(LEZFR) FRELSEERE N
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e Do, b, SR, K, BTE, Bie, PR, KA

B
HBA1ENL:

AR EEGE AT NG A, T S ot i ) A O v SR AR LR, LA
5 UM L B JES B MR G T T AR . X — A LEAT — E B ME, SCE RS R
ECEIE T, 47 AR NG FE AR 0 A 3475 3 — SRS 8 o B SCEEAE S VRS THIA7-(E — 2K )
EE, HAkwF:

e RN

B BT E ha RO SRR B AR R SCE 51 A B ET BIE FE TSR A
ATl 87 SIS EIFS E A E3 v iyl G IPE o = SN I = b & 9 0 17 A G P =N
R ? XA NG SR S HER kS, AR HT S b SE s S8 4R, ARl A AT O BIF
Fo P REHED AR A
BIR7: B H AR LR EREN. PR e, AT IESCh Rk C &k
T, TR WIS O AR

SV ST B AN A PR Bl A 2 08 A A A — AT [ oA 228 A0 A5 — T ] 2% 45 fi [X
B AR S RO, X P A I % 5 AN AT B 0 TR Y A O 1) 55 5 AH S (Arnsten, 2009;
Hermans etal., 2011). —J7 [, SERIE SR A AR —Rr 07 [l 1 2% 135 1% (Cousijn et al.,
2010), AHEAN A o ) R G I (Debiec & LeDoux, 2006). Cousijn 25 A 78 & B 2 B
BOER T AR FI Y BEE [ M (Cousijn et al., 2010). Rued 25 N FIAT N2A0T 78 R B, ML T
SV IS TOPR S RS ) 380 ol R A T P B A e ) A B PR YR A B, o B R AT
Sz B B 5 (Rued, Hilmert, Strahm, & Thomas, 2018). [FIf£E ERP A7t & Bl a1k o7
o S8 SO0 B I ) TR B BN, SR R S BAE G N1 o 3K (Law,
Weymar, & Hamm, 2015; Shackman, Maxwell, McMenamin, Greischar, & Davidson, 2011).
AT JR ol R ) T ) 5 A AT AR — R T [ 9 4% 55 %% A 55 (Carlson et al., 2012; Carlson &
Reinke, 2008), St Sias S8 I 2 (135 5l 38 R ATTHEI Btk S 38 5 AN 4 pal o )
WHNEEEN . F—J71H, SN s AR 4% 175 14 (Arnsten, 2009; Qin, Hermans,
van Marle, Luo, & Fernandez, 2009), 554Xy i 42 i1l 95 U5 1943 Fi (Meconi, Luria, & Sessa,
2014). Qin 5 NHIF T A LML 25 O AR 17 DR DX 3 BTt B S22 o T B2 23 B33 (Qin et
al., 2009). [, 5EPERNEBARSCEN (WM&, IHESE) 1) ERP BT A BL 1 R 45
H(Meconi et al., 2014). Meconi 5 N\ R IR FE RS /K2 i 7 ABATTX A FTE AR RTL Ol
PO e SRR A, S B ACEAMAZEAS TS AR L _E ) SPCN M EUARER FE /K- ANk
5K (Meconi et al., 2014). /™A Jal B R 5 = B 5 T3 X 2545 5% (Fecteau & Munoz,
2006; Gottlieb, 2007), Itk N o1 F 2 2% G B o PRIELFAT THED S e RO 5 35 MRS
VR P STV AR



g b, SRR RE 20 R A AN R I A AN R R o B Sk BLRORT fE 2 1 5
AN BRI R R E TR 5 AN AT OB RIS R ER o SR T, AR TR AR S
AtV AR 5575 A I LU N = BEAT RN 55, JFES & SR R ALBOR, W FT Sk B
P AT B RS T 1] AR o ASHIF TR, Uk L 2 18 o A T JB il
IR E 1], A58 35 AT B R T AR R o G R S S i A g B SR ) T 5
[, WUAEAT 9 b R L P i R L B R Ay g s, AR E R B A H S — BUR AR
SR 2 Z2 R TP AL, AE ERP Z55R b, BRIl 75 R SIS A2 BE ) N2pe. 4
R SR LA AT B AV AR T S A b R AR AT O B R B TS
EEER, A —BURMSARERE D BCR I R NN Z R TR /£ ERP 455 L, Bl
A2 5 B LA A A BE ) SPCN

B 2: B2 AT MRS R TSR . BUORAE O s NI A i LA RS £
ey AR REZESR, (B2 MR E -85 F1-55 3X PN 1] s b P 2E 1) 22 7 AR & K,
JUFER 0 RS — 8 CEPIHFEA RS X E A EWAHAS R EAEREER . WR
WAAEREER, BT HILIXFIEHL? P PN 8] U AR AT 55 B R,
A DUE BUR AT S BRI IRER SR, AROZH I SR S8 E G — PR A G 3.

IR : I H L X FE TR W BIRME P HE #EK-85 min H1-55 min 1X 5N 8] A _EFT2
2 aAEE K, JUTFIR 0 mAER — 3. (HEHdE 4 Hr#£-85 min (F(1, 27)=0.83, p=0.37)
A1-55 min (F(1, 27)=0.39, p=0.54) XFHANE] SRR E 2. HIUXFE R
DRI ] e SO SR I I B ZERBGR IR T, MILBIBR T 46 ikt Sy B A Mk, HLIEBERS
BONTEN, IXFh SR SRR — e R gl RAMER B B2 80BN E . [,
WX — G R ISP AT T, AR W IE S i e AR oy

“lRlA, FEAESPEAE A EAT S5 -85 min (F(1, 27)=0.83, p=0.37) fl-55 min (F(1, 27) =
0.39, p=0.54) MR ARSHEE LR K EE 2 57

B 3: B 3a R n AT BRI, FEBA WS 342 ) 4G B8 R R E B R RR I 25 51
RIS E EE LA R, HHBN RN, 14 R,

5] Rz« JER o A L K1 DR W o ANBIF T AT N 5 b A W 52 B4 i) A A A T g SR A
BE [A) B R R 10 45 B 5 AT N B U 3 A —E((Bar-Haim et al., 2007; Kappenman et al.,
2014; Kappenman et al., 2015). Kappenman £ A\ A F 5 ZRIIAT 55 5F 50 R IR G2 AT il = v
EIRAFA AT B A A AE T3 5500 17 1) EL B UE U (Kappenman et al., 2014; Kappenman et al.,
2015). HJFERHEATRERZ: 1) AT AR ZE S EERIEA S 1), T2 E0 bl 5 B AR e RIS 26
BRI B AL 1) B ARTUH R g RIBINAT 55 0 K M SR VP AN RAE AT T 55 AH B 26
PR BRI UL R VAL 2 77, (B R 0 25 SRR AT 45 TR B4R S REAN 517 48 0 8 )
B, 2) 7RSS, B0E =R SRR 85 7 i R T 46 A0 B AR R TR 46 -
BRI, AT BE S W) OCTE PRI, (BAE B AR I ATffRR . e b, B P AL S %
(shifts of covert visual attention) I §&<x 7 PR R )T Bl P & 2B, A AN R 75 22 50-100
ms (MUler & Rabbitt, 1989). [k, ISR AE H FR I I R 77 MR R s g o o)
SN B AR, A7 NI E W] RETCIE BRI BRI 55 AN o0) R W ia % 4% . 3D
AT AE R RN LR R R ] e, 2T 500ms, F-T W82 207E: & ARER 1A & VE B E M)
(k& SN, 2014).

EW 4: HIEHd, N2pc 5 SPCN # & fithis, & R—F N2pe 51w 5E [H) 2 A%,
AT SPCN 57 = il & 1IEAH % .



EIRz: B HFRLTRMEREN. AT AEERYE ERP AT, HEZEED
T A& I FE 5 ) A S AR 5 T FL s 70 2 TR B R DA, oK B — 2 R S e R S5 v
BOE SRR RO R B, AT 74785 5 Lo A GG R, By
SV RIS P [ R AR R (PR D I 5 SR o FRATTGE B 1 R 2 A o) 4 7 Jol e 1 1) 22
BT N2pc. SPCN 7EMZH b 22 7 73 sl AT AH G 20 A o azs U LRl 73 N2pe AT SPCN 3 il
N B B E R B AR 1 TR, BE R SAT AL, B e R o) B B S R
AT 55 T AN ok 5 1 70 384 () 4] 4 %% 4% (Kappenman et al., 2014; Kappenman et al., 2015). Bk
B TEAH P 25 L IE ST H I Ak

N T DR SR RO R R R R AR RR IR, FA T TN P AT i 2H R
JR BB B 1R 22 A0 N2pe. SPCN 7E P ZH F 18 22 5 40 il b AT AH DG o0 i o 2L 1) 52 o 3t & 72
DL 3 ek 2 A )3 R, R SRRERS EO 40 min A0 min B PR R 5T A FE ZE A .
N2pc Fl SPCN 1 2H ) 22 55 Dy 5 2H -5 42 il 26 1o Hh i o B ) 2 PN IX SR TRIAR () 22 . 45 SRR I,
2H IR) 7 o 4 B 75 S 5 N2pe FOZHA) 22 5% (r = 0.49, p = 0.041) A1 SPCN fy4H [A] 22 5% (r = 0.47,
p=0.049) ¥WEAEENIEMILKR,

T CE R )

B S5: w36 HHalh NEHA Z DN, EHIHAEZ D AN?
1R B AR T R F IR . Cqe o AL B BT B0 VEIE WLIE ST B A )
oo« (MRS 18 ) 7
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“HFSRIEI I R, #0225 ORIE IR 22 0 RN 7E 1100 ms P42 k B |4 i[5
TR GEEBKT)
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A BHATIES. PR IR SO i O R R

“HERRIBS TR R, Bl EAEGRAE IR R A RN #E 1100 ms B2 k =l | 8] i[5
TR (FEEEUK) 7
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BB FAIRH) N2pe il LA B 25 . R, 1FERS 10—k R0 o6 g il
R T 17 DR DR A 3 A AR B R 3 A X AT e RO S RN T T 5T
TR R AR SR AT I 2% (14 Th BE FIT R

SO T R TR 2 A R4 R R AT AT S0 H B, B R 1 S B A
1] 70 HE 3 ERP, ACHIL T SV SEBON T T ) 55 0 B 2 OO LT AR 0T B I 33
ARARTE NI T RE R BB LS o MR SCIR BTS20, BAEE A Sk
REFCRZS « 70 BTE € [ S ARER, T HRA 1A B S OB R ARG R B0 A AT IR . 2
PE TG WEUER AT EE, R WU SEIR i T, BNt e AR,

B SR RO 48 A 0 I R ) AN AR R IR A A T R TRA, (ERE I
T FRRTE FOAT L R o B SRR FT H AR ¥, SR AR BRI S A&, E5] 556
Gy AT DAE— P et ) S SO (T o R [ R AR R T BEAEAE A R, 5 2
FEVRN P ) B
[B] 57« B A X BT W o A T IR N R S LA i oy 5 [ R B A R T AT
FEANRIFEM, FRAT 5] & 5 A SRR AT TG TRIE WIE SO i (o AR5 4

SV ST B o 20 R0 AR 3R B AR A 2 o A AT AL — T T ] 19 28 AR A — T PR 28 S5 i [X
B A R R, XA X 2 5 A AR B SR ) 3 R ] R B AH 5% (Arnsten, 2009;
Hermans et al., 2011). — 5 1fl, P REE2 18 9 A A A% — w405 2] /0 25 1) 75 4 (Cousijn et al.,
2010), {EEANMAKT B I R G (Debiec & LeDoux, 2006). Cousijn 25 A\ 5T & B a it v
BB T A AL I BEE [ B (Cousijn et al., 2010). Rued 25 A\ AT NS0T 58 K IW, ANkt T
P I BRSO 281 o 5 P T b A P o) B A T 25 BEARG, X BB R AT R
S NAR 34 B 5 (Rued, Hilmert, Strahm, & Thomas, 2018). [A]iS7E ERP F 53 w1, & I R S i
2 BB ARG B R R A N, R B FIHR SR A SR N1 Ao 18 K (Law,
Weymar, & Hamm, 2015; Shackman, Maxwell, McMenamin, Greischar, & Davidson, 2011). 4>
AR JES B AR R 5 1) 5 A A A% — R 0T ] 10 28 5 %% AH 5 (Carlson et al., 2012; Carlson &
Reinke, 2008), SN2 E DI 28 K55, B8 b FRATTHEN S B 2 38 i A0 Bl i o)
WHNEREEN . F—J71H, SN s AR 4% 175 14 (Arnsten, 2009; Qin, Hermans,
van Marle, Luo, & Fernandez, 2009), 554Xy i 42 1) 95 U5 1943 Fi (Meconi, Luria, & Sessa,
2014). Qin 5 NWFFT A BN 25 B RS 1 DR DX S b g ot e 2% o Toai Bz J2 1 0 (Qin et
al., 2009). [FIINy, HEENBAHCHR (IndEr&. #ARSE) 1 ERP W7t R I 1 2R 45
R (Meconi et al., 2014). Meconi % N R ILMAE I FEREZK 32 iy 7 AR X A el ST AL Qg
O B SRR e, =R AT MEFEA n S AT LR SPCN M EU AR A FE 7P AN
B K (Meconi et al., 2014). A AT JF 8 1) = A B 15 i— T I 28 45 9% (Fecteau & Munoz,
2006; Gottlieb, 2007), kNS F %% KNGS o PRIEFAT THED SrE R 5 35 MRS
YN GOPE = 45

g5 b, SR RDEAT B2 X R 1) B AS [ R B AR AN R 52 e o RISt SORT e 2 1 o
AT B R R R R, A0 TN P IO AR . BT, ARBEFUR AL VT
VA FEAT 25 5 AR R LR BE i 13EAT BRI 55, FE45 & ARG HALE R, B FT 2t B
RS M AN AR KT S S 2 s ) PR R o A FEARR AL, S I8 2 4 5 A A 5o J 3 3
[ 7 [ 5 AT B R v A B o G SR o e ISR 5 A A XS B8 SR R P v R



e, JUEAT g b S A b ) A R B L SR 3 8 RN, ARE R BU R S — SR
SR Z ZERTHEMIH £ ERP G02R &, BB I 2 175 A SO AL A £ T 4 1) N2pe.
SRSV SRS T AT B AV R AR D S I b ) AR AT O e AR TS A
EEER, A —BURSARERE ORI R NI Z R THEHI4L: /£ ERP 45 L, Bl
A2 5 B N A A BE ) SPCN

B 2: WEBEEREEEERE, Hal (R vs 4D FER GEM vs @R Z A
A HAE RAAGE B4 2% .25 7K1 p=0.099, #7845 S Sl 25 1t R8O B AP LB /N . el g
PRAESEEG 45 R B T SE AT M 2 @i TSR H AT MEURAT AR ? (25 34D
[B1 R : SRR L KW T B L AHIF T AT o B 3B PR RUORL RN, AT RE R TR
FH SR AT 25 AT 63 R Al [0 B A 38 PRI AT g i 8 38 V25 3R AS A A 5o g P R A 3 75 ) 1) L
FEFHE (Kappenman et al., 2014; Kappenman et al., 2015). Rt ASHT 58 7247 92548 bn i JL A
by EIEE T R AR A BE N RUBKY ERP 547 (Woodman, G. ., 2010).

B 3 AL B LA D¢ AR 5K, H ATAUSCR A s RIS (1 T BRI (B 2 A, B
O ZE s BUGE T DL SRR 2R 5 NN LT accuracy AT RTs 1) trade-off, 3845 /X [H]
AR S S FaAs, AT DABET B B IR R I VR A R AR R
IR : SR LT RKINE TR N ABFFEHER H bRl 7 0 05, B 2 e LRk I
BRI [ AE 1100 ms P RE% k Bk | AR IR s (0 07 1) (R ELEKSF) ». SR 4 R
R, LA I 2 AR AE —BUR AR A — B REEE 5 70 T 251 1)1 S5 IR R R 5
i 94% HAFEAERE 2%, F (2, 102) =1.21, p=0.302 (AKE 1 (a)); [FI; RS A
HHAMATE— M A —BR AR B B A4 0 T3 R B ANAE R E ZE 5, F (2,
102) =0.12, p=0.988 (ULEHFE 1 (b)), FHHMNEH FKE, —BRA—FM TR IE
BRAG, RMET, BT AR 5 H A7 78 T8 R5E vH A S AU A

WAk, Sk B A SRR AR AR LG, AR FE R B T O ) BE R EUK ) ERP 4R A5
(Woodman, G. F., 2010). MAWTFT A HIEHE 73 B 45 R A TR A R K E, ERP abREE
B b S AR LE YR 2 ) _E A0S Bhid 2 (Kappenman et al., 2014; Kappenman et al.,
2015).
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U 1) HPA-axis 1 Bz Jot B 730 , 33X 799 78 55 Ao A 60 DI e PR 8 59 7 £ B 2 (1) IS 280 MEARFIE (de Kloet
etal., 2005, Z'#KFE4% 2013; Hermans et al., 2014). Jyit, FRATTAT DLHEN S0tk N oeE: & oh g
(R 15 AT REAE B AR S B AR R I A [ B SRR AIE o At R T, Rtk LIRS O 0
A AR ZE I BB AR B S AN [R] T 56 B i IR (2 o 3X M) REME S8 R AEAF IR AR Z
[B] R = B A T S B o D 7 BRI B ORI R T R PR 7 AT e AR A R R G 5
IR IR AN E] R FE M RAAE, FRATTHS 480 A SEIGR 4% JEIN (R BEREREAT 143, R NI
LI IR 240 A, HA —BEAFNA — RS 90 A, FPEXTRIRE A X% 30 1> 4R A
W, TEAT R COLBEE 20, RO R il 4 78 R A e rA i ok by 3 1) R A o
WIAIAAERE 2R . /& ERP fabs b, £ N2pc [Rf A & XAV E - (LI 3 (a)), M
TN HI A AE B R Ak B SN FAE R % 5 . #E SPCN (R a] & X ek i AR A |
(K 3 (b)), M MmizEdl AR Ak B REER, Rk bR
(0.2740.06) 3 = T H41 (0.0940.06), p=0.033. WAL KA, SPERESIE N
XoF BB HIEOE | (N2pe AR, 35 ek BB RSN =i b (SPCN AR KD T 42 %
PLHERL, BRI N2pe A1 SPCN #BZ A8/ o XA AR Sz 45 S 10 B Sk N S0 S 25 8 Ny s g 1)
FOfFE R R e, AN DAAEB P AR — 2

AT FCILAS GE A RN T ZERE _FIX 3 H St SIS A (1) PR s B 22 8 g s 2 R 42 1Y)
PO T TR B [ RV R SR AN RIS, JR DR 32 2 LR N D7 T

LARHIFE A TS5 25 AR IR BR ], oK REATFH 22 38 AR FRASCR AR AMA 1) 0 FR S TR IS R SE )
FHIRFERR, P ATCIERIAE R IIAT 55 B-AT iR v, PR SSE AR Gl A U R 2RI T o 3RATT
AHr NCE BRI, OZFAUNAE SECPT AR5 AT rh s g 0, 172 SECPT A5 45 5
5 T AR R TE) Y R 5 3 1E S 7KSF - (Mlinkley, N., Schréder, T. P., Wolf, O. T., & Kirchner, W. H.,
2014; Luo, Y., Fern&dez, G, Hermans, E., Vogel, S., Zhang, Y., Li, H., & Klumpers, F. ,2018),

2T AT RAEE T SECPT AR5 45 J5 A SRR AR HT (0 min) DA sl M55 45
WG (40 min) 2 AN]SR B2 B BEAEAS o AR 55 AT TR ARCSR ARG I IR VR AR AT, DRIk
55 ] fe e CED HPA AR 40D 1B 30 T A ARIGE , SEASREAR B 1 [ B HPA Al A2 A6 15 I o

MR R, JATAREORIEAERT — iR R G S E AR, 18 R4% 5 IREAER,
MG —FRIZ R RS TR, RARSG G REER . T, JA1T0IH0 E 72 R
RSB ES S NEPAE RGECRIRC R, PR R R TIRE. 42, X
WARARTIZ 0GR, BUA TR CA 45 56 T 1% i) 2 1) 1B

FEASRIVBIEFE b, FRA TR ST AN R] PRI 2R 00 VA 0 T e e ok R K 1 A AN [ 52
M) FRJ AL o
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B 5. fEAHRMTERS, BTG A HRE A B AR, B REb A O¢ R EON W (A E
UK, TAEEAESHER L.

[EIRZ: B o R L K IR 5t R e O T 55 AR XS R /R b AH G SR MR, FRAT R 42 21
VERFEL, J3 S ) By Jofi i g 22 5 . N2pe A1 SPCN (4[] 25 5. PN 1 234 0
7 1) 2L 7 R P e ) 22 (A N2pe. SPCN 7E B 2H b 2 57 o0 AT MR 5S40 M o LI o2 o 1
BB 7E O DA B ek 2 A R, BTSSR0 40 min A O min B R B
FE 7. N2pc F1 SPCN (1) 2H ] 2 57 A 3 A -5 4 1) 4 P v s 70 B 1) 8 PR IX SRR I 22 . 45
BRI MR 1), 4HI8 R R 2 5% 5 N2pe [4HE 25 (r=0.49, p = 0.041) fil SPCN
FI4 IR 2 (r=0.47,p=0.049) HEHFEERIEMHFLR.

[FII, SN T HE— 2 b 7 R RS AT A IE S AR AH R4S IR, FRA 1K iy R Bk AT
PR ST T3 R AT LU A A s 1) 2 R Jog e 14 6 1) 22 S (E 0 N2pe. SPCN 7ERAH |72
ST T G5 R CILP2R 1), 2H [R5 R & 22 7 5 N2pe AL ZE 5 (r=0.47,
p =0.052) 1 SPCN HI4IAZ R (r=052,p=0.028) ¥ EAFEHEMEMELR. %458
AT X B A 25 SRR — B, R AH S 45 R IFEAS T AHIE 72 b CAT BIF L s XA O 7]
R . IR IESCH IR T AT BRI ARG A 2R, RIS, FRATIFEZS R
W TR B A AR, IF B A SC B B 225 1 o BARE SO 4 9 245 0 TE S b i Ak

T IR SR RO B )RR B AR R TS, FRAT TR E 1 N A i 26
Jo B B R 1R 22 R0 N2pe. SPCN 7R ZH F 1022 5 20 AT A DG o0 B o 20 ) g Jo e 4 ot 7 5



DR S F gk 2 A B3GR SRRERE E DY 40 min A0 min B AR R 5T A FE ZE {A .
N2pc Fl SPCN 1 2H ) 22 53 Dy W5 2H -5 42 i 2E 1o Hh i 2 B [ 7 PN IX SR TRIAR () 22 . 45 SRR I,
2H I|) 7 Jof 4 B 75 S 5 N2pe FZH A) 25 5% (r = 0.49, p = 0.041) F11 SPCN fJ4H [A] 22 5% (r = 0.47,
p=0.049) ¥WEEEENEMLRR,

Bfe 1 SATER M2 H0H

2L v Bz o I 0 7 S NP L) B R A AL IVERE R LI R ARER 2R N2pe & 41ii) SPCN

L2320 xR ER ER 5 ER

IR R SR B 2 R (O
1

pEig )
2 ) Bz I et B 22 839+ 1
2 [A) 3 0 ) 22 5 0.354 0.445 1
2 [A) 3 A o 22 -0.001 -0.109 - 715%* 1
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“Threat stimuli catches our attention when compares with neutral stimuli, named attentional

bias which includes facilitating attentional engagement and difficult attentional disengagement to
threat. As all we know, acute stress influences our attention to threat. However, we don’t know
whether will enhance facilitating attentional engagement or impaire attentional disengagement
toward threat under acute stress . To this end, the present study investigated whether the
attentional engagement to threat would enhance or attentional disengagement to threat would
impaired when people were stressed.

Thirty-six healthy male adults were randomly assigned to stress group (n = 18) and control
group (n = 18). The stress group underwent social evaluation cold pressor test (SECPT) while the
control group underwent control protocol. The dot probe task was used to measure the attentional
bias towards threat. The state anxiety questionnaire and saliva were acquired at five time-point
including 85 and 70 minutes before the SECPT, immediately before and after the dot probe task,
70 minutes after the SECPT.

We found that the SECPT successfully induced stress response, and participants in the stress
group showed stronger sate anxiety and stronger HPA axis response indicated by increased
salivary cortisol concentration after the SECPT comparing control group, whereas no significant
differences were found before SECPT. On behavioral level, we found the attentional
disengagement in stress group was slower than control group. On the ERP, we found bigger

amplitude of SPCN (300~600ms after cue) in the stress group compared with the control group.



These results indicate that the attentional disengagement toward threat is impaired under

acute stress situation.”
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