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Effects of Text Clue Browsing Direction Spatial Position and Moving
Cursor on Pseudoneglect
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(1. The Key Laboratory of Mental Development and Learning Science of Xinjiang Urumqi 830017,
2. School of Psychology Shanxi Normal University Xi’ an 710061)

Abstract: Using line bisection task without text cue as the baseline condition investigate the effect of text cue browsing direction spa—
tial position and cursor movement on the pseudoneglect of skilled bilinguals with reading experience in two different directions. It was
found that under the without text cue condition when the cursor moved from left to right the judgment of the subjects was biased to the
right of the midpoint and when the cursor was moved from right to left it was biased to the left of the midpoint. In the presence of text
cues the interaction between browsing direction and spatial location of text cues was significant. The simple effect test shows that the
pseudoneglec was significant when the browsing direction and the spatial position of the text cues are consistent and the pseudoneglect
disappears when they are inconsistent. The results show that the text cue browsing direction spatial position and cursor movement can
affect pseudoneglect. The existence and disappearance of pseudoneglect is not only related to eye movement but also to the activation
levels in both hemispheres of the brain. The results support the visual scanning hypothesis and activation orientation hypothesis.
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