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Introduction Methods
Substantial behavioral evidence suggests that self- Experimental Design
related processes are different from those of others:
Not only do we remember self-related items better * Preliminary data of N = 10 healthy young adults L
[1] but we also respond faster [2] and enhance A
attention to them [3]. » Controlled photo shooting in three different

perspectives (frontal, 45° left and right) of
Evidence that self-face recognition is dissociable Participant and best friend (same gender) { } [ mplct s
from general face recognition has important "
implications for social cognition and face cognition. » FPVS paradigm [5] with own and personally R St i
The former requiring self-other distinction during familiar other's face during simultaneous ECG
social interaction such as for example in empathy. and EEG (64 active electrodes) recording cupct s

The latter suggesting that there are different
cognitive modules involved in structural encoding
compared to identity or familiarity related processes

* Implicit task: Detection of pink dot overlain

on Self or Familiar other (84 trials) Figure 1: Schematic representation of experimental

paradigm. Inter-trial interval during which a fixation cross

(4] - Explicit task: Two-alternative forced choice presented, varied randomly between 285 and 422 ms.
' between S and F (72 trials) — response hand Following, noise images were presented in varied length of
counterbalanced within Ps time, between 0 and 5000 ms, and fixed time of 2500 ms.

We investigate whether one’s own face is encoded
differently than the one of a familiar other in a or _ _ 10 |
paradigm of fast periodic visual stimulation (FPVS) HB1: Reaction time (RT) S < F (in explicit task) Cxplicit task. I which participanis were ssked fo decjae

o HB2: RT left S < right S (i licit task iIdentity of the face image presented. The face stimuli
[5], where self and p_e_rsonally familiar Oth_e_r_faces : et right S (in explicit task) flickered at 4 Hz whereas noise images flickered at 8 Hz.
are presented repetitively at 4 Hz eliciting a Total length of a trial was approximately 16 seconds

continuous oscillatory brain response, steady-state HN1: SSVEP amplitude S > F (in both tasks)
visual evoked potentials (SSVEP). HNZ2: SSVEP onset < RT (in explicit task)

A: Implicit task Iin which participants were asked to

* Faces flickering in 4 Hz respond as soon as pink dot appeared on the screen. B:

Preliminary Results
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Figure 2: lllustration of face images in decreasing order of phase scrambling. : e T :
Each image in a sequence of face images alternated with a noise image (i.e. Figure 3: Grand average ( N = 10) in signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and !
fully scrambled image) with 4 face images per second. amplitude (Microvolts) for the stimulation depicted in Figure 1 and 2.

Figure 4: Topoplots of 4 Hz signal for
. Figure 6: Time frequency plots implicit (top) and explicit (bottom) condition
- for implicit (left) and explicit 4000 — 5000 ms after onset of face
. (right) condition at anterior  stimulation (40 — 50 % coherence).
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. Figure 7: Mean reaction time
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Figure 5: Time series plots at all electrodes. Shaded [ 11 =XP T o
areas indicate 95 % confidence intervals. e familiar other (F) hand
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