
        

Citation for published version:
Desebrock, C, Sui, J & Spence, C 2018, 'Self-reference in action: Arm-movement responses are enhanced in
perceptual matching', Acta Psychologica, vol. 190, pp. 258-266. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2018.08.009

DOI:
10.1016/j.actpsy.2018.08.009

Publication date:
2018

Document Version
Peer reviewed version

Link to publication

Publisher Rights
CC BY-NC-ND

University of Bath

General rights
Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the public portal are retained by the authors and/or other copyright owners
and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.

Take down policy
If you believe that this document breaches copyright please contact us providing details, and we will remove access to the work immediately
and investigate your claim.

Download date: 10. Mar. 2020

brought to you by COREView metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

provided by University of Bath Research Portal

https://core.ac.uk/display/287596915?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2018.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2018.08.009
https://researchportal.bath.ac.uk/en/publications/selfreference-in-action(9a1ac98e-268c-40f4-b456-f75febc1a158).html


RUNNING HEAD: Self-Reference in Action 

  

  

  

  

  

1 
 

Self-Reference in Action: Arm-Movement Responses Are Enhanced in Perceptual 

Matching 

 

Clea Desebrock1, Jie Sui2, and Charles Spence1 

1 Department of Experimental Psychology, University of Oxford 

2 Department of Psychology, University of Bath 

 

Total word count: 8187 words (inc. introduction, discussion, method, results, footnotes, 

tables & figures) 

 Introduction (2851), Discussion (2024), Method (3312 1250), and Results (2062). 

Abstract: 167   Reference list: 54 items 

 

Corresponding author: Clea Desebrock (Clea.Desebrock@psy.ox.ac.uk) 

Crossmodal Research Laboratory 

Department of Experimental Psychology 

University of Oxford  

 

[This study was funded by the Department of Experimental Psychology, University of 

Oxford] 

mailto:Clea.Desebrock@psy.ox.ac.uk


RUNNING HEAD: Self-Reference in Action 

  

  

  

  

  

2 
 

 Abstract 

Considerable evidence now shows that making a reference to the self in a task 

modulates attention, perception, memory, and decision-making. Furthermore, the self-

reference effect (SRE) cannot be reduced to domain-general factors (e.g., reward value) and is 

supported by distinct neural circuitry. However, it remains unknown whether self-associations 

modulate response execution as well. This was tested in the present study. Participants carried 

out a perceptual-matching task, and movement time (MT) was measured separately from 

reaction-time (RT; drawing on methodology from the literature on intelligence). A response 

box recorded ‘home’-button-releases (measuring RT from stimulus onset); and a target-key 

positioned 14cm from the response box recorded MT (from ‘home’-button-release to target-

key depression). MTs of responses to self- as compared with other-person-associated stimuli 

were faster (with a higher proportion correct for self-related responses). We present a novel 

demonstration that the SRE can modulate the execution of rapid-aiming arm-movement 

responses. Implications of the findings are discussed, along with suggestions to guide and 

inspire future work in investigating how the SRE influences action.  

 

[Key words: self-reference effect, self-prioritization, movement time, rapid arm 

movements, visuomotor processing] 
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1. Introduction 

An extensive literature now demonstrates the Self-Reference Effect (SRE): that is, 

performance is faster and/or more accurate across attentional, perceptual, decision-making, 

and memory-based tasks when stimuli are associated with the ‘self’ as opposed to (e.g.) 

another person or a neutral item (Conway & Pleydell-Pearce, 2000; Humphreys & Sui, 2015; 

Schäfer, Wentura, & Frings, 2017; Sui & Humphreys, 2015; Symonds & Johnson, 1997; for a 

review see Cunningham & Turk, 2017). Studies using a socio-associative perceptual-

matching paradigm (Sui, He, & Humphreys; 2012), have further shown that the SRE is 

independent of stimulus familiarity, cannot be reduced to domain-general factors (e.g., 

inherent reward value, positive emotional valence, or semantic elaboration; see Humphreys & 

Sui, 2015; Sui & Humphreys, 2015), utilises domain-specific information (Sun, Fuentes, 

Humphreys, & Sui, 2016), and is supported by distinct neural circuitry (Sui, Rotshtein, & 

Humphreys, 2013b). 

To date, studies using Sui and colleagues’ matching paradigm to investigate the SRE 

have typically focused on early and perceptual processing. The SRE has been shown, for 

example, to modulate access to visual awareness (Visokomogilski, Golubickis, Cunningham, 

& Sahraie, 2017), and attention (Sui, Liu, Wang, & Han, 2009; Golubickis et al., 2017). The 

SRE has also been demonstrated when the paradigm has been transferred to audition and 

touch (Schäfer, Wesslein, Spence, Wentura, & Frings, 2016). Few studies, however, have 

examined the influence of the SRE on later processing (cf. Constable, Welsh, Huffman, & 

Pratt, 2018; Siebold, Weaver, Donk, & van Zoest, 2015; Stein, Siebold, & van Zoest, 2016), 

and none have directly examined effects on response execution. 

Frings and Wentura (2014) examined the effects of self-prioritization and an action 

variable in Sui et al.’s (2012) paradigm. The authors instructed participants to associate labels 
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with arm movements, and then (cued by a directional cursor) to execute these movements in 

the matching task. A label was then presented after the arm-action had terminated, and 

participants had to judge using button-presses whether the movement and label matched. The 

authors documented a reaction-time (RT) advantage in matching the ‘self’ label to its 

corresponding arm movement. As Schäfer, Wentura, and Frings (2015) note, these findings 

revealed a performance advantage in matching the ‘self’ label with an ‘action representation’. 

Response execution itself was not directly measured.  

Recently, Macrae, Visokomogilski, Golubickis, Cunningham, and Sahraie (2017) 

reported a study designed to assess the influence of the SRE on access to visual awareness. 

Using a hierarchical-diffusion-model analysis, and in contrast to Frings and Wentura (2014), 

the authors decomposed task performance on Sui et al.’s (2012) paradigm. It was found that 

the SRE influenced both decisional as well as non-decisional processes. However, since non-

decisional processes can include one or both of stimulus encoding and response execution, it 

remains unclear whether response execution can be modulated by self-associations.  

Currently, there is no theoretical model available which explicitly links mechanisms 

of self-reference with response execution processes. Mechanistic understanding of the SRE is 

still in its infancy, and focus has so far been on processes in perception and attention (see 

e.g., Humphreys & Sui, 2016). In contrast, however, the mechanisms underlying response 

priming (RP) – a paradigm that has been used extensively to explore visuomotor processing 

[or early and perceptual processing effects on response generation] – have been well-

documented (Schmidt, Haberkamp, & Schmidt, 2011). 

‘Rapid chase theory’ (Schmidt, Niehaus, & Nagel, 2006) posits two components of 

visuomotor processing: an initial bottom-up, feed-forward activation of the visual system in 

stimulus processing which leads to rapid and direct motor activation, and which is 
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independent of visual awareness. This is contrasted with a slower, top-down-controlled, 

‘recurrent processing’ component, arising in later processing, that feeds back to influence re-

entrant activity, as well as developing visual awareness (Schmidt & Seydell, 2008). The SRE 

has been proposed to modulate both bottom-up processes and top-down attentional control 

mechanisms, and also to operate outside of visual awareness (Macrae et al., 2017; 

Visokomogilski et al., 2017; although cf. Constable et al., 2018; Stein et al., 2016).  

Researchers in RP have been able to dissociate effects of the two modes of visual 

processing on response execution, by varying task parameters in terms of the SOA of the 

‘prime’ (a stimulus presented below the threshold of awareness) and target stimuli (available 

to conscious perception), and their response compatibility and incompatibility mappings (see 

e.g., Schmidt et al., 2011). In particular, a variant of RP (which investigates the time-course 

of primed pointing movements) has enabled researchers to dissociate early pre-conscious 

versus late processing effects on visual motor control: The initial “feed-forward sweep” 

triggered by the prime stimulus (Schmidt et al., 2006) has been shown to drive early parts of 

the movement (or, under certain conditions, even the whole response – e.g. generating overt 

errors on stimulus-response incompatibility trials)1. The slower (top-down) target-stimulus 

processing can then take over movement control mid-flight (with this time-point tightly-

linked to the SOA), and further influence response execution ‘online’ as it unfolds (Schmidt 

& Seydell, 2008; Schmidt et al., 2011). The SRE, then, could operate within either or both of 

these modes of visual processing and exert an influence response execution. 

As well as potentially interacting with established modes of processing, an SRE in 

action may involve processes that are qualitatively distinct. The SRE has been shown to be 

                                                             
1 Prime information typically drives the errors in inconsistent conditions and can lead to a full-blown response 

error (Schmidt et al., 2011). 
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supported by distinct neural circuitry (Sui et al., 2013b). In particular, imaging work (Sui et 

al., 2013b) has revealed that the SRE arises from a functional coupling of the ventral medial 

prefrontal cortex (vmPFC) – an area associated with self-representation – and the left 

posterior superior temporal sulcus (lpSTS; the ventral attentional network linked to social 

attention). In contrast, other-person-related responses on the same task activated the dorsal 

frontoparietal attentional control network. In a recently proposed processing network – the 

Self-Attention Network [SAN] model [Humphreys & Sui, 2016] – (which has yet to be 

integrated into the processing frameworks so far understood in RP), self-associated stimuli 

are held to rapidly activate a self-representation located in the vmPFC, which then primes 

responses in the pSTS and enhances bottom-up driven (orienting) processing of self-related 

stimuli. Top-down (fronto-parietal) attentional control (associated with the intra parietal 

sulcus; IPS) can enhance self-related responses by engaging with prior expectancies for self-

stimuli, but also inhibit bottom-up-driven self-related responding for other-person-related 

responses (Humphreys & Sui, 2016). The involvement of distinct self-related circuitry, then, 

could support visuomotor processing effects that are qualitatively distinct from those 

previously found in the case of RP. There may also be overlap, however, through the 

interaction with top-down and bottom-up mechanisms.  

In terms of the slower, top-down, later (recurrent) and online processing outlined in 

RP, there is some suggestion that the SRE could influence response execution via this route. 

In the SRE literature, it has been shown that not only can the SRE be enhanced by increasing 

expectancies for self-stimuli, but that these expectancies dominate performance over those 

for other-person-related stimuli (Sui, Sun, Peng, & Humphreys, 2014). RP theory holds that 

when stimuli match expectations regarding stimuli and their assigned responses, the 

corresponding motor response is triggered directly (Kiesel, Kunde, & Hoffman, 2007). In 
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terms of online control (Khan et al., 2006), it has been found in ownership paradigms, for 

example, that perceived social context can modulate the kinematics of unspeeded (non-rapid) 

reach-and-grasp actions. Constable, Kritikos, Lipp, and Bayliss (2014) found that 

participants’ reaches to their own rather than the experimenter’s mug were straighter; in 

contrast, reaches to the experimenter’s mug exhibited a curved trajectory. However, these 

studies were designed to investigate a different construct (‘ownership’ – see Constable et al., 

2018) and type of action (unspeeded reach-and-grasp) from the current study (and evidence is 

equivocal, for example, that a perceptual SRE remains intact in these paradigms; Constable et 

al., 2018).  

In terms of bottom-up processing, RP research indicates that visual attention can 

intensify the first waves of bottom-up visuomotor processing (Schmidt & Seydell, 2008). 

Heightened stimulus energy (e.g., in stimulus contrast) has been shown to produce increased 

feed-forward activity which builds activation more rapidly in cortical motor areas linked to 

movement execution (and shortens response times; Schmidt, Niehaus, & Nagel, 2006). 

Similarly, higher-intensity stimuli increase activation to the response stage, which increases 

response force (Ulrich, Rinkenauer, & Miller, 1998). If the vmPFC ‘primes’ attentional 

responses in the pSTS to self-stimuli (Humphreys & Sui, 2016), the SRE could potentially 

influence response execution via e.g. a saliency-akin-driven mechanism. Indeed, effects of 

self-reference have been compared to those of highly perceptually-salient stimuli. Responses 

are faster and more accurate, reduced stimulus contrast does not affect the SRE (Sui et al., 

2012), and the bias is arguably somewhat automatic (Alexopoulos, Muller, Ric, & Marendaz, 

2012; Humphreys & Sui, 2015; Sui et al., 2014; although cf. Ocampo & Kahan, 2016). 

Furthermore, in a level-priming paradigm, both perceptual saliency and self-reference were 
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shown to modulate target selection in hierarchical stimuli (Liu & Sui, 2016) and both 

modulate attentional suppression mechanisms that recruited the IPS (Sui, Liu, Mevorach, & 

Humphreys, 2013a).  

The SRE is not simply a general saliency-driven effect, however. For example, the 

effects of the semantic distinctiveness of stimuli can be dissociated from the SRE (Schäfer, et 

al., 2017), and when stimuli are both socially- and highly-perceptually-salient, response 

accuracy is increased relative to the effects of simply perceptually-salient stimuli (Liu & Sui, 

2016). Furthermore, perceptual and ‘social salience’ (a term coined by Sui and colleagues 

[2013a] to describe effects of self-reference on early processing) also activate distinct neural 

areas (Sui et al., 2013a). Effects of perceptual saliency are thought to originate from early 

visual areas. In contrast, those of ‘social saliency’ are thought to be generated in the vmPFC 

(Liu & Sui, 2016). Therefore, as noted, the SRE may be able to influence one or both of the 

modes of visuomotor processing (identified in RP). However, the recruitment of a dedicated 

‘self-network’ may result in qualitatively-different visuomotor processing than has so far 

been identified in RP.  

In attempting to predict effects of self-reference on response execution, there is also 

the consideration that effects established at the perceptual level (potentially including the 

SRE) may not necessarily exert a corresponding influence on response execution processes. 

For, example in a recent study (Moher, Anderson, & Song, 2015), the authors found that 

increasing the saliency of distractors during goal-directed action enhanced the efficiency of 

responses, which is in stark contrast to effects in perceptual processing. They suggest that 

high-saliency in fact suppresses action-related interference. Self-reference could potentially 
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exert no influence, or extinguish, or reverse the sign of its perceptual effects in response 

execution. 

Turning now to the motor control and neuroscience literature, three key components 

of motor processing have been identified which stand as potential candidates for modulation 

by the SRE. These are: movement preparation (Khan et al., 2006), a movement initiation 

signal (Haith, Pakpoor, & Krakauer, 2016; see also Weinberg, 2016), and online action-

control (Khan et al., 2006). It is generally accepted that the planning and online control of 

movement are distinct processes (e.g. Glover, 2004; and see Khan et al., 2006). However, 

until recently, it was thought that movement initiation (response release) and preparation 

were yoked (the former triggered on completion of the latter) and that RT therefore reflected 

preparation time (Haith et al., 2016). Recent work in the neuroscience literature has indicated 

that, on the contrary, the mechanisms underlying response release and preparation time may 

be independent (Haith et al., 2016). On this view, instead of preparation time, it is the 

movement initiation signal that determines RT. Response release can be delayed post 

preparation, resulting in longer-than-necessary RTs for achieving accurate responses on 

speeded tasks (see Haith et al., 2016). Conversely, response release can be brought forward 

and the movement commence before preparation is fully complete (e.g., resulting in 

increased error rates; see Haith et al., 2016).  

In a re-working of Haith and colleagues’ model, Weinberg (2016) proposes a 

modification entailing that the levels of the two signals (initiation/urgency and preparation) 

instead combine to determine RT (drawing on Cisek, Puskas, & El Murr’s, 2009, urgency-

gating evidence-accumulator model). This modification can account for the well-established 

finding that when decisions are more difficult, RT increases (necessitating specification of 

some form of temporal link between response release and preparation). When response 
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preparation activity takes longer to build up (Weinberg, 2016), this delays the release of the 

response (by taking longer to reach the release threshold). Furthermore, in a complementary 

finding, the urgency signal (which arises in the basal ganglia and drives commitment to the 

movement once chosen, but not response selection) has been found to regulate the vigor 

[speed and size] of movements (Thura et al., 2014; Thura & Cisek, 2017). Therefore, 

influence of the SRE on response execution could operate through preparation, online 

control, and also the urgency signal. Much future work is needed to unpick and 

systematically test the possibilities for how the SRE could influence movement execution. 

However, the important question of whether the SRE can modulate response execution must 

first be addressed. This is the aim of the current study. 

Using a simple behavioural set-up, the current study examined the influence of the 

SRE on the movement time (MT) of (forward-motion) arm-movement responses in Sui and 

colleagues’ (2012) matching task. Following the authors’ procedure, we instructed 

participants to associate ‘self’ and ‘stranger’ labels with arbitrarily-assigned geometric shapes 

(e.g., you=square, stranger=circle). Participants then judged, in a speeded perceptual-

matching task, whether the shape-label pairings, presented, matched the learned associations, 

or whether they had been swapped instead (e.g., self-circle, stranger-square). In a departure 

from Sui et al.’s total-response-time measure, we introduced a lesser known, but half-

century-old, procedure drawn from chronometric studies of intelligence (e.g., Houlihan, 

Campbell, & Stelmack 1994; Jenson & Munro, 1979; also found in other literatures; e.g. 

Praamstra, Loing, & de Lange, 2014). Response time was divided into: (i) RT, measured 

from stimulus onset to release of a ‘home’ button, and (ii) movement time (MT) measured 
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from this release to the depression of a target key, situated 14cm from the release button. This 

permitted separate measurement of RT and MT.2  

Firstly, if our motor-variant of the matching paradigm is robust, it would be expected 

that RTs for self- as opposed to stranger-matching responses would be faster, and therefore 

replicate findings of previous studies (e.g. Sui et al., 2012). Once this is established (via 

observation of an SRE in RT), it can be assessed whether the SRE can influence the three 

potential motor mechanisms: preparation of the response (influencing quality [accuracy] of 

the movement; Haith et al., 2016); the movement initiation/urgency signal3 (linked to 

movement vigor – speed and size; Thura et al., 2014); and online action-control (influencing 

targeting-accuracy, and also speed via optimal trajectory corrections). It has already been 

established that response-release occurs earlier for self-related responses than for stranger-

related responses (indexed by faster RTs; and we will assume here that our motor-variant is 

robust). Therefore, to determine whether the SRE affected either one or both of preparation 

and online action-control, we need only to rule out that the initiation/urgency signal alone 

was modulated. In this vein, we consider just the following: If the preparatory activity and 

online control across self- and stranger-related responses is held constant (preparation builds 

at an equal rate, and trajectories are equal), but self-related responses are released earlier due 

to an increased urgency/initiation signal (Haith et al., 2016; Weinberg, 2016), there are two 

                                                             
2 In previous studies investigating the SRE (e.g. Sui et al., 2012), button presses were used to measure total 

response time. Therefore, response initiation processes (henceforth referred to as RT-interval processes) and 

response execution processes were not isolated and measured separately. 

3 The response initiation (urgency) signal (i.e. identified by Haith et al., 2016) should be distinguished from 

“response initiation” (indexed by RT). To avoid confusion, we borrow from Maslovat, Klapp, Jagacinski, & 

Franks (2014) in referring to processes of the response initiation phase as “RT-interval processes” – these occur 

in the interval between stimulus onset and the release of the home button. The interval duration (RT) is determined 

by both the initiation signal and response preparation components (see Weinberg, 2016; although cf. Haith et al., 

2016). In line with Weinberg (2016), we refer to the mechanism determining the time-point at which initiation of 

the response ends as a “response release” mechanism. 
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possibilities: (1) If release occurs before preparation has been fully completed (Haith et al., 

2016), then we would expect to see faster MTs for the self-match condition4, but a lower 

proportion of correctly-completed responses as compared with the stranger-match condition. 

(2) If the release point for self-responses occurs after the preparation is complete (and 

stranger-related response-release occurs later relative to self-related response initiation due to 

a more weakly building urgency/initiation signal), then we would expect to see faster MTs 

for self-related responses, but an equal proportion of correctly-completed responses across 

self- and stranger-match conditions. Therefore, if faster MTs and a higher proportion of 

correctly-executed responses for the self-match condition are observed, we can conclude that 

response execution processes (i.e. one or both of response preparation and online action-

control) were modulated by the SRE. 

2. Methods  

2.1 Participants 

Thirty-five right-handed participants with normal or corrected-to-normal vision took 

part5. Five participants were excluded from data analysis – one participant completed only 

one session, two were multivariate outliers, and two performed at chance level (less than 55% 

accuracy). Data from thirty participants (11 male; age range 19–34 years; mean age and 

standard deviation, 23.30 ± 3.72) were used in the final analysis. All participants completed a 

written consent form approved by the Oxford Research Ethics Committee (MSD-IDREC-C1-

2013-209 and R49190/RE001). 

                                                             
4 Increases in the urgency signal are associated with increased vigor (speed and size) of the movement (Thura et 

al., 2014)  
5 Five participants were tested in pilot phase of the study in which procedural parameters (such as the movement 

response time limit) were adjusted and to achieve power at .80 with a large effect size dz =0.80 at α-value of .05. 

These data were not included in the final analyses. 
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Previous RT studies reported a large self-bias effect (dz > 0.80; Sui et al., 2012). MT 

has not been previously measured, so a medium-to-large effect size (dz = 0.65) with a 

probability of 1 - β = .80 and an α-value of .05 required a minimum sample-size of 21 

participants; actual power with N = 30 was 1 - β = .93. (G*Power 3.1 program; Faul, 

Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009). 

2.2 Stimuli and tasks  

The participants had to associate two geometric shapes (i.e. triangle, square, circle, 

hexagon, octagon, or pentagon, each subtending 3.2 × 3.2 deg of visual angle) with two 

labels (‘yours’ vs. ‘theirs’), following a Latin Square design. Shapes were presented on a grey 

background above a red fixation cross (1.4 × 1.4 deg of visual angle) shown at the centre of 

the screen. The personal label (3.1 × 1.6 deg of visual angle) was displayed below the 

fixation cross. 

Participants completed two sessions, 24-hours apart. They carried out a shape-label 

matching task in each session, judging whether the shape-label pairings matched by releasing 

the right-positioned response box button using their right hand and pressing ‘m’ on a PC 

QWERTY-keyboard with their index finger. Participants used their right-hand for match 

judgements; and their left-hand for mismatch judgements. For mismatch judgements, 

participants released the left-positioned response-box button and pressed ‘b’ with their index 

finger. Hand-match judgement assignments were swapped in the second session. The order of 

hand-match sessions was counterbalanced across participants. The set-up elicited an arm 

movement away from the body, at a 20-degree tilt towards the body midline, along the axial 

plane covering a distance of 14cm (see Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. The experimental set-up and example stimuli. Participants used one hand to make 

‘match’-judgment responses, and the other hand to make ‘mismatch’-judgment responses. 

 

The experiment was run using E-Prime software (Version 2.0) on a PC, and a 24-in. 

LCD monitor (1920 x 1080 pixels at 100 Hz). A Cedrus RB-530 response-box recorded 

release-time responses. 

Before the computer task, participants completed questionnaires measuring individual 

differences on self-related dimensions (for example, ‘personal distance’; Sui & Humphreys, 

2015. The data from these instruments will be analysed and presented as part of a future 

separate study. 

2.3 Procedure 

The participants first read on-screen text instructing them to memorize the shape-label 

pairings. For example, they were told ‘the square belongs to you’; and ‘the octagon belongs 

to the stranger’. After this, the matching task was conducted. Participants were instructed to 

respond as rapidly as they could, and that there would be a response time-limit. Twenty-four 

practice trials were presented and a performance-accuracy threshold was set at 60%. In each 

trial, a central fixation cross was presented for 2000 ms; followed by a shape-label pairing for 
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100 ms, within a total frame duration (initiation-response time limit) of 1100 ms. The next 

frame was blank, with a duration (response-execution time-limit) of 1250 ms. The 

participants depressed both response-box buttons continuously with their index fingers until 

the shape-label stimulus appeared, then made a judgement-response by releasing the button 

under one finger and rapidly moving their arm to the target-key. Next, a blank frame for 800 

ms allowed the participant to retract their arm and place their index finger back on the ‘home’ 

button before receiving feedback (correct, incorrect, or too slow), presented on the screen for 

500 ms at the end of each trial. Inter-trial intervals were 900-1300 ms. After the practice-

block, there were four blocks of 80 trials separated by an 8000 ms break, where each 

condition (self-matched, self-mismatched, stranger-matched, stranger-mismatched, with 

mismatched trials defined by the shape presented) occurred equally often, generated at 

random. Thus, there were 80 trials per condition. The participants were informed of their 

overall accuracy at the end of each block.  

2.4 Design 

 There were three within-participant factors, on two levels: Association (self, stranger), 

Hand (left, right), and Matching-condition (match, mismatch). There were four main output 

measures in the two-stage response: Reaction-time (RT; measured from stimulus onset to the 

release of the relevant response box button); Movement Time (MT; measured from the 

release of the response-box button to the depression of the target key); Response Initiation 

Accuracy (the proportion of trials with correctly-initiated responses); and Movement 

Response Completion (the proportion of trials on which the movement component of correct 

release responses culminated in successfully hitting the target key within the time limit). In 

previous studies (e.g. Sui & Humphreys, 2017), a measure of the difference between self- and 
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stranger-related match responses has been indexed as the difference in performance of the 

self- versus stranger- condition, divided by the sum across the two conditions (i.e. given by 

the formula: “(stranger – self) / (stranger + self)”). We also used this index to compare the 

relative magnitudes of the self-bias across response initiation and execution components. 

2.5 Data Analysis  

 For the RT analysis, only correct response initiations were analysed, and those faster 

than 200ms were excluded, eliminating 9.00% and 0.01% (220) of the trials, respectively. For 

the MT analysis, only correct movement responses following a correct release-response were 

analysed, and those greater than 2.5 standard deviations from individual means were 

excluded6, eliminating a further 2.00% and < 0.01% (173) of the trials, respectively. Thus, 

RT analyses were conducted on 91% of the trials, and MT analyses on 89%. See Table 1 for 

means and standard deviations of RT, MT, and proportion of correctly initiated, and 

completed responses for each condition.  

  

                                                             
6 A minimum movement time cut-off was not applicable since correct movement responses could not be executed 

erroneously too quickly. 
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Table 1 

Mean MTs and RTs (in ms) and Accuracy (proportion of correct responses), with standard 

deviations, as a Function of Association (Self vs. Stranger), Hand (Left vs. Right), and Match 

Condition (Matched vs. Mismatched). 

  Match condition 

Performance indices  Hand Matched Mismatched 

RTs    

 Self  Left 657 (73) 752 (66) 

 Self  Right 637 (63) 754 (64) 

 Stranger  Left 758 (77) 765 (64) 

 Stranger  Right 763 (67) 763 (59) 

MTs    

 Self  Left 838 (90) 924 (76) 

 Self  Right 807 (67) 914 (78) 

 Stranger  Left 930 (96) 936 (74) 

 Stranger  Right 922 (73) 921 (76) 

Response Initiation accuracy    

 Self  Left 0.99 (0.02) 0.95 (0.06) 

 Self  Right 0.97 (0.03) 0.94 (0.06) 

 Stranger  Left 0.89 (0.08) 0.93 (0.05) 

 Stranger  Right 0.90 (0.07) 0.93 (0.06) 

Movement response 

completion accuracy 
   

 Self  Left 0.95 (0.04) 0.88 (0.08) 

 Self  Right 0.97 (0.03) 0.90 (0.07) 

 Stranger  Left 0.85 (0.11) 0.89 (0.09) 

 Stranger  Right 0.84 (0.12) 0.89 (0.07) 

Note. RT = Reaction time, MT = movement time. Standard deviations appear within 

parentheses. Accuracy = proportion correct. 
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Effect sizes were calculated using partial eta-squared (ηp2) for ANOVAs and 

Cohen’s dz for t tests (Cohen, 1988; Lakens, 2013). Holm-Bonferroni corrections for α = .05 

were applied to all multiple comparisons (Holm, 1979). 

3. Results 

Reaction-time (RT).  A 2 (Association: Self vs Stranger) x 2 (Match condition: 

Matched vs. Mismatched) x 2 (Hand: Left vs. Right) repeated-measures ANOVA for MTs 

revealed a significant main effect of Association, F(1, 29) = 149.78, p < .001, ηp2 = .84; 

responses on self-related trials were initiated faster than on stranger-related trials. There was 

also a significant main effect of Match, F(1, 29) = 151.21, p < .001, ηp2 = .84; responses on 

matched-pair trials were initiated more quickly than on mismatched-pair trials. There was no 

significant main effect of Hand (p = .275); and no interaction between Hand and Match (p = 

.629), or between Association and Hand (p = .329). However, there was a significant 

interaction between Association and Match, F(1, 29) = 109.69, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .79.  

The hand condition was collapsed, and pairwise comparisons revealed a significant 

advantage in RT for self- versus stranger-associated shape-label matching pairs, p < .001, 𝑑𝑧 

= 2.44. There was no significant difference between self- versus stranger-associated shape-

label mismatching pairs, p = .039, 𝑑𝑧 = 0.39 (Holm-Bonferroni-corrected), or stranger-

related matched and mismatched trials (p = .589), but there was a significant difference 

between self-matched and -mismatched trials, p < .001, 𝑑𝑧 = 2.78; responses to self-

associated matched-pair trials were faster than to self-associated mismatched-pair trials. 

There was no three-way interaction between Association, Hand, and Match (p = .130). 
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These findings (see Figure 2A) replicate the original RT paradigm studies (Sui et al., 

2012). Responses were initiated more quickly when responding to self- as compared with 

stranger-related matching shape-label pairs. 

Response initiation accuracy (proportion correct). An ANOVA conducted on 

response initiation accuracy revealed: That is, there was a significant main effect of 

Association, F(1, 29) = 49.53, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 =.63; accuracy (proportion of correctly initiated 

responses) was higher for self- than for stranger-related trials. This indicated that 

verifications for self-related trials were more accurate. There was no main effect of Hand (p = 

.326) or Match (p = .944), and no interaction between Association and Hand (p = .156) or 

Hand and Match (p = .855), but there was a significant interaction between Association and 

Match, F(1, 29) = 30.70, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .51. There was no three-way interaction (p = .397). 

The Hand condition was collapsed and the interaction between Association and Match 

decomposed using pairwise comparisons: this revealed a significant difference in response 

initiation accuracy between stranger- versus self-related matched-pair trials, p < .001, 𝑑𝑧 = 

1.33, and no significant difference in the accuracy of response initiation between stranger- 

versus self-related mismatched pair trials (p = .109). There was a significant difference 

between the self-related matched and mismatched trials, p < .001, 𝑑𝑧 = 0.83, and a significant 

difference in accuracy between the stranger-related matched and mismatched trials, p = .001, 

𝑑𝑧 = 0.69. Responses were most accurate on self-related matched trials, and least accurate on 

stranger-related matched trials. (See Figure 2B).  
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Figure 2. Estimated Marginal Means (with Hand condition collapsed) of: (A) Reaction-Time 

as a Function of Association (Self vs. Stranger) and Matching condition (Matched- vs. 

Mismatched-pair trials); (B) Response initiation Accuracy as a Function of Association (Self 

vs. Stranger) and Matching Condition (Matched- vs. Mismatched-pair trials). Error bars 

represent standard errors. *p < .002. Accuracy = proportion correct. 

 

Movement time (MT). A 2 (Association: Self vs Stranger) x 2 (Match condition: 

Matched vs. Mismatched) x 2 (Hand: Left vs. Right) repeated-measures ANOVA for MTs 

revealed a significant main effect of Association, F(1, 29) = 154.90, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .84; 

participant responses were faster to the self-association than to the stranger-association. In 

contrast to the RT findings, there was a significant main effect of Hand, F(1, 29) = 23.69, p 

<.001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .45; the movement component of participants’ responses was faster when using 

the right (dominant) hand as compared with the left (non-dominant) hand. However, as with 

the RTs, there was a significant main effect of Match, F(1, 29) = 129.68, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .82; 
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interaction between Hand and Match (p = .991), or between Association and Hand (p = .397), 

and there was a significant interaction between Association and Match, F(1, 29) = 106.75, p 

< .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .79. This indicated that, as with the RTs, there was a different pattern in the 

execution of responses to the self- versus stranger-associated shapes dependent on whether 

they were presented in Matched- or Mismatched-pair trials. There was no three-way 

interaction between Association, Hand, and Match (p = .307) (see Figure 3A).  

These results show that MT followed the same pattern across hands as RT in terms of 

an advantage for self, except that, in contrast to RT findings, left-hand responses were slower 

across conditions (this is consistent with the finding that right-handed participants’ dominant 

hand aiming movements tend to be quicker and more accurate; Olex-Zarychta & Raczek, 

2008). 

The Hand condition was then collapsed and the Association and Match interaction 

decomposed using pairwise comparisons. This revealed a significant difference in the 

movement time of responses to the matching self- versus stranger-associated shape-label 

pairs, p < .001, 𝑑𝑧 = 2.46; responses to the matched self-associated pairs were faster than to 

the matched stranger-associated pairs. There was no significant difference between the 

movement time in responses to the mismatching self- versus stranger-associated shape-label 

pairs, p = .049 (after Holm-Bonferroni correction).There was no significant difference in 

movement latencies between responses to stranger-associated matched and mismatched pairs 

(p = .627). However, there was a significant difference between responses to the self-

associated matched and mismatched pairs, p < .001, 𝑑𝑧 = 2.78; responses to the matched self-

associated pairs were faster than to the mismatched self-associated pairs.  
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Movement responses to self-associated matched pairs were faster than in any other 

condition. There was no difference in responses across the stranger-match and mismatch 

conditions. The advantage for matching-self-associated pairs driving the interaction between 

the Association and Match conditions is represented in Figure 4A. 

 

Figure 4. Estimated Marginal Means (with Hand condition collapsed) of: (A) Movement Time 

as a Function of Association (Self vs. Stranger) and Matching condition (Matched- vs. 

Mismatched-pair trials); (B) Proportion of correctly-completed movement responses as a 

Function of Association (Self vs. Stranger) and Matching Condition (Matched- vs. 

Mismatched-pair trials). Error bars represent standard errors. *p < .001.  

 

Movement Response Completion (proportion correct). ANOVA on movement 

response completion (proportion correct; see Design) data revealed a similar pattern to 

Response Initiation Accuracy: there was a significant main effect of Association, F(1, 29) = 

61.90, p < .001, 𝜂𝑝2 = .68; accuracy was higher for self- compared with stranger-related 
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(p = .130). Like with MTs, there was no interaction between Association and Hand (p = 

.193), or Hand and Match (p = .686), and no three-way interaction between Association, 

Hand, and Match (p = .713). However, as with the MT and response initiation accuracy data, 

there was a significant interaction between Association and Match, F(1, 30) = 41.71, p < 

.001, 𝜂𝑝2 =.59. Therefore, the Hand condition was collapsed, and the interaction probed 

using pairwise comparisons. As with the Response initiation accuracy data, this revealed a 

significant difference in response completion accuracy on self- versus stranger-related 

matching-pair trials, p < .001, 𝑑𝑧 = 1.33, and no significant difference between self- versus 

stranger-related mismatching-pair trials (p = .177). There was also a significant difference 

between self-related matching and mismatching pair trials, p < .001, 𝑑𝑧 = 0.83, and, in 

contrast to the MT data, but similarly to the response initiation accuracy data, between 

stranger-related matching and mismatching trials, p = .001, 𝑑𝑧 = 0.69. 

Movement responses on self-related matching-pair trials were more accurate than in 

any other condition. In contrast to the MT data, there was a difference in responses across the 

stranger-match and both mismatch conditions: Responses were least accurate in the stranger-

matched-pair condition (i.e., when neither the self-label nor self-shape was presented). The 

interaction between Association and Match conditions driven by the advantage in accuracy 

on self-related match trials compared to mismatch trials, and the disadvantage in accuracy on 

stranger-related match compared with mismatch trials, is depicted in Figure 4B. 

Signal detection (sensitivity) indices for response initiation. In a supplementary 

analysis, and in order to provide a more sensitive measure of response initiation accuracy 

performance, a signal-detection approach was adopted. Performance in the match conditions 

was contrasted with performance in the mismatching conditions (with the same shape) to 

compute sensitivity index D Prime (d’; see Sui et al., 2012). 
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The d’ indices were submitted to a 2 (Association: Self vs Stranger) x 2 (Hand: Left 

vs. Right) repeated-measures ANOVA which revealed a significant main effect of 

Association, F(1, 29) = 58.99, p < .001, ηp2 = .67; sensitivity for the self-related condition 

was higher than on stranger-related trials. There was no significant main effect of Hand (p = 

.065). However, there was a significant interaction between Association and Hand, F(1, 29) = 

5.27, p = .029, 𝜂𝑝2 = .15. 

The interaction was decomposed, and pairwise comparisons revealed no significant 

difference between left- and right-handed stranger-related responses (p = .914), but a 

significant advantage in sensitivity for right-handed stranger-associated (M = 3.11, SD = 

0.87) versus right-handed self-associated  (M = 3.89, SD = 1.04) responses, p < .001, 𝑑𝑧 = 

0.85; between left-handed stranger- (M = 3.10, SD = 0.94) versus left-handed self-related (M 

= 4.38, SD = 0.96) responses, p < .001, 𝑑𝑧 = 1.30; and between left-handed self- (M = 4.38, 

SD = 0.96) and right-handed self-related (M = 3.89, SD = 1.04) responses, p = .013, 𝑑𝑧 = 

0.48.  

These results support the findings from the analysis of response initiation accuracy – 

self-related responses had a sensitivity advantage over stranger-related. However, in contrast, 

the sensitivity index revealed a significant interaction across hands driven by a significant 

difference between left- and right-handed self-related responses, with an advantage for left-

handed initiation responses. (Implications of this finding remain for future studies to 

elucidate. For example, accounts might appeal to an interaction between the SRE and 

hemispheric specialization for domains of self-processing and the preparatory and motor 

control mechanisms that differ across hand-motor networks. However, such accounts would 

introduce new material and a broader discussion that would detract from the core research 

question). The reliability of this finding and its implications could be explored in future 
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studies. 

Comparing responses across the RT-interval and execution phases.  

Using a measure of ‘self-bias’ (given by the formula: “(stranger – self) / (stranger + 

self); see Methods section) we used this index to compare, next, the relative magnitudes of 

the self-bias across response initiation and execution components. If there were no 

differences across the response initiation and execution components, this would give some 

indication that effects were likely to have been predominantly driven by the heightened 

saliency of the self-stimuli (and, as such, via a common mechanism across response initiation 

and execution). In other words, the respective propulsions of the self- versus stranger-related 

responses relative to each other would remain unchanged through to response completion. If 

there were differences across the response phases, however, this would suggest that self-

reference may interact with more than one mechanism during the preparation and execution 

arm-movement responses (see Introduction).  

A paired-samples t test revealed a significant difference in self-bias between RT (M = 

0.08, SD = 0.03) and execution time (M = 0.06, SD = 0.02), t (29) = 9.855, p < .001, dz = 

1.80; self-bias in response time was significantly greater in response initiation than in 

response execution. A paired-samples t test was then conducted to test for a difference 

between the magnitude of self-bias in accuracy across response initiation (M = 0.04, SD = 

0.03) and execution (M = 0.07, SD = 0.05): A significant difference was found, t (29) = 3.50, 

p < .001, dz = 0.64; however, in contrast to response-time self-bias, accuracy self-bias was 

greater in the movement component of responses (see Figure 5). The implications of these 

findings are considered in the Discussion. 

 



RUNNING HEAD: Self-Reference in Action 

  

  

  

  

  

26 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Magnitude of the self-advantage in proportional accuracy and response time as a 

function of response phase (RT-interval vs. execution processes). Error bars represent standard 

error. **p < .001. Accuracy = proportion of trials in which responses were correctly released / 

executed. 

 

4. Discussion 
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devised to measure RT (from stimulus onset to release of the home key) and MT separately 

over a 14cm-distance (from home-button-release to target-key depression). Self- and 

stranger-related trials were compared, and a distinct advantage in the speed (MTs) of 

correctly-executed responses on self-related trials was found. In addition, the proportion of 

correctly-executed responses for self- as compared with stranger-related trials was 

significantly greater. An SRE in RTs was also found, replicating previous findings (Sui et al., 

2012). 

In line with our hypotheses, the faster MTs and a higher proportion of correctly-

executed responses observed in the self-match condition indicate that the SRE modulated 

response execution processes. The SRE could potentially influence response preparation, the 

urgency/initiation signal (Haith et al., 2016; Weinberg, 2016), or online control (Khan et al., 

2006). We ruled out that the urgency/initiation signal alone was modulated. Therefore, we 

present a novel demonstration that the SRE can enhance the execution of rapid-aiming arm-

movement responses.  

The aim of the current study was to determine whether the SRE can influence 

response execution processes. It remains for future studies to determine how the SRE 

modulates action. Since execution processes involve both response preparation and online 

control, future work is needed to unpick how the SRE interacts with these processes. For 

example, tracking modification of trajectories during online correction could determine 

online control effects (Khan et al., 2006). Similarly, analysing kinematics of the limb 

trajectories and parsing the movements into their initial impulse and error correction phases, 

and measuring the directional error (before the influence of visual and proprioceptive 

feedback), would provide valuable information pertaining to the quality of the response 

programming, for example (see Khan et al, 2006).  
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From a theoretical perspective, the ‘social saliency’ effects of self-reference on 

perceptual processing (Humphreys & Sui, 2015; 2016), in conjunction with previous findings 

regarding saliency effects on motor processes (e.g. Schmidt et al., 2006; Ulrich et al., 1998), 

raise a strong possibility that preparatory activity during self-match responses could have 

been enhanced via bottom-up driven processing. SAT mechanisms in premotor processing 

(influencing the information accumulation rate) may directly modulate EMG recruitment (i.e. 

the late stages of motor processing) – speeded responses can increase the rate of EMG-

activity build-up (Speiser, Servant, Hasbroucq, & Burle, 2017). However, such a boost to 

response execution may be qualitatively distinct from effects so far examined in RP studies 

given the involvement of a dedicated self-processing network (Humphreys & Sui, 2016; Sui 

et al., 2013b), which, for example, has been shown to support effects that are dissociable 

from those of (e.g.) perceptual saliency.  

One finding from the current study that sheds some light on whether the SRE may 

simply be a saliency-driven effect is that self-bias in response time was significantly smaller 

in MTs than RTs, and the self-bias in correctly-completed responses was significantly higher 

in the response execution as compared with its initiation. If the relative ‘saliencies’ of self- as 

compared with stranger-related responses driving the bottom-up effects were the only factor 

influencing response execution, it would be expected that the self-bias (as an index of the 

relative magnitude of the difference; see Method section) would remain unchanged in 

response execution given that self- and stranger-match use the same effector/task response. 

However, the current study findings were not consistent with this. In other words, the 

proportion of correctly-completed responses in movement did not simply reflect the 

proportion of correct-release responses. This suggests that the SRE interacts with the 
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different mechanisms operating during the two response phases; in other words, that the SRE 

modulates response execution through more than one mechanism. Again, future studies are 

needed to unpick effects of (e.g.) perceptual saliency as compared with the SRE on response 

execution.  

Another account for the speed-accuracy differences across self- and other-person-

related responses is that the latter are more difficult (Fuentes, Sui, Estévez, & Humphreys, 

2015; Humphreys, 2015). Activity in the dorsal attention control network during stranger-

match responses (Sui et al., 2013) is consistent with increased attention required for the task 

(Humphreys, 2015). In further support of this, when a differential outcome procedure (which 

facilitates learning of difficult associations) was integrated into Sui and colleagues’ matching 

task, the SRE was extinguished when supportive feedback was exclusively provided in the 

other-person as opposed to self-related condition (Fuentes et al., 2015). Difficulty also affects 

motor processes. When decisions are more difficult, they have been shown to take longer and 

movement preparation build up more slowly (Weinberg, 2016). Therefore, stranger- relative 

to self-related responses were delayed, perhaps due to a more slow-building preparatory 

activity that was not completed by the time the urgency signal activated the release 

(accounting for the lower proportion of correctly-completed responses and longer RTs; see 

Haith et al., 2016; Weinberg, 2016). In contrast, the shorter RTs for self-related responses, 

yet with no cost for correct movement completion (relative to stranger-related responses), 

suggested (following Haith et al., 2016; and in line with the second option detailed in the 

study hypotheses) that self-related responses were (more) fully-completed on release. It could 

be that if preparatory activity in self-related responses is boosted via the initial rapid 

feedforward sweep (Schmidt et al., 2006), the threshold for release is met before the general 
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task demands (see Thura & Cisek, 2017; e.g., response time-limit) increase the urgency 

signal and meet that threshold7 (see Weinberg, 2016). In self-related responses, therefore, 

preparation and initiation could effectively be yoked, and preparation could determine RT, 

thus optimising rapid responses. Such mechanisms remain to be investigated in future 

studies.  

One finding of note was that the proportion of correctly-completed responses across 

the RT-interval and execution phase were significantly lower for stranger-match responses as 

compared with mismatch responses; whereas, RT and MT were not significantly different 

across these conditions. Differences across conditions are likely to be underpinned by 

differential response strategies/decision criteria and neural network recruitment by the stimuli 

shape-label elements in the four conditions (self-match, stranger-match, and shape-based 

self-mismatch, and stranger-mismatch; Sui et al., 2012; Sui et al., 2013b; Sui et al., 2014; Sui 

& Humphreys, 2017). Analysis of responses on mismatch trials in an imaging study (Sui et 

al., 2013b), for example, revealed that the self-label exclusively activated the vmPFC, the 

self-label and self-shape were associated with activity in the pSTS, whereas responses on 

stranger-match trials activated the dorso-lateral pre-frontal cortex. The shape-label 

combinations therefore recruit different circuitry. If the ‘self’ elements prime the match-hand 

response (Humphreys & Sui, 2016), this initial response in the mismatch conditions must be 

suppressed by top-down fronto-parietal attentional control; if unsuccessful, a response error 

is generated (Humphreys & Sui, 2016).8 This could be attributed to the general (global) 

urgency signal that would increase in the context of speeded tasks (see Thura & Cisek, 2017), 

                                                             
7 The urgency signal is adjusted as a function of task context (Thura et al., 2014). 

8 Bottom-up priming drives effects of feature-based attention (Theeuwes, 2013).  
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in conjunction with the primed ‘self’ response, which would result in the threshold for release 

arriving too quickly for it to be inhibited by top-down control and the slower recurrent 

processing.9 In contrast, the response putatively triggered via the initial feed-forward sweep 

in the self-match condition does not need to be suppressed, and the recurrent processing in its 

wake (Schmidt et al., 2006) simply boosts the (congruent) movement response, further 

enhancing it.10 Similarly, in the neuroscience literature it has been found that movements 

initiated earlier tend toward default responses (Haith et al., 2016). Furthermore, in the self-

match condition, the shape-label conjunction may prime the response rather than combined 

effects of the separate shape and label (features). Conjunctions, not features, are bound to the 

self (Schafer et al., 2016), and it is this processing, unique to the self-match condition, that 

could account for the superior (bottom-up driven) enhancement putatively reflected in this 

condition.11  

The stranger-match condition involves no self-elements, and errors necessarily 

require generation of the ‘non-self-primed’ hand response, so errors in this condition are not 

likely to be driven by a self-priming-like mechanism. Instead, we contend that they are likely 

to be driven by interference from the superior binding-like action of self-reference (Sui, 

2016). Previous studies have suggested that self-associations tend to dominate expectancies 

(Sui et al., 2014) and, due to a glue-like initial binding (including between different 

                                                             
9 In the current study, no differences were found across self- versus stranger-related mismatch conditions, but it 

should be noted that a handful of previous studies have incidentally found small, but significant differences. Future 

research could examine in what task contexts these differences can arise. 

10 In RP, if the prime stimulus is mapped to same response as the target stimulus (i.e., in compatible trials), 

responses are faster and more accurate than when different responses are mapped to these stimuli (i.e., 

incompatible trials (Bermeitinger & Wentura, 2016). 

11 Once learned, conjunctions can modulate bottom-up perceptual processing of the stimulus (Reavis, Frank, 

Greenlee, & Tse, 2016). A holistic perception of the stimulus may be bound to the self (e.g. paralleling automatic 

face processing; see Schafer et al., 2015). 
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processing stages) can interfere with associations between other stimuli and that self-linked 

response (Wang, Humphreys, & Sui, 2016; see also Humphreys & Sui, 2016; Sui, 2016). In 

the context of the current task, errors in the stranger-match condition may be in some sense 

be repelled by the self-binding and sent toward the non-self-linked effector. Therefore, the 

lower accuracy in the stranger-match as compared with mismatch condition could reflect that 

suppressing the ‘self-priming’ in a mismatch response may be more straightforward than 

overriding the interference from self-binding effects during a stranger-match response.   

Self- as compared to stranger-related responses might also differ with respect to how 

much top-down control is involved in their execution, and at what point this takes control of 

responses. Large priming effects are observed when factors such as (e.g.) saliency boost the 

initial rapid bottom-up processes of the ‘feedforward sweep’ (Schmidt et al., 2006); in other 

words, these processes drive movement execution for longer before top-down recurrent 

processing takes over control (see e.g., Schmidt & Seydell, 2008). In the current study task, 

the top-down control required to produce correct mismatch- and stranger-match responses 

would necessarily need to take control of responses prior to their release (to remain correct). 

In contrast, the execution of rapid self-related responses may only become top-down 

controlled once the movement itself is underway (and recurrent processing has had time to 

take effect; Schmidt & Seydell, 2008). Slower responses due to task difficulty are less likely 

to be feed-forward driven (although there may still be an element of rapid-chase processing 

in very slow tasks; Schmidt & Schmidt, 2009). In other words, whereas non-self responses 

may be entirely top-down controlled, released by the urgency signal; self-related responses 

may initially be bottom-up driven, and driven to release by preparatory activity.  

Future experiments using RP and kinematic analysis paradigms are needed to test 
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these possibilities and would shed light on the effects of self-reference on response 

preparation versus execution. Furthermore, pitting established priming effects (e.g. perceptual 

saliency) against self-reference would elucidate (any) qualitative differences between the 

SRE and effects so far identified in RP. If self-reference generates dissociable effects from 

established response priming (just as effects have been dissociated at perceptual level in the 

SRE literature – e.g., Liu and Sui [2016]), this would be evidence that the SRE could 

similarly activate rapid responses (see e.g., Schmidt et al., 2011). 

The topic of how the SRE can influence action is fascinating and ripe with 

possibilities. The current study provides a first insight into these possibilities and presents a 

novel demonstration that the SRE can modulate the execution of rapid arm-movement 

responses. Elucidating the mechanisms underlying the SRE in action is a topic for future 

research. The hope is that the current study will inspire systematic investigation of how the 

SRE modulates action; for example, via exploration of kinematics and trajectory effects (see 

Khan et al., 2006) and through RP paradigms (see Schmidt et al., 2011; Schmidt & Seydell, 

2008).  

  



RUNNING HEAD: Self-Reference in Action 

  

  

  

  

  

34 
 

References 

Alexopoulos, T., Muller, D., Ric, F., & Marendaz, C. (2012) I, me, mine: Automatic 

attentional capture by self-related stimuli. European Journal of Social Psychology, 42 

(6), 770–779. 

Bermeitinger, C., & Wentura, D. (2016). Moving single dots as primes for static arrow 

targets. Experimental Psychology, 63 (2), 127–139. 

Cisek P., Puskas G. A., & El-Murr, S. (2009). Decisions in changing conditions: the urgency-

gating model. Journal of Neuroscience, 29 (37), 11560–11571.  

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. New York, NY: 

Routledge Academic. 

Constable, M. D., Kritikos, A., Lipp, O. V., & Bayliss, A. P. (2014). Object ownership and 

action: The influence of social context and choice on the physical manipulation of 

personal property. Experimental Brain Research, 232 (12), 3749–3761.  

Constable, M. D., Welsh, T. N., Huffman, G., & Pratt, J. (2018). I before U: Temporal order 

judgements reveal bias for self-owned objects. Quarterly Journal of Experimental 

Psychology, 59, 46–52. 

Conway, M. A., & Pleydell-Pearce, C. W. (2000). The construction of autobiographical 

memories in the self-memory system. Psychological Review, 107 (2), 261–288. 

Cunningham, S. J., & Turk, D. J. (2017). Editorial: A review of self-processing biases in 

cognition. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 70 (6), 987–995. 

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A. G. (2009). Statistical power analyses using 

G*Power 3.1: Tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research 

Methods, 41 (4), 1149–1160. 



RUNNING HEAD: Self-Reference in Action 

  

  

  

  

  

35 
 

Frings, C., & Wentura, D. (2014). Self-prioritization processes in action and perception. 

Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 40 (5), 

1737–1740. 

Glover, S. (2004). Separate visual representations in the planning and control of action. 

Behavioural and Brain Sciences, 27, 3–78. 

Haith, A. M., Pakpoor, J., & Krakauer, J. W. (2016). Independence of movement preparation 

and movement initiation. Journal of Neuroscience, 36 (10), 3007–3015. 

Holm, S. (1979). A simple sequentially rejective multiple test procedure. Scandinavian 

Journal of Statistics, 6 (2), 65–70. 

Houlihan, M., Campbell, K., & Stelmack, R. M. (1994). Reaction time and movement time as 

measures of stimulus evaluation and response processes. Intelligence, 18 (3), 289–

307. 

Humphreys, G. W. (2015, January 12). Understanding the self through self bias. Retrieved 

from: http://www.slideshare.net/citehku/12-jan-humphreys  

Humphreys, G. W., & Sui, J. (2015). The salient self: Social saliency effects based on self-

bias. Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 27 (2), 129–140.  

Humphreys, G. W., & Sui, J. (2016). Attentional control and the self: The Self-Attention 

Network (SAN). Cognitive Neuroscience, 1–4, 5–17.  

Jensen, A. R., & Munro, E. (1979). Reaction-time, movement time, and intelligence. 

Intelligence, 3 (2), 121–126. 

Khan, M. A., Franks, I. M., Elliott, D., Lawrence, G. P., Chua, R., Bernier, P.-M., Hansen, S., 

& Weeks, D. J. (2006). Inferring online and offline processing of visual feedback in 

target-directed movements from kinematic data. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral 

Reviews, 30, 1106–1121. 



RUNNING HEAD: Self-Reference in Action 

  

  

  

  

  

36 
 

Kiesel, A., Kunde, W., & Hoffman, J. (2007). Mechanisms of subliminal response priming, 

Advances in Cognitive Psychology, 3 (1-2), 307–315. 

Lakens, D. (2013). Calculating and reporting effect sizes to facilitate cumulative science: A 

practical primer for t-tests and ANOVAs. Frontiers in Psychology, 4:863. 

Liu, M. & Sui, J. (2016). The interaction between social saliency and perceptual saliency. 

The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 69 (12), 2419–2430. 

Macrae, C. N., Visokomogilski, A., Golubickis, M., Cunningham., W. A., & Sahraie, A. 

(2017). Self-relevance prioritizes access to visual awareness. Journal of Experimental 

Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 43 (3), 438–443.  

Maslovat, D., Klapp, S. T., Jagacinski, R. J., & Franks, I. M. (2014). Control of response 

timing occurs during the simple reaction time interval but on-line for choice reaction 

time. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 40 

(5), 2005–2021. 

Moher, J., Anderson, B. A., & Song, J-H. (2015). Dissociable effects of salience on attention 

and goal-directed action. Current Biology, 25 (15), 2040–2046. 

Ocampo, B., & Kahan, T. A. Evaluating automatic attentional capture by self-relevant 

information. Cognitive Neuroscience (1–4), 22–23. 

Olex-Zarychta, D., & Raczek, J. (2008). The relationship of movement time to hand-foot 

laterality patterns. Laterality, 13 (5), 439–455. 

Praamstra, P., Loing, A. F., & de Lange, F. P. (2014). Leakage of decision uncertainty into 

movement execution in Parkinson’s disease? Experimental Brain Research, 232 (1), 

21–30.  



RUNNING HEAD: Self-Reference in Action 

  

  

  

  

  

37 
 

Reavis, E. A., Frank, S. M., Greenlee, M. W., & Tse, P. U. (2016). Neural correlates of 

context-dependent feature conjunction learning in visual search tasks. Human Brain 

Mapping, 37 (6), 2319–2330. 

Schäfer, S., Frings, C., & Wentura, D. (2016). About the composition of self-relevance: 

Conjunctions not features are bound to the self. Psychonomic Bulletin Review, 23 (3), 

887–892. 

Schäfer, S., Wentura, D., & Frings, C. (2015). Self-prioritization beyond perception. 

Experimental Psychology, 62 (6), 415–425.  

Schäfer, S., Wentura, D., & Frings, C. (2017). Distinctiveness effects in self-prioritization. 

Visual Cognition, 25 (1-3), 399–411. 

Schäfer, S., Wesslein, A., Spence, C., & Frings, C. (2016). Self-prioritization in vision, 

audition, and touch. Experimental Brain Research, 234 (8), 2141–2150. 

Schmidt, F., Haberkamp, A., & Schmidt, T. (2011). Dos and don’ts in response priming 

research. Advances in Cognitive Psychology, 7 (special issue), 120–131. 

Schmidt, T., Niehaus, S., & Nagel, A. (2006). Primes and targets in rapid chases: Tracing 

sequential waves of motor activation. Behavioural Neuroscience, 120, 1005–1016. 

Schmidt, T., & Schmidt, F. (2009) Processing of natural images is feedforward: A simple 

behavioral test Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 71 (3), 594–606 

Schmidt, T. & Seydell, A. (2008). Visual attention amplifies response priming of pointing 

movements to color targets. Perception & Psychophysics, 70 (3), 443–455.  

Siebold, A., Weaver, M. D., Donk, M., & van Zoest, W. (2015). Social salience does not 

transfer to oculomotor visual search. Visual Cognition, 23 (8), 989–1010. 



RUNNING HEAD: Self-Reference in Action 

  

  

  

  

  

38 
 

Speiser, L., Servant, M., Hasbroucq, T., Burle, B. (2017). Beyond decision! Motor 

contribution to speed–accuracy trade-off in decision-making.  Psychonomic Bulletin 

& Review, 24 (3), 950–956. 

Stein, T., Siebold, A., & van Zoest, W. (2016). Testing the idea of privileged awareness of 

self-relevant information. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception 

and Performance, 42 (3), 303–307. 

Sui, J. (2016). Self-reference acts as a golden thread in binding. Trends in Cognitive Science, 

20 (7), 482–483 

Sui, J., He, X., & Humphreys, G. W. (2012). Perceptual effects of social salience: Evidence 

from self-prioritization effects on perceptual matching. Journal of Experimental 

Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 38 (5), 1105–1117.  

Sui, J., & Humphreys, G. W. (2015). The interaction between self-bias and reward: Evidence 

for common and distinct processes. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental 

Psychology, 68 (10), 1952–1964.  

Sui, J., & Humphreys, G. W. (2017). Aging enhances cognitive biases to friends but not the 

self. Psychonomic Bulletin Review, 24 (6), 2021–2030. 

Sui, J., Liu, M., Mevorach, C., & Humphreys, G. W. (2013a). The salient self: The left intra-

parietal sulcus responds to social as well as perceptual-salience after self-association. 

Cerebral Cortex, 25 (4), 1060–1068. 

Sui, J., Liu, C. H., Wang, L., & Han, S. (2009). Attentional orientation induced by 

temporarily established self-referential cues. Quarterly Journal of Experimental 

Psychology, 62 (5), 844–849. 



RUNNING HEAD: Self-Reference in Action 

  

  

  

  

  

39 
 

Sui, J., Rotshtein, P., & Humphreys, G. W. (2013b). Coupling social attention to the self 

forms a network for personal significance. Proceedings of the National Academy of 

Sciences of the USA, 110 (19), 7607–7612. 

Sui, J., Sun, Peng, & Humphrey, G. W. (2014). The automatic and expected self: separating 

self- and familiarity biases effects by manipulating stimulus probability. Attention, 

Perception, and Psychophysics, 76 (4), 1176–1184. 

Sun, Y., Fuentes, L. J., Humphreys, G. W., & Sui, J. (2016). Try to see it my way: Domain-

specific embodiment enhances self and friend-biases in perceptual matching. 

Cognition, 153, 108–117. 

Symons, C. S., & Johnson, B. T. (1997). The self-reference effect in memory: A meta-

analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 121 (3), 371–394. 

Theeuwes, J. (2013). Feature-based attention: it is all bottom-up priming. Philosophical 

Transactions of the Royal Society of London Series B: Biological Sciences, 368 

(1628): 20130055. 

Ulrich, R., Rinkenauer, G., & Miller. J. (1998). Effects of stimulus duration and intensity on 

simple reaction time and response force. Journal of Experimental Psychology, Human 

Perception and Performance, 24 (3), 915–928. 

Wang, H., Humphreys, G. W. & Sui, J. (2016) Expanding and retracting from the self: Gains 

and costs in switching self-associations. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human 

Perception and Performance, 42 (2), 247–256. 

Weinberg, I. (2016). Are Movement Preparation and Movement Initiation Truly 

Independent? The Journal of Neuroscience, 36 (27), 7076–7078. 

 

 


