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Abstract

The rapid detection and automatic attentional processing for threatening stimuli has great signi-
ficance to the biological evolution. In order to explore the difference of attentional bias between
natural and modern threatening stimuli from the dimensions of space and time, we conducted two
experiments by using threatening cue spatial attentional paradigm and rapid sequence visual pres-
entation (RSVP) paradigm, respectively. The results showed that the modern threatening stimuli
had a significant processing superiority, which was reflected by the impaired attentional disen-
gagement on the spatial dimension and the reduction of attentional blink effect on the time di-
mension, whereas the effect of natural threatening stimuli was mainly manifested as the tendency
of attentional avoidance on the spatial dimension. The results demonstrated that threatening sti-
muli could capture attention of individuals and maintain it for a while, moreover, this process is
less likely to be restricted by attentional time processing. For natural threatening stimuli, individu-
als tended to pay attention to the location outside of them. In conclusion, the present study sup-
ports the correlation-based model, which indicates the allocation of attention is biased toward key
stimuli that are meaningful to them, and is more flexible and context-dependent.

Keywords

Threatening Stimuli, Modern, Natural, Attentional Bias, Attentional Blink

Copyright © 2022 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 518

BRSO R 5K AR RYEL # F S RIS A SR, BRI AL POBMEE
1] % (Heeren et al., 2012) . 5 i P4 S 5 1) RO A AN 5 B4k n TAE2Epidh b B B S, oAb B A
A7 FH 10 B A 0 I B g i 78 v AR A2 A7 J L (Boyer & Bergstrom, 2011). R4 B - P33
H 1% (threat-superiority effect), S5 PERIBARLL, AT 5 F i B8 ) 5 R PR G A G 1 R S r 4
4% (Dijksterhuis & Aarts, 2003; Eastwood et al., 2001; March et al., 2017). & [ 4= FO B 22 0 7T R B,
H 4 BT 25 ) 52 B AR SC I 520 (Esteves et al., 1994).

MWL ER, 54 0B RO B 2 w5 A28, MR I A ] i 5 kb s SO,
T o P B ECRT LAy S AR BRI EAR T o SR B PR IO F8 70 N S AH S B S A7 5 I 7 e B (oK Y
W, BEaM5E), LiEdEEI R RGBS CI R GBI 4, ZHEONTHIG K ZBA 2 B A
JE s TSR TE ORI, B IR T oA R A B S R (A TI5E), BUELAR B . TR
FERAREIN LA, BRI R A E 2 . AR, BIRERAEE B - RN, (HAH
BT E AR B, DA B 1 R R B PRt B i %% B R AN il & RE(Blanchette, 2006; Subra
etal., 2018; Zsido et al., 2019). Subra %#(2018)R ML RE =TGN, KIS HRBUMRI B (nig) AL,
2 DLHAR B R (n s ) M ER &R N, B S S EE R 3 13 BH AR B M SO = 51 S B Ak
FHABAIY, Zsido %5 A(2019)F %L 1 SR BUMM I AN AT I By 1A L ORT A v I ARy s, 45 R 360, X
AR I B b 14D 5 1) B 1 AR B T TR . R, Zhang Al Guo (2019) & B, AR b B0 R
(R DEEE B (VMMING B 1 E i LAk #2) K 5 BRAC B R, Ui B 1 AR BB I B B 51 A A
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B At
~3

ES e

PIEZNRAIN T, tesh, WA, PRRBEA N 2R, HERE R R R B 3
AR RE = A 5 (Fox et al., 2007).

PR A 2R R SoF AN (] B 1 ) 2 S AT T AR . — PR A DG 1) R R AR R EE 12 (Ohman &
Mineka, 2001), AR HAEE —ANAS W7 M 42 Fo LV 7 o ) RV AR B, B it 2 1 sl (g b v s T A
SO AR, MR REE PROE R I BB . R A ARO RO I Rl i, R T TR
U6 EVSR B o X — W R AER B, AR H R 5 T 1A (B 1 4R) R AR I %o SR B el
PO IR . S — i TR e 1k (A 7 (Pessoa & Adolphs, 2010), YCNAAZAZIEA ROEE TR T4
Fo, T A B R PR DG I R G I T R R R TR R ) M ) TR W B R AR R B L
SCHTRE, R PR RS R A e B RS BRI TR BRI, 2 5 s B [ A R B g DR 11 )
BAH S (Broeren & Lester, 2013; Purkis et al., 2011), BV 5 fiw [ T HEA0 2 SCBAR AR, 1 HAC 8 b
R IR . 5 5% AR RN B P B i T 22 5, AR AR Ak = SO Ot D T A A
(RREI , SR SRR I B PR IE AR, I8 6 68 o A [R] S 28 ol P o S8 £ 52 i AN A A T L 3 41548 SR

SR AT BV TR R R AR [ A T R, 2 AR R R R R VA R 1 (AR (] AN 4 B (Coull &
Nobre, 1998), 7EZX[HI4EE b, 32 BB SR FR AR A VR 08 A s 0 At o PR X Ry = [ . ¥R 5 [ o
TR TR e S PO R R R AR ) B R, BRI LR RN R X M 2 2R A ) e R
TR TR MR A AR A T M AT T B D T, SR TE AR AN I R PP 4 R AL
BN T R LR Z s TR R FE AR VR R A8 1) PR ) LAA A B (T B 4, 2014). AIFARLR
B, ASPREENS TE BT AL ARSI 2 3 SR B, e R R e I (LoBue et al., 2014; AR 2%AE,
2015). Klein %5 A\ (2011) & IBLLE X E AR B ERIBER I T B h e . T IR s s, 4
A ) B 2 L 2 R TR0 N (De Oca & Black, 2013) A1 2 il 4 R 4t (Flowe et al., 2013). LoBue (2010)t8 %
B, AN EIAC B R I L B R e AR

FER )48 b, 5l I PR e 51 A0 i S 1V 20 (Rapid Serial Visual Presentation, RSVP) st gk il 14 il
ORI it (attentional  blink) B 52M o ¥ R Bk 2 T AN A IO 21 55— AN BFR (T IERG R A, 2
SEH AR IER 3225 200~500 ms A H I A HAR(T2) I3 % (Broadbent & Broadbent, 1987). #f
TR, T1 g s, Aefs 2 TPt i g 800 ms 22 Y T2 Jli i i 3R 5(Most et al., 2005);
024 T2 g, BER B 25 Js il i 1) B B RE FE (Anderson, 2005). Trippe %5 (2007 )X ik 2
TR R FATHE AL, I T 9 e, T2 g it skomlsges, % T2 BER R B, b
[k ATEAC N

ZEEFTIR, AHIE TS A S (RO (R 48R b, @ BN SEE6, 159 30 5 AR A IR B M I 2 (R A7
RN (A1 4E R A AR ZE S, X BRI I | R AR 1 B A R R A A . SRS — R
JB PN 2% 2 7 R R = (Fox et al., 2001), BT GFHb A By S A BIFR bR, 25 SAN[R] IR Jgl o 1 AL 22 )
B R mA . SR8 SR A RSVP YuI, BRI BUM PRI I (R b iR R e, G I R I T R
KN Hetli B A IR R .

2. SEH—
21. /&

2.1.1. #iR
K FH G'power 3.1 B, Aszit b E AN R =025, MEEAEIAF] 29 I, 8 HAE SR
7E 0= 0.05 i LLAF] 0.95. H TPk k2, W 5t 55 33 ik (55 7 % 26, k% 19~28 %, M = 20.52,
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SD = 1.75)&E S INses, Jo/™ B0 EPIN, AP IEM IR, IrA el v A F. adie i
L, RIS B O S, SERA AR T E IR

2.1.2. LIMH

SEAG I e B RN, 3y BRI R, FEHEAT T SRR LU . Ho, AR
R EECE . Bk S5 SR AT PECH . . EAE), DRI B MBI (R TR AR T)EE)
AIRPECKIR . B FRE). K00 205K, 80 KK . BAHK/INA6° x4.2°, SLIG T 45 4
HEHY 51 44 K2R (5 14 £ 37, 4ERD 16~29 ¥, M = 22.29, SD = 5.446) %} B A B (1 R EE AN B,
9 RN R) . PREERE (1 RN &, 9 FRRIRAE B 7K) DA B R BE (1 s B AR FEARAIS, 9 &
TNEUMAR B B 34T 9 P . AR EIR, BUIMEE A TIRUN N 2.77 £ 0.77, MeEEFEN 6.89 + 0.76,
M EREEE A 7.13 £0.73; PR AR N 6.14 £0.33, MRFEN 3.41+0.27, JEMEREE N 3.18 +
0.35. HANFIILARSE Y gl i P AE R o Wit R S g i PR b 2 5 .35 (p < 0.001), AHAC T H AR
Joim ek s IR 1 P R Ak B vy, MR FE A, UMM MERRRE AR . R A AR B (p = 0.516)
FUBIFEEE (p = 0.119) =R AR, EXM FEREE (P <0.001), MHET BT PEEF(6.39 £0.30),
AR A P ()T 35280400 (5.90 + 0.29) TEAK

213 XWRIHEERF

KHH 2 GRSERAL: FAR. BIAR) x 2 (B 26t A bE . b IE) x 2 (BB A R AR o) x 2 (46
R 5 H bR a1k, interstimulus interval, 1SI: 80 ms. 400 ms®) U&=k it RIS & A [ M
TE B 3R R s AT b5 |ES (Inverse Efficiency Scores, [ NI IERf ).

SRR A 15.6 ~FEoR8E L, BN 1920 x 1080, HREE EIEHEMIFE N 57 cm, AR
FONK(RGB: 192, 192, 192). VEML A KN 0.4° x 0.4°, ZRREIF KN K 6° x 4.2°, LZE FLF)E
LSO RIBEE A 30, HARE A AK/NA 0.3° x 0.3°, FRIEM A F0 4°0 SEIGRIBCKH E-prime 2.0 #4745
5o SRR WA 1 FroR, SAMKOOT MG, B e B e I — N AL, 2 I [R]ZE 200~500 ms
Z RN Bl , TEVEAL S W 0 2 B0 — ik A M s i B R, SIS [R) 2 300 ms, 7EIRIFG 80 ms 5 400
ms ZJ5, AR RSB 22 B — A SR A [ A D E Al SR 500t H AR 0 IR A B AT e
B, IS Al AR B, B ) s AR A . MR R H AR IAE R — AL R, A
AR, HBEA AL E R TR R . ZRIBBE 20 MK, B SEER I Bt 480 MK

200-500ms 200-500ms
v +
300ms 300ms
I N ’ +
B 80ms/400ms 80ms/400ms
o
200ms
. 200ms O
(1) H & (valid cues) (2) Bz A (invalid cues)

Figure 1. The procedure of experiment 1

1. ZW—REE

12425 % 5 b AR 5] 1] B A5 R (100~200 ms)ERF, £ 7 A 5 T S s 24 eF 4] 1] B K (200~400 mis )i 7% A= 3 2 5 128 PR M (Xu et al.,
2020). Pk, AWFFERI TS E RS, $EH 80 ms KT AVEEE MM, U 400 ms K51 AT AR B N XE
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2.2. 458
ESL—rh, WARTEFTAE S F IR M . IEMZEA IES [H(RNBEMRZE), nE 1 Fix.

Table 1. The reaction times (RTs, ms), accuracy (ACC, %) and IES (RTs/ACC) of each condition (M + SD)
* 1 NEFEGTHIRRA(RTs, ms), E#Z(ACC, %)F1 IES B (R RA/E#HE) (M £ SD)

RT

ACC

IES

B %A T B

BUHHTY HR AR HR R
ISI 80 ms 400ms 80 ms 400 ms 80 ms 400 ms 80 ms 400 ms
B 42954 +98.91 40365+93.91 427.71+96.90 401.68+93.19 436.24 +£100.67 404.32+93.40 427.25+97.57 40550 +101.76
T 437.68 +105.27 408.21+103.92 431.74+100.02 402.01+101.57 432.25+102.14 403.87 £100.56 442.13 +106.06 407.46 +105.14
B 96.94 + 0.04 96.85 + 0.05 96.97 + 0.05 96.15 +0.06 96.91 + 0.04 96.64 + 0.05 97.30 £ 0.04 97.15+0.05
T 97.06 + 0.04 95.79 +0.07 97.27 +0.03 96.61 +0.07 97.21+0.04 96.24 + 0.05 97.21 +0.05 95.18 +0.07
B 44521 +111.36 418.65+104.65 443.22+110.79 418.40+96.10 451.61+110.35 419.91 +103.65 440.15+104.57 419.85+115.18

T3 453.62+119.80 429.13+118.65 445.36+108.10 420.33+£120.12 446.11+111.15 422.41+117.70 456.03+113.62 430.94 +120.07

2.2.1. RRIRt
S IERAIRIR B S S B 45 SR AT 2 (i 26t A e i) x 2 (B2 B4R BiAL) x 2 (IS1: 80 ms.

400 ms) x 2 (BB A M ARG RO R E G E T 22007 G5 AR RR s [A) 32 23008 2 2
F (1,32) =80.277, p<0.001, i n®=0.715, 400 ms 25{F ¥ (404.59 + 97.58) 4 & th-T- 80 ms (433.07 +
99.38).

BT x BUER x AR =H A EAEA S, F(1,32)=8.735, p=0.006, fin®=0.214, i
— BRI RN TR I R BN IAHIE AT, JEROGRAE T, X A M ) e I S 3 R T B A 3
(p = 0.006, fiiin?=0.214), X BB IS0 Ve R MARRR IR A 2R 2O P B, o
T X B ARSI 14 S B 2 DT DU R (p = 0.048), B WX B SR B MR A A2 T R [l s 2K
ZONBUARER I R, AR T BSOS 35 T TE R4k 1 (p = 0.044, i o = 0.121).

222 IFH%

X 1IE S SEEG (I IE# R 45 FEAT 2 (B 264 vk S ) x 2 (B 2R T . B AR BIAR) x 2 (1S1: 80 ms.
400 ms) x 2 (ZRFEAMNM:: AR LB)VUHRRERNWE T 2500, S5 IR R [R] 3= 2408 1 2%
$#, F(1,32)=5.043, p=0.032, fii n*=0.136, 80 ms [JIEAE#%(97.09 + 0.032) %% & T 400 ms (96.31 +
0.046).

2.2.3. |IES (& B}/ IEfHZE)

IES(SJSLI/ TE 22 ) AT T AN A DA R0 T B T FE AR PR IR BT, R AN ARl SRS IR B AR 3%, IES
R, RFBARRIERZ . X IES (T 2 (B ot e, BltE) x 2 (B8 B4R, BiAR) x 2
(I1S1: 80 ms. 400 ms) x 2 (LR ARNME: AR LR)URREZMET Z500r. 5 R KI: Jl IR B
TR, F(1,32) =37.514, p<0.001, fk n®=0.540, 80 ms ] IES (447.66 + 108.93)\% % =T 400 ms
(422.45 + 108.61).

B EAE x EER x R =F R HAER R, F(1,32)=9.431, p=0.004, fin’=0.228, ik
— BRI W R B . R NIARNECR BT, TR T, X Ml 1ES {8 2 R T B
H(p = 0.024, fhi n® = 0.150), B[XFE0AC B2 I L v 2 AR TR o s 2R A B IR R B, e RS
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R

T X E AR R 1ES (B AT B R B (p = 0.043, i n® = 0.072), F U R H
A T BT R B 2R 2 BB AR, A A R I 1ES A T IE A5k (p = 0.007, i n” = 0.206)

Nk — 42 B ARFNIARIBE v E S ) TR B 22 5%, EAT T 2 (BUMEREY: BAR. BIAR) x 2 (RERA
BMe: AR RPN R T Z 00T, RSSO VIR B Y 1ES {8, Z5RRW: BB MERA
MR HAR 3, F(1,32)=9.431, p=0.004, fin®=0.228, Ht— AN TR TEMET,
XoF [ ARF ) 1ES ABLE 2K T BAH(p = 0.012, i n? = 0.183), B [ SR T BAA 5 i (4007 7 ]
LR N BRI, TS 5 R A 2 57 RN B 2 (p = 0.087); £k Z NP RIBLRT , A 28014 R I 1ES
B2 BT R (p = 0.022, fli n° = 0.154).

3. L —
3.1 5%

3.1.1. #iR

K G'power 3.1 B, ASIGrhd BN E f=025, SFEARLE 45 K, 2 EAEHRS LK)
7F 0= 0.05 B i) LA F] 0.95. BFFTHISE 45 £ 45iA(5 10 % 35, 4Fif% 16~28 &, M =20.4, SD = 1.59)% &
ZNsEss, JortEAOHEEN, MTEURIEMAIEY, ARG R T @R R s st St
i B S R B AR A, SCRAS R4 T R .

3.1.2. SLIgH

TESEEG —Fbl B3N T 20 kRGBT IR, B RN 7.3° x 670 SERGHTIE I A 451E ) 26
2K 3 4 23, iKY 19~29 ¥, M =20.81, SD = 2.53)%F T F 2 (1, MEAGPE; 9, AR
b, MeEEE(L, WJESFEE 9, WERTR)ET 9 SiPE. SRER, EAFUN N 6.27 £ 0.60, F
HIMeE S 4.10 £ 0.64.

313 ZRWIt5RERF

KH 2 (T2 g B8 IR x 2 (B a5t e BUME) x 2 (Lag: lag2. lag6) i — K =4 ik
WETh. AR & T1 M IEF AT T T2 FIERR.

SRR A 15.6 ~FEoR 8% b, BN 1920 x 1080, HRIEEIFEHEMIFE A 57 cm, A
59 A (RGB: 255, 255, 255). VEML A A/INR 0.4° x 0.4°, B K/INN 7.3° % 6°. S2I6 MK E-prime 2.0
BATHRE . SEERRAE WS 2 s, SEHRfE, B e 2E—ANEM A, R ILERIZE 200~500 ms [H] 8
Wl 22— RFIPOE LM TIE R, b T1 AL EAUHE(RGB: 255, 0, 0)FRic i 1E 7 545 7. 1 JE
JEPE AR ERIAR L Fr, HEOR A& TR S BISERT E AR BUARIR A AR 3555 . 755 T1 [AIBG 2 (lag2)ak 6 (lag6)
MFIE R G 2L EANERRCR) T2 B . T2 B MR RS BB SR ERIAR) A bl 2% 4 (b M B
PRI ZH A SR T . AN TS BN 1) 35 2 100 ms,  HI0EI RS 30 ms; MBI T2 G, &E LR
N, SRR HIWT TL B R IESE AR, W “IESL” sl BAn s, “Bir” Sdhas; REE
% T2 B RS NWI(PIEESE, 2012), G0 R mihRARAEE, BT mdaE. oI Bat 15 1%
IEAUSEER Y B3k 256 M.

3.2. &ER

FESE: i, WAALE A 264 T IER W 2 s,

XHE TLIERRRTEE T, T2 BIEMZRMEAT 2 (T2 FIBEEAL: AR, BAR) x 2 (B &4t k. BUbE)
x 2(Lag: lag2. lag6) =R R EEIME 7 Z 0. 2R KM, Lag FHNEZE, F (1, 44) =63.071, p <0.001,
i n” = 0.589, lag6 (92.97 + 0.045)1) IEAfH K i 2% i T lag2 (84.93 £ 0.091), FHLH! A& HIVEZE BRI IR -
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200-500ms

THRER

Figure 2. The procedure of experiment 2
E 2 LB _REE

Table 2. The accuracy (ACC, %) of each condition (M + SD)
2. FRIZMHTHIEMZE(ACC, %) (M + SD)

B 2 A ik B

B A H B SRS B
Lag2 84.62+0.13 85.42 +0.12 81.38+0.15 88.29+0.11
Lag6 95.44 +0.04 91.31+0.07 91.82+0.08 93.29 +0.07

B F AT SRR 5 HAR R B2, F (1, 44) = 22.337, p<0.001, ffn®=0.337, #f— BRI
SHTRRIA: T2 A E SRR I, o R B ) IR 2R R v T 3 (p = 0.001, i n’ = 0.229),
ST 6 AR B PR I v R A T2 S BRA IS AL, R R ) T A % N 3 v T R M B (p =
0.003, fhin>=0.187), Mt T X HLACBR M S v A IR 50 s T2 bl e s, e BRIk
R IE 2R 525 5 AR A (p = 0.022, fi n” = 0.113), R B RIECE 5 51 S gl i B 3k .

KM 5 Lag AZ HAEF 2%, F(1,44) =7.602, p=0.008, fn?=0.147, Bkt H 4
T T2 N HRHIESKIINT, lage I A IERIF B 5T lag2 (p < 0.001, fhi n> = 0.509), T2 AILACHI#
HAUNS, lag6 B (R IERAZR 5 % 55 T lag2 (p < 0.001, fiw n° =0.334).

N T SR B T TR R R RS (R, FRATTHEAT TR R R RN RN AT, R
T PNGE(2013) IR 7 i, I T T2 SN I A %6 B AR A FE (B lag6 251 (¥ IEAf SRk 2% lag2 2614 (1 IE A 2R)
KA EE RPN RN, G RN 3 s . XHE R BRI RN K /NEEAT 2 (T AR, BIAR) x 2
(B E: RrE. B IE) 7 200, SRR, BRI E R R, F (1, 44)=7.602, p=0.008, fn’
=0.147, VLIIARHS I =B AN T B AR, ROIA A AL B 5 il i e AT PR S o

Table 3. The amplitude of attentional blink under different conditions
= 3. TEIEHTHEERRBA KN

Wk iR
SE NN et 0.108 0.104
AR s 1 0.059 0.050
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4. #ig

AHIEFEEIL PN S, 9l A2 TED RIS [E) 248 PR T AR B AR R B M I e B ) o 5K
B — R B R 2 (R a8 T AN (A 2 2R Sy S T I 3 AR o DA T [ s s
36 R RSVP 5K, H8 7 ARG BAE i R 4 R LSy B p s . 45 R B, AR
W BRI g AR o R AN BE 22 R R0 T, SR B TR S8 A Iy B A R . 4 SRIE S
THET AR B, Ul BRI R SO, I ARG R, X S SR AN I e 1 s
AT SN MARAT AP 1R .

DUACEU MRS RN TR, AMAN AR SRR A AE, EARECT BRI, Mk
o EIATC e A R R . PR R SRS —) o BbAh, BRI R ECE S PO R R R, R
Mo B 2 2 R R (SRR ) o S SRUEH T M 5RO, B IS A I TS, SCRE T AR T AR
PEFIRAL o 2B, K P A AT A% i () S PR I I R G, DRI 2 EH A & o TR R AE (A
WHERES . Bl ENIRE 50 ) R BRI 2 (B I 33 % R L A J& P (Broeren & Lester, 2013; Pessoa &
Adolphs, 2010; Purkis et al., 2011), 3 & Bt U 53 e 5] 45 5 IR [ IS AMAFEIR R S5 A R R
FRAEAH OGP AL, SR EA R R TR . B RIEEE A, 2 5AMHE GRS BB
TR B N2 i) F R, SRR AH0E, ko BAA oA som AL . st
X IR RN AR 343 T i A pH AR BESE BRI (TR A5, 2020) 0 FEIARSCEAAE 2, 22 BN TG 1) 3 22 gk
1 IRAR BRI, BT S Sy MACAZ A S L, 2 REnen o il s P P R S VAl o SR, AR SR BN,
o AR B P A T S 2 S e L A ) KT, I S 1 AR B e T RO T (AR A,
2015), AEIIAR 2 o P ) 5 ) s R e 75t S B D A 34 AN B B i A R0 DU ST Pl e ) )
AR NMR S, LR 53 B AR AN U R e [ RS, g — DI AE O PR AR Y

WE AN, ASHIF I IR AR BB S Y T T Je R v A A R B S R R A, 5 Kllein 25 A (2011)
R TE 5 R — 30 TR B IAE, LRBRIRGEA N, BT IABU RIS, 5 AR BRI 22 30
FELF(SEEG—): I RAEMAIAE, AECT BRI, B ARBUME RIS  E R AR (SEEE ). AR
O SR A S G Py A T, PTRE S PR T RS SRR R X ERRFIANE IR, X —
BT AR B2 EEE, TTLARRIR S AEAE JLER . 0 B AR BRI ], R RE A R T [k —
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