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Abstract

Aim: The purpose of this paper is to explore the individual evolutionary threat to stimulate the
attention of the bias and its composition mechanism, as well as the individual existence of evolu-
tionary related threat to stimulate memory advantage, and discuss whether the cognitive load will
increase or reduce a person’s attention. Methods: There are Research points under the mission for
evolutionary threat boost attention bias and cognitive load conditions for evolutionary threat
boost attention bias. Results: (1) The evolutionary threat stimulus in consistent under the condi-
tion of reaction was significantly lower than inconsistent conditions. The response time of the
strong and weak evolutionarily related threat stimuli under the inconsistent condition was signif-
icantly higher than that under the neutral condition, and the response time under the consistent
condition was significantly lower than that under the neutral condition. (2) The subjects’ recogni-
tion accuracy of weakly evolutionary-related threat stimuli was significantly higher than that of
strongly evolutionary-related threat stimuli and neutral stimuli. (3) There was no significant dif-
ference in response time between subjects under cognitive load and without cognitive load, nor
was there any difference in attention response time between strong and weak evolutionary-related
threat stimuli. Conclusions: (1) The subjects have an obvious attention bias to the strong and weak
evolutionarily related threat stimuli, which is mainly manifested as the difficulty of attention re-
lief. (2) The subjects had a memory advantage over the strong evolutionary-related threat stimuli
for the weak evolutionary-related threat stimuli. (3) Cognitive load did not increase or decrease
the attention bias of individuals, and there was no significant difference between the attention bi-
as of strong and weak evolutionarily related threat stimuli.
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1. 5|

R WSS —, EfE ARG PRS2 X EER/EM (Zsido, Deak et al., 2018). HRIFER
AN R IRER 1, AR Ge N A BRI 70 T 20 =5 B Al b [RIBT AN R G N I AEAE A — DNV A5
HEMEM RS, BEARBSREEANRIRXA RS, REE—DINTEHES, 2012). Fi, SA NS
W Z . e in TR 2 5 R R B m A . BME B = fw n — B DORER ) 2 1 vhie,  JF HRH
G35 FRWLEE B4 T BRI AEE A T A M S v i ) (PR &l 4L, 2017) 0 MIEA LV BR 2
FAPE, 0B AT PUE R SR F AR IR R AR, WA R T B A X R B IE N T RE i 2 S
K J&(Gernot, 2009).

P WX AR B DR NS BB BRI AR R T, 8 T AR 5% R S AR R
(Ohman, 2009; Hakamata et al., 2010). Lobue A& Wik B 9, & IR 2 s B R A
TARZR P B (R TE R, AT IE BA AN A3 T 5 A A G BB ) B 7 2 AR 1] (LoBue & Matthews, 2014).
TSN 4~6 ZEALKM)LEENPIR, RIBMEE Tie. Wk ELK10ILE, R FE
Stof s AR S B A Y T 1, RSB IE W NATTE T L R S 38 104 T i 1 2 e R P (A4
P, AR, PEGE, BN, &2, 2015). AFXHIX—ILH, Ohman ZEAINK, HEE AR R R
o A A7 PR I RE A RO R SR AT HOVE R, (B AT A A B B fE . AN TR AAr 2, b T
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—ANRUEARRY, B A 5 3 A 5% () BRI (Ohman, Flykt, & Esteves, 2001). B4 A3 HAMExF
I AR PRV O ] T B EH R ) BB AR BE S, AN 2 4 AR B AR AR HON T 25 B (Lipp &
Waters, 2007). W1 Zsido &5 N8 3R B, — L BAR [ B A B 14 1 W A4t BE 51 2[R 1 ) 82 (Zsido, Bernath,
Labadi, & Deak, 2018). Fox % NfEULIEAT b, RAIShe. Wk B FE B AR R 7T AR 9 99 3E A0 AH OC B
FR SR, I TR IR T T 70 MR 2 S SN I 2 N T I, U B AR T 553 A AE 5 1) Bl
A AE FEBL I 2 5] (Fox, Griggs, & Mouchlianitis, 2007), iX7E—EFEE bR EE T 2R ERAI 5
R7] A RIEIARA LR, 8T 55 A DS U I, Tovk F BB Y AT R

RFB 73 I8 T 1HEAAH S BRI R Fe B b TR S B ), B0 o Had iz AR A gt 7. B2
TR I NATRE A A 7R 2 1R R B A7 S5 A2 A A8 (Wells, Beevers, Robison, Ellis, 2010; -+
HoZR, ZFERY), BRIl &MERRER, 2015), WA BETTE AR AT R, WIS TSR AE SS B
M5 BAT S B AR S, 15 A T 52 ) PR IR 28 B0 I T (SRS, 1 BBk, AT,
&AM, 2015), BT AATIR T i A AH OC B INBCR AR 235 BE A2 o AR I 48 T LA B A T
FAAE I 12 35, Y amagishi 55 N i i 1155 DN AR DRI 197 28 v 0 S P -6 A 85 R Bl 28 T AL IR R 3 AT FRA S5 .
S5 IR I, 58k 2 P T LRI BB AR 2 T LB A 5 s Y PR A HERF 22 (Yamagishi, Tanida, Mashima, Shimoma,
& Kanazawa, 2003). {HIXZESLE H /T Feab, 1 H Ik AR —, BIEWRRE Mg N4t
2. [B)RER

AR K A4 ARAL R SR 5 55 i DR IS IR SR A4 TR THI (21 JEK x 28.5 JEOK)#E4T
R EIARBFEIIUE R AN T AR O UM I eV E R A ], R B O ) 2 7 5 N R A
KIS . FEH, HTXRLHH LR —, BRI RIEA, B LA AR 4 1) 1 B
BT T AR O i P SRR D e ) B AR SR IAE RS B Ay b, e A S DR S 2 I, iy DA AR S
L A ERMYE 2 (Koster, Crombez, Verschuere, Vanvolsem, & De Houwer, 2007; #E42, MoK, W08, &iEX
L3, 2016) 94F 5%, FE38 e RO R B4R, Bl e S — S 261 N BT 55 ORI HEAT T LG,
TR TR AN G5 1A AH S BRI B 2 S AR E

HIR, HEFCUE AR T FAdR, SR A B I B AE 102 R 5 (Wells, Beevers, Robison, & Ellis,
2010; SEVTHE, M RER, GhfHFH], &BASEHE, 2015), (HXTFHHEALA BRI R IRA . BrBL, A
W FE R ARG SR A AE SC IR (e, 1ok 5 95 A0 A QBRI (e, J0) S5 g L A9 98 AN 0 T 7
I (1) B RO B AFAE IR F, I HARTCAMARXS T-3X P s R R e A2 A AN AP ZE R

Kbz A, A HEFE(Ohman, Flykt, & Esteves, 20071)i1E BIAMA X T 8 fip 12k 50 38 (0 93 7 A 17 A2 AFL A 3 66
TFEE DI RE, BUPME B B 340 TS A4 i A B T i 0k B B i e, AT A v AR AR
(Boyer & Bergstrom, 2011). {H 2T\ 147 far AU AR A 2 (A1 A BLAE A ARG 2E . L, A
WFFUAE B — AN S BR R E At Eon b — AN R AT AT 55 SR AR IS DA R0 7 5o T A A v 5 i ) 4D 52 1 DA S AS [ A
SRR S A T R B i AR DR TR R T e 7] e AN R AR AE 22 5

3. SEEE 1 RIRAMESS T A KB BRI B E B R
3.1 LWERY

A 5256 38 F R IE 3 (Koster, Crombez, Verschuere, Vanvolsem, & De Houwer, 2007; JHIZ&, #RUKCy,
P, &AL, 2016) KA T A T HEAAH S B R B E B ), AR AN T 5 A 55 124k
HH G U J R I A () A e 220 o I HLAESREG Hroim N b — m i B R o SR AR e AN M0 T 5 A0 55 2E A0 AH
SR B SRR 3 R A 1) 9 B R A RN B 43 b, 3 R [ I A R R R A o 23 o — SRS — Bk
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SEA TN TRMAE 55 (0 B ML IR AT A P S PR EAT USSR PR 2R A TR BRI R S BN R T Bk 2% A 9 RUE 7]
IIE s RSN BRI N TA— BRI . Rk 2z Ah, SEI6 e E S EAME
G5 R TR AT AERS T 50 A0 553 AE S U R CAZ RS, DL 2 T2 A B I 22 52

3.2. SEHRE

1) AMAKT 5N 553 AR 5 P P SR B AR E R A 1), R HAMAS T ot A AR S g P b R B R
S AT 55 1 A A D g P TR D3 R 5

2) 1E SOA 2y 500 ms [ AT, A4 SR Ak AH S o SR S5O 555 33 A A G B ol o S8 1 ¥ A 17 R 30
DRV T [ T A TR HE 5

3) AHECT A VERIL, AN T oR. 5 AR OGBS R A B s M T E# 2, JF R iE AR oG
J PP SRR ) PN T 26 v T 55 A A S P B

33. IERER

3.3.1. #it
SEIG IR AW TE 20~22 B IR AR 32 4, HA B4 13 N, A 19 N, HEr#HA S gz
SERS, AT R S R

3.3.2. KWHHR

AL L& 2% A < SCiik (Brown, El-Deredy, & Blanchette, 2010; Ohman, Flykt, & Esteve, 2001)i%& H T
B, —3% 230 5k Hr s 50 TKARIEAAH B B (e W), 50 5K 5REAAR SCEUE EL R (U0
), 130 sk VEE T (FE. KR 7. ). KX el A2 B 20 Ak IR RSEES o ) aa AT B RR EE Y 7
MR (b ], 2015) (LARRFEABA B, 7 ARRAEH RGBT . 25 H o dE AR O< B I J0R 55
TEAAE I B R ) BB R 2 S AN 3 s R AN O R SR R S R B v TR M S
HE D B TR Y55 ) e R R B S v R P

SEES 1 BEALA A bR B B 130 5K AR AR R, B RE AR SRR DG U R B 30 K
AR GG A S B IR B 30 ks BL AL 70 5Kk B ARR s (0 Bt %) o b 30 5KAE A FRHATESS
IR RE, . S5 EALAR SRR PR % 10 5K R 100 sk A = AR pg I s, Hide 20 5k
s HE AL AE G b B A 20 5K AR B 2H gk - A R R, 20 sk S5 D% B B AT 20 skeHe
B R a5tk — B X, I8 20 gkA sk B AR v - AR R

3.3.3. LWBEF

BN SLIG Y N S RMUE S RIS, ARIME S —3E 55 Mk, Hb 5 MRAUCHZI(T%, 50
ASRIERSEIAT S, 50 MR EIUHIE R4 20 AL - st . 20 AN3EL - b sont
A10 Atk — A RO o E RS 28R RO SRk 53RN r B B A A 7 A
RMEE, I IR A B LA PR R 1 — 8. FRAMES 3% 60 MRV, b 30 AMvkrh B
F A Z BT sRse T S IE G, 4k 30 ARV B R TSR TR SR st T B R . S 2 (RIS x 2
(RN AR N v, SERRAR A 1 .

3.4. LRKSTHR

SIS T 32 AR B, T IRIR A R 3 (0.8%) 1L AR, T LA RN S5 A S SIS BEAT 34
I ELIBR 3 B i S L B R = ANBR i 225 2 A7 1 S5 e i
SR8 AR FRI A 55 100125 S SR A D TR A B, R A R (it A O ) 5 R 55 A AR 5l )
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Figure 1. Experimental flow chart of point detection under no cognitive load
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Figure 2. Time difference in attention response to evolutio-
nary-related threat stimuli without cognitive load

Bl 2. NGRS E AR R BRI B E B R R AT E =

CEIRRI], BB ERN AR E, Faay=2.621, p=0.116, MRt T sk b AR 5% s b 5o 55
S ARH S R B BB 22 S AN S 5 SRR AL 3R 3 Foary = 19.897, p < 0.0005, 0 = 0.391,
FPARIEA —BOFAF T BIHINAE S5 SR 25 KT — SOk AR N BRI 95 SR s Il B A Tk
RPZL AN EE, Faay=2.804, p=0.104.

H1 T 9286 45 2R e R W B T BEAGAR S0 B RIAF AV R ), TS B DX 20 B AR SR AR T R AR
ARr B T XM, ARSI S I R SCRRIE N T — AN - P RO, R IX A Bl T
S5 A A O M 0 AR PV 22 v 1) 36 00 A Y T T el e e PR MBS 2 P 2 38 A [ R T Rt
R DR 8P ) SR N 5 A 2 AR T R S RN BEAT I BAR G ¢ KR, AIREERMT, B T IsREE (L
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HH SR U A 103 5 s LI B 2 /N T A M SR A R R ORI, ORI 2 72 21744, BRI R T s
A 5 8 o 0 8 P 35 52 TR IS, ey = —2.086, p = 0.045, d = 0.369. ifi—EUHE 251 N IS5 LA 8
I SRV 3 S RN P 2R TR I ORI ZE AN R, OB 2 22 -2.219, BB AETEVE R 2
H, tey=-0.228, p=0.821, d=0.041. A—FEFAM T 1 5RIEAAH YR B R B B3 KT
HPESRAE T IR NI, B2 22 24.397, ARF I AT T 53k A AH O U I R R AR R R A S tan
=2.291, p=0.029, d=0.405, A B 5 AF ™ ) 5535 A0 AR O Bl R0 )9 e SR I 35 K T ek SR AR R
(SRS, [ R 2 7259 22513, 4 IR I A XS T 55 32 AR S BB R ) AR R R, ey = 2.080, p =
0.045, d=0.368.

SEBGRE T =AY RO B S AT R R R R =, il 3 Fn, AR DR
JE R RN IR AR 25 7 83, Floe = 10.962, p <0.0005, n°=0.261.

0.00

! I
SESEL EEptd
***p < 0.001.

Figure 3. The difference in recognition accuracy of evolutionarily related
threat stimuli

Bl 3. #UCRXBEMRIAEBAEHRERE

T =AM A RN EHEREREE, AT TR PIE L RAFEZESE, 70 R0 s ge it
M IR B A B PR SR AT AR AR SRR AR ¢ e, Gl 3 s, 45 SRR W aimadt A A < B 3R
FOFRA B 5 0 R T S A SR BU R, 1) = —3.597, p =0.001, d = 0.636. S5HEAAHS<HHHI
B R R 2257 38, ten) = 4.126, p=0.000, d=0.720, RfJ5IE A0 AH I o 85 1 FA
IR 2 v T PR R st A S B RS PR RN R E R AN R, tey = 0430, p =
0.670, d=0.076.

4. £ 2 INEGA ST &4 T X TR AR X BB R B O S E B R (2]
41. ZWEK

EHT, STk A 5 B IR 1 2 O 1) 2 753 2 52 B DA SN A 37 RS2 A A7AE 4 B, A FE 38 D oxs
AR O B ) S I 1) R LTRSS, AR IEA R, PR T A S R
FR SR B (S0 ], 2015) 0 WA A T8 DA A4 T a4 AH 5 B A R 2 Al [ 2 ARG B 34K
FE R, A 2N EIHE IR K T3 (Goodwin, Eagleson, Mathews, Yiend, & Hirsch, 2017; Ohman, Flykt, & Esteve,
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2001). SEHG 2 RS 1 HAEAS B, IIGARIBAGRAE S, SRk — B TR T A 2 75 2 B AR AOxT T 9 A
5 HEACAR S B RIS B 17 s DASERIT PE T ST 25 TR SR 50 AR O P ) 385 ) e v 0 2
BAFAEZE S, JF H P B0 S 7] 70 e 75— 20

4.2. SEWRE

1) TR 2 BRAR A O T 95 A 55 32 AR S B R (0 S 170, AR DA RN 70 2% P T R R
IS 2 B S e JE AR DA 2 RO B 5

2) NHGTARAT T, SR AN S5 E A S B R R [ A AR R 5 22 5, P TR TR A )
I AR A M o

4.3. BERER

4.3.1. #i%
KA £ SEa i 32 44 KA.

43.2. LM

SFBAT R — 35 100 5K B, BT R TESR5 1 © VP L o A 55 AR SR 5Rgh L0 A 5% o3k 38 1) Pl (e
IR ) R 2 59 E AR S IR B B (U #8) %% 20 5K; ARER AR HERIBE A (e KE. . ) 60
ko IXECE SRS 1A = ULEC R B X, R Al - AR R AN SRR - Pk R 6 20
X, A 10 S PE - Bk . FRIREE A 2345 B AR R Gi— i T R EEAREE, A B a8
HYEsIFHRN—8. &5, BEYLAR 50 AN 6 MR p) 7778 “683924” , LUK 50 MiF RS
IR HI G «Hrxgex”

4.3.3. SEHFEFF

B — 3L 85 D ulik, Hp 5 MRUCNZRSIMES, 50 MR IER LSS, 50 MR 4 20 45
AL - RO 20 ANFFREAL - RSS20 AN - SRR IR SRIEA . S5 A AN
T A B RN it B A PO R U AR R SR80 2 CRIEE Y iR kA AH 5C Bl I OR 55 1E AL AH 5% 1
PRI x 2 (AR SUREANTE ) OB P it DRI AR B R 55 1A S 2 I RV J o fiv i P 55, K2
KA 4 pos

St SiE

123456
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Figure 4. Experimental flow chart of point detection under cognitive load
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4.4. BRI

LI BHRAR LS 1 —AEAC B, — LR e B R )8 (0.3%) AT RZ I < 200 ms & #>1500 ms
Hd 114

LA 111 350 s 2 R A g PR 28 S, SRINAIAS R (i A R i R 583 0 L A DR JB ol R85 A S 56 1K 7k
RN (— BRI —BURAR) N AR R T 2 x 2 WEZIETT 2007, ahrgs Rl 5 Fios.

GERRW, FIBSR E N AR, Fuay=0.230, p=0.635, BIamidt b AH 5% bl Hom 55 b A
S A B R S SR 22 AN B s AR B I N ¥, Fay = 19.051, p < 0.0005, n* = 0.381,
BIE AR — B 2% B0t 1 A0 DG U SR8 v R S LT 5828 T — SO AF RS s S B AN
RIRBA A HAE A3, Fuan=1.243, p=0.274.

600 i
500-
K 400
%] 3004
A~
= 200-
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SEELL S

Figure 5. Time differences in attention response to evolutio-
nary-related threat stimuli under cognitive load
B 5. INERSA T TR X BRI A E B R R AT E =

FIRER T X R ) R sy, BN T — AN btk - o PO, B SRHIE 70 10 T SR 55 3E AU AR O
B R A T 1) R BLAE AN R > b KR AN R A TR 5 v 2% T S R AH 5% B
W RSN AT A SRR t R, SRR, — BRI A s A S U R v T 8
I 5 2 N RSS2, NI 2 22 0N-9.772, BB AR I S T s A S i
B R E M INIE, tey = —0.927, p=0.361, d=0.164. —UIHE5&M T 155 BRI & R
JSEIS 5 PSR T BSOS AR R 3 72 R IRONIIN 2 72 86,956, TR E A MR AN 8.3 5 tay) = —0.595,
p=0.556, d =0.105, A S5 T R BRIE A AH % o 35 A0V F S 2 5 v AR 2 A T 1 S LI 22 55
Fo RPN 2 2208 33.719, HARRILIRT 92 A A 5 B R B R R BR R UE . tay) = 3.167, p =0.003,
d = 0560 A Btk 2T ) 55 BE AR O BB R BRI B S R 5 P R 26 A T B ORI 22 e B, UM
I 22 729 22.606 , B2 I Ao T 55 BEAAR 5% B KV S0 BRI R 5 taq) = 2.070,p = 0.047,d = 0.366

ARSI T IRFCNFA G & 15 23 FEMA R0t T HEA A 5 OB R E B 1, a7 i) TH AN R 2R 7
D B O 0 1 480, 1248 RO I I T SR U PR 2R TR 0 SR IR (RIDERII st B 1 2 2R — )
025 P 2 2R IR SO I (R PRI s R BLAE U R 28— ), A RAZARECR T 0, R WA R R i 17
BEACAH SR PRI, 0 R SR BN T 0, TR BB A v S i i T v

DA RAAS 2 (58 0 557 AP S P R 850) A 7 SRR (T S R 04T ) O LR, i fv T 4 O IR 2 B
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Figure 6. Threat bias index difference graph of different types
of images

Bl 6. TFIEE R/ HEMMREESERE

GERRW, FIBSR RN AR, Foay=3.754, p=0.062, BIimaE b AH 5 b Hom 5580 A
IR SR ) B O ) i A 2 AN R s e R OSN3, Friany = 0.010, p=0.919, BRI
Faf RGN HI AT 25 B BB O ) i 5050 BH S 2201 s RS B R A ey R ) 2 BAR AN 3, Fuay =
0.221, p=0.642, [Ft, XEest BEIHFE ARBTG5 Bl v 2 d 1) 7= A2 52
5. Wig

O AT UE B A T 1A DG B I AT B ], Ohman 55 A MGZEA O B 22 1) £ BE 32 HY
TRV B AR R IX — IR, AN AORT T A A G B SO O )2 O T R R AR R R T
KI, FEAXE E Bk FE (Ohman, Flykt, & Esteve, 2001). A #7836 R SO &L, WONARAARTE
TERRARERY,  JF A S AR 55 30 4 AH O Jg ol 50 5 1 I 90 45t 3k % 8 1 TR 33kt B 9 | A A 11 9 7t )
(Fox, Griggs, & Mouchlianitis, 2007), {BAE2IACA I B N SRR RIRIT, Bt AR TR 45 RAE — €8
FE LR T RMRRR B . IR H, X T A OGP R B R 2 R AL A Y, T iE bR
B B, 0T ARE IC B R R S e ) S LS AN RARIE R . 54h, DI I F0 iAo 22
AR BE W RUE B T AN IS e 5 AR Ay 2 o R BIAE BB A B 2 1200 % (Nairne, Pandeirada, &
Thompson, 2008), 2 #7833 T 1EAGAH 5C U B A 5 D BIF 72, AR SIS A I Rt B IE AN [R] 26
AP AH DG BUP SRR 5 AR B A0, I HARI 5 A0 55 33F 10 AR ¢ BB RS iR 12 RO =2 A 2
TEEZE N o

NTERFU LA, ARSI T 2 ANSEL, 5236 1 FER AR SR ALH DG ) )« W
w7, AERIGEAAR R BRI “TT. 47, DARARRAEBUM R “T8. KR & W7 REERA
A T 0T T 1A DR ol RO A = ), e L2 B B PR LA 3 3 M 1) (4R s 7y DA B s gt A AH
IR P SRR 553 3 AH S B A S VA 2 ) AR 22 5 o B FH T B PR O 55 SR AR 8 N AR T2k
A AH S B R IEAZ LA S . 45 R 5 S6 1 I 9T 45 1 —BU(Brown, El-Deredy, & Blanchette, 2010), #%
TRAFAE X 5 FH 55 1 AR DG B ) 3 S ), 150 B AR T P, A B R e A v e 4 B B g A A
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SR PSR b, (LR 55 AR S P R v R R B R B R 2 S, X 45 AN BEAIE
RARBRY B0, 33 B 30T B s v = 1) 5 NS I AR TG 06, 45 R TGE Ak O B 22 i B e i
ITRERE . AR5 A AT RE AR IR AR SE56 R FH B 7090 3 R ARG A FH SR AE 5 5 R 55532 A0 D% i ol o i
(225, Al S B I Joy A I o 3 v B AR A (0 X ), B, RN 555 3R AR DR sl R AR [ A B
FRAAFAE 220, A ASAEAE N T gk AR S B ) 5 1 e PR Y

A, I bR =AY 0 B R P A IR AT SRR AR DR B B AL, A
AR I SR A A D B SR P P A e R AR BB R 22 R AN B I, X 5 AR I R 45 R A — B (2
TLEE, M RER, WA, &BZEHE, 2015), X ATREAR FONAR S M FEME 5 F 40 08 5 ik m &
FOR B A 1S ERGF RC 2N o T 55 3 A6 AH G 8B R S B H B 2 R e 35, 553k A0 AH G B 1
0P DA TE A 236 2355 v T A g S R g e AR SC U S, 30 S5 A A G BB R AR B T T 2
INTANEAZ, PTRERAHF T LART, BRI AATTE D 52 B . WAk S5 5 1E A0 AH DG gy, 1 B8 22 1)
filkts . JISERE, N TIARAEI S, S5 S g B R 2 R AR AR I OB, N T B R AR,
NATTEEAGE ) T3 2 B T3k R AR S PR AR SR, B DL RIS B B8 4 1 n a4z, RIH TR 4T
RIStV 7=

N T PR TN RN BRI B AR A R, SREG 2 7ESEEG 1 SR BN T — M AR S
W FEAF N SO SR AT SR A TE T JE A AH DG BB B = v, AU SRR R, iR
HEA AR 2 B IO A 55 12EACAE 5% BB RN AN — B T 3R BN SRR A, X — i 5 RMERT
B T 5 A RIE 9T 45 S MR ] (Goodwin, Eagleson, Mathews, Yiend, & Hirsch, 2017). it i b 2K 7 f o) e
A AR R B I, X5 TG G AR AT ARt SR A AE D% g A AE S8 I A BT AN ],
AR A AR INAT 28 1 BN N SR A 25 Y AR 1 I — 3B o A B2 U, (A5 4l i e VR DR ) e
R 2B s b2 o B E s aEad v O ) i B AR A AR 1] 5 R 55 0 A D% B R R
FOACA TEN N AT 2 A T BB ) R 0TS Y, Bl sCPE DA N G725 R R AR D i P SRR ) R AR )
BTN RIS S5 A I = (0] AR 235 22 5, R W aaCOnT T E AR 5 g P R 93 ) 3 2 [ 2 TG
W, RS2 2NN BRI R . X5 Goodwin iz FH 1] VAR 2 g P IS H 1) S 50 25 R — 25 (Goodwin,
Eagleson, Mathews, Yiend, & Hirsch, 2017). {H-WAG#F 5t & 15 FH A &0 0 300 2048 B0 AE A SN R B = 1)
TR X R G B A Y i 5 TG A R AR B A A T T R A A R 2 S, IF B R e
XoF R AR 5 B P SR YA ) A e, BRI B 5 M A R g A A O B S A I, 2 A N B
PR AT, B ARASTELE T 5532000 AH 5 ol s 8k (1) 8 = A 1) (S0 /0 7], 2015) 0 IX R T AR SEIG WA W42
FITEAS [F) 57 ff 254 B3 004 5 O 1) P 22 5 1T A R T A B 47 fuf AT 45 AN 2 DA 7 R 9% 22 R R st R 5 3K
o

SRS, BT, a0 T2 A g5 AR 5C Bl R O CE A AL S ey, P A R I
ZE5, X RN RS RVEA IS, 5 Brown T8 A5 H I 7i 45 R —#(Brown, El-Deredy, & Blan-
chette, 2010). {HA W70 18 FIAEI TG AR 1 T AN FEISE AL, 3 H st Ao AH D i RN 55 32 A AH
SRR E B T LR R EZE RO, 2015), MR — NI T ARSI A R 257
Al RESE SR E NG R Ak, BN RIAT 55 1A 35 BRI B Il i T kA0 A 5% B )
TRV, 2R B AT T A S B R R AT R RS IR, B B R AR
RIS AN B AR KT A 26 A R, AR AR e J2E AL A D g el R ORE A7 N T I HLAEAT Jo I\ 97 fif
ZCE T BB R TR E AR DG R )V E R R R R M, X5 — SRS 3E (Amir, Elias, Klumpp, & Prze-
worski, 2003)42 H il 2 B 500 ms LUJG A 5 W42 3 vE B [ s, 25 5 W 80 A b TR kR 4 v —
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5.
6. FEERE

AR 2 ASSLIGERT 7 ANMAOR T A A G B A AR A AR Sy, BA BN g o TR
R, ST —SEENER, EPRAE AL,

Hoe, AFFFRACREE D, T AR BT, SIANAHIE U B A ) AR T
)R 22 5, R SR AT DU A4 A 1) bR 43 A AN A% T 1 A A G U IR TR A E 22 o

Hk, AT RRA T B AR R AR S B R, B 20 2 SR, WA
PRAt LA A SR R e SOk i 0 AR AE R . AR ERIIRE R, B B B A 4 R ]
BEAARE 38T S IS S 248z (Peira, Golkar, Ohman, Anders, & Wiens, 2012)if H & 4= 3% o AT % (1) 55
Z RN, S5 S5 A B AR 1 U BIAE R A TS v AR S AR AR T3 Rl B A A R v =
i), ERESLRM I R b, WA K M AR SR ) 255 SO0 B ARAIL 8 48 2 m L A Fn L R =
B, T S TR A 1 515 R (bl v A S TS A AR B b PR 58 ) A 36 A W 9 1 A 745 2k B Rl A
. B, T RHIRGE BRGNS, 2018). Kk AT DAFESGE SLI Ak, i i
PR AT 5 7 22 fi 2 2 P9 31 A D B8Pl 0 5 ) ity b EAT A o

TR, ARSIANACK F s S I FIE B 2 AR R R WTARAE, 1T BE A REAR LT 1 5 B ANk T 33 A AH O
R R AR A, FEE,  SERINE R TS Bl A F R AU B AR A RIS S 1], FTRRZE & A R
FIU AT U REA H SE IR I &5 R e J14h, ARSI — AR, FRATASBER € Pt hn i 9 4 4
FrR B EIE G TR RIARI TR, BRI HEAE ) S AT 25 a2 AR I FE R I o R & v s
PRIR M SR At AR BT LA, 7E OSSP S A AR 0 R G L S S e % S i I PR AR B e gk
A A S B P SR8 P 7 ) A o AL

B S R AR SRAE T PR S R

1) AT FT R 2 IR ) ] 5, 1) B9 = W 1) BT Mogg A1 Bradley (2006)f8 A48 20 A0 50 1
ANF KV B R BAEAS [R] 2 2 o TR ORI, 4 S I R] 9 200 ms B, 7K ST g 4E 3 25 O ) L
RACPAHEER . Bl Z BRI R3E 0, KA E B K. 7R FR R I R, Xy = ) 2 5
WIANFE R o X —FFUREH, B I O V R 0 e N, 32 S A A S R DR R o A5 2 0 B B
FEARRMHE T, PRGN R RN R X —A2 &,

2) EMREEAER I N & b, A B b s B AE IR B (W A 7 TH AT Re A AN B2 ) . Wt 9T A5 R WA S
TIERE— WA, B Y LR FEAEAERT, B 34 22 W 53 & 77, T FL BA—Fp Je iz il (1 77 2 (Azarian, Esser,
& Peterson, 2016). AR5 A] DA% & SRS 5 AR 7T, FoAE s 2 ISR .

7. &t

(1) AT A X A AH 5% B A P 0 i, 2 SRR R SR AT 2, (E A g5 21k
R B SR 0 R [P0 R B 22 55

(2) £ SOA Jy 500 ms [IZRAF T, Aiskons T 5 Bk AR 5% W ORN 55 25 LA 5% B R0 58 vt 7 229
Fe: HHE AR o A A 5 R 115

(3) ARATAERXS T 55 BEALAH S U A B AL AZ S 5 F HLXE T 55 BEAL AR S Al ) T AZ 28 R i 2
ot AR S B R

(4) MRS T2 A S U R0 N AN R BEAR A AN RN BRI, I HL 5 55 32 A AH 5 U R
VERUIN AR 7 AR IR A BE U8
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