, Vogel, & Shapiro, 1996) findings and theories
(Shapiro, Arnell, & Raymond, 1997c) regarding the attentional blink phenom-
enon. Although subjects are often unable to report the presence of a second tar-
get when it is presented within approximately half a second of the first target,
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this second target demonstrates a normal N400 electrical evoked potential, in-
dicating that it is sensitive to the semantic mismatch between the second target
and a previous context word (Luck et al., 1996). This second target has also
been shown to prime responses to a third target, even when subjects were un-
aware of its occurrence (Shapiro et al., 1997b). It therefore appears that second
targets in both repetition blindness and attentional blink paradigms can un-
dergo substantial processing, up to the level of semantics, yet not be con-
sciously available for report. Furthermore, the semantic content of this second
target can influence the magnitude of these dual-task report deficits, perhaps by
allowing the subject’s attention to be captured more readily, or allowing the
second target to be processed more efficiently if it has been previously primed
or is highly salient.

We have suggested that the participants in our study encoded words concep-
tually, and that the lexical or conceptual salience of one’s own name meant that
both C1 and C2 captured participants’ attention, and reduced the amount of RB
accordingly. Such an explanation follows from the token individuation hypoth-
esis, which essentially explains RB as a problem in determining that C1 and C2
are separate, distinct entities. While the present explanation does emphasize
“on-line” encoding, it does not eliminate the role of memory in the production
of RB. As discussed in the Introduction, RB is often reduced when participants
are provided with contextual cues from the stream (e.g. the word in between C1
and C2) at the time of report (Whittlesea & Podrouzek, 1995). These research-
ers suggest that intact tokens are formed for both C1 and C2, but repetitions are
reported less frequently because participants cannot fully recall the context of
both items. Our emphasis on salience is also consistent with such a view. The
increased salience of some stream items may allow participants to more fully
encode the immediately following item in the stream, and subsequently recall
the context of both C1 and C2 better. Our emphasis on salience is consistent
with both attentional and memory views of RB. In fact, it is possible that lexical
and conceptual salience (and other types of salience as well) affect both
“on-line” processing and subsequent memory reconstruction processes.

The present findings and model are amenable to both on-line encoding (i.e.
attentional capture) and memory-based (i.e. contextual recall) accounts of RB.
Regardless of which model one prefers, the present findings clearly indicate
that lexical and conceptual information interact with at least one of the mecha-
nisms which produces RB.

REFERENCES

Altarriba, J., Kroll, J.F., Scholl, A., & Rayner, K. (1996). The influence of lexical and concep-
tual constraints on reading mixed language sentences: Evidence from eye fixations and nam-
ing times. Memory and Cognition, 24, 477–492.

632 ARNELL, SHAPIRO, SORENSEN



Altarriba, J., & Soltano, E.G. (1996) Repetition blindness and bilingualmemory: Token individ-
uation for translation equivalents. Memory and Cognition, 24, 700–711.

Armstrong, I.T., & Mewhort, D.J.K. (1995). Repetition deficit in rapid-serial-visual presenta-
tion displays: Encoding failure or retrieval failure? Journal of Experimental Psychology: Hu-
man Perception and Performance, 21, 1044–1052.

Arnell, K.M., & Jolicoeur,P. (1997). Repetition blindness for pseudo-object pictures.Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 23, 999–1013.

Bavelier, D. (1994). Repetition blindness between visually different items: The case of pictures
and words. Cognition, 51, 199–236.

Bavelier, D., & Potter, M.C. (1992). Visual and phonological codes in repetition blindness.
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 18, 134–147.

Bavelier, D., Prasada, S., & Segui, J. (1994). Repetition blindness between words: Nature of the
orthographic and phonological representations involved. Journal of Experimental Psychol-
ogy: Learning, Memory and Cognition, 20, 1437–1455.

Chun, M., & Potter, M. (1993). Interference in detecting multiple targets in a sequence: A disso-
ciation of the attentional blink and repetition blindness. Investigative Ophthalmology and
Visual Science, 34, 1232.

Coltheart, M., Davelaar, E., Jonasson, J.T., & Besner, D. (1979). Access to the internal lexicon.
In S. Dornic (Ed.), Attention and performance VI. New York: Academic Press.

Fagot, C., & Pashler, H. (1995). Repetition blindness: Perception or memory failure? Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 21, 275–292.

Forster, K.I., & Davis, C. (1984). Repetition priming and frequency of attenuation in lexical
access. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory and Cognition, 10, 680–698.

Hochhaus, L., & Mihura, J.L. (1992). Repetition blindness interacts dramaticallywith word fre-
quency. Paper presented at the 33rd Annual Meeting of the Psychonomic Society, St. Louis,
MO.

Jacoby, L.L., & Dallas, M. (1981). On the relationship between autobiographical memory and
perceptual memory and perceptual learning. Journal of Experimental Psychology: General,
110, 306–340.

Kanwisher, N. (1987). Repetition blindness: Type recognition without token individuation.
Cognition, 27, 117–143.

Kanwisher, N. (1991a). Repetition blindness and illusory conjunctions: Errors in binding visual
types with visual tokens. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Per-
formance, 17, 404–421.

Kanwisher, N. (1991b). Orthographic versus phonological similarity in repetition blindness.
Paper presented at the 32nd Annual Meeting of the Psychonomic Society, San Francisco, CA.

Kanwisher, N., & Potter, M.C. (1989). Repetition blindness: Effects of stimulus modality and
spatial displacement. Memory and Cognition, 17, 117–124.

Kanwisher, N., & Potter, M.C. (1990). Repetition blindness: Levels of processing. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 16, 30–47.

Kanwisher, N., & Yin, C. (1993). Repetition blindness: Evidence for the rapid computation of
abstract pictorial descriptions. Investigative Ophthalmology and Visual Science, 34, 1131.

Luck, S.J., Vogel, E.K., & Shapiro, K.L. (1996). Word meanings can be accessed but not re-
ported during the attentional blink. Nature, 382, 61.

MacKay, D.G., & Miller, M.D. (1994). Semantic blindness: Repeated concepts are difficult to
encode and recall under time pressure. Psychological Science, 5, 47–51.

Moray, N. (1959). Attentional in dichotic listening: Affective cues and the influence of instruc-
tions. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 11, 56–60.

O’Reilly, J.A., & Neely, J.H. (1993). Repetition blindness is affected by a word’s meaning.
Paper presented at the Meetings of the Midwestern Psychological Association, Chicago, IL.

REPETITION BLINDESS AND PERSONAL NAMES 633



Park, J., & Kanwisher, N. (1994). Determinantsof repetitionblindness.Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 20, 500–519.

Raymond, J.E., Shapiro, K.L., & Arnell, K.M. (1992). Temporary suppression of visual pro-
cessing in an RSVP task: An attentional blink? Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human
Perception and Performance, 18, 849–680.

Scarborough, D.L., Cortese, C., & Scarborough, H. (1977). Frequency and repetition effects in
lexical memory. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance,
16, 65–76.

Schneider, W. (1988). Micro Experimental Laboratory (computer program). Pittsburgh, PA:
Psychology Software Tools, Inc.

Shapiro, K.L., Arnell, K.M., & Raymond, J.A. (1997c). The attentional blink. Trends in Cogni-
tive Science, 1, 291–296.

Shapiro, K.L., Caldwell, J., & Sorensen, R.E. (1997a). Personal names and the attentional blink:
A visual “cocktail party” effect. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and
Performance , 23, 504–514.

Shapiro, K.L., Driver, J., Ward, R., & Sorensen, R.E. (1997b). Priming from the attentional
blink: A failure to extract visual tokens but not visual types. Psychological Science, 8, 95–100.

Shapiro, K.L. Raymond, J.E., & Arnell, K.M. (1994). Attention to visual pattern information
produces the attentional blink in rapid serial visual presentation. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 20, 357–371.

Smith, M., & Magee, L.E. (1980). Tracing the time course of picture–word processing. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: General, 109, 373–392.

Ward, R., Duncan, J., & Shapiro, K. (1997). Effects of presentation, similarity,and difficulty on
the time-course of visual attention. Perception and Psychophysics, 59, 593–600.

Whittlesea, B.W.A., & Podrouzek, K.W. (1995). Repeated events in rapid lists: Part 2. Remem-
bering repetitions. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory and Cognition,
21, 1689–1697.

Manuscript received 5 November 1997
Revised manuscript received 11 May 1998

APPENDIX 1

Stimulus Materials for Experiments 1 and 2A

Experiment 1 Target Names
Female: Karen & Julie or Karen & Susan
Male: Scott & David or Scott & Jason

Experiment 2A Target Names
Female: Karen & Julie
Male: Kevin & Jason

Filler Names (all participants)
Keith Kelly Janet James
Stacy Sarah Donna Derek
Brian Aaron Lorne Marie
Trent Lloyd Carol Nancy
Laura Geoff Peter Tanya
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APPENDIX 2

Stimulus Materials for Experiment 2B

Target Names
Female: Karen & Julie
Male: Kevin & Jason

Filler Nouns (all participants)
knife kayak jelly joker
truck toast skunk snail
dress devil wagon crown
apple llama arena board
chair water piano floor
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