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Abstract

Accurate processing of emotional information plays an important role in the management of in-
terpersonal relationship and social function. Insecure attachment style effects the process of
threaten related information. Individuals with avoidant pattern of attachment are assumed to re-
press threaten-related signals. They are assumed to have one internal working model associated
with anxiety, operating out of awareness at early, automatic stages of information processing, and
another positive model operating at later, cognitively controlled stages of processing. This paper
discussed the defensive characteristics of negative emotion processing of avoidant attachment.
Automatic vigilance followed by effortful inhibition as a cognitive defense for avoidant attachment
to processing the threaten-related signals, which is expressed in a specific dual-process model of
avoidant defenses included vigilance in early automatic process and avoidance in later controlled
process. The evidences from various behavioral experimental paradigms included emoticon mi-
micry task, morph task, perceptual threshold task, as well as emotional cueing task provided
support for the point of view that attachment avoidant individuals have the capacity to detect the
threaten related information in certain circumstance in the early stage of information processing.
This characteristic was also proved by the evidences from event-related potentials (ERP) compo-
nents, which are mainly reflected in more strong amplitude in attention vigilance related compo-
nents (N1, P2) and early components related to visual features-based emotion processing when
presented negative emotion information in attachment avoidant individuals. However, individuals
with avoidant attachment style processed negative emotion with attention inhibition at the cogni-
tively controlled level of processing. The avoidant individual’ tendency to “smiling” in response to
the angry face at the controlled level was interpreted as a repression of their earlier, automatical-
ly evoked negative emotional reaction. Coincidentally, consistent with the proposal that avoidant
individuals limit attention to potentially distressing information, attachment avoidance was asso-
ciated with reductions in emotional Stroop (ES) interference for threatening related stimulus.
These individuals exhibited limited cognitive resources which were devoted in this phase. The
evidences from functional magnetic resonance imaging showed that during the processing of neg-
ative emotion, these individuals with attachment avoidant exhibited more strong activities in
brain region in charge of advanced cognitive and control function, such as the right hemisphere
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superior frontal gyms (rSFG), the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC), the orbital frontal cortex
(OFC) and so on. It can be explained that effectively avoiding processing threaten related informa-
tion is based on the heightened state of vigilance for attachment avoidance. The defense strategy
of attachment avoidance was considered as a secondary strategy with cognitive effort to sustain in
later stage of emotion information processing. This characteristic of cognitive resource consump-
tion made the strategy ineffective when the cognitive resource deficit. Future studies can further
explore the causal basis for the relationship between avoidant attachment and vigilance-inhibi-
tion attention pattern, pay attention to the impact of defensive emotional processing on individual
health and the maintain of intimate relationship, explore the neural mechanism and effectiveness
of the deactivation strategy and further study the application of avoid defense in clinical treatment
to provide new inspiration for the treatment of attachment disorder and related clinical strategies.
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1. 518

O HE 12 Bowby (1982) e th KRB IR 1AM S 2 — o IR RN, ERUMEE N E
i N F-SRSEI MR SRR T N RS, X — RAMEE — KRYVOEYLH S5 AL, AR R
BRSO BT A8 (1938 4T F S 03 LE A 7R B 1 v P 478 10 A € 2 X AR AP 0 38 K D v 4 LT ) i
(Marks & Vicary, 2015). X —RAMALMNHISRIT TR, BB EHALREE ) vRE, 3Bk RS
W R 2 I B gRiS, IHIBE R R G RE R B EREAE, R E LS NE TR SOk 4R B IR
EE R A FRERAE (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007) . [=] 36 514 72838 1D 577 80 S s 181 45 155 46 15 B n T R 53
TG BN TR ZE, 1X— 128G MU A 22 A RS R 5 % % R 4% 0 7 X (Simpson & Rholes
2012), T NS I AR B, HERA RIS 26 0 T B AT S B AR i B X (Van Kleef, 2010). THIRIE 2Lk &
SR 4 S AHEBORYE, WNAMETT S, AMUEWE —FEIE S, RIS MRS 2R Ras
SIS, BRGNS RS . AT T [ RAR A AR 26 15 2 T B
REIE R S AT AL, DV — AR 1% 48 00 T 7 0 [ 2 287 7% 2 5 2R 0 2 R K 30 Py o L 4 % 1) R )
SO, JELE IR B AR R R .

2. EHERKSHRIFEFERMI

JES P15 B IO A A O A AR R S I TR BRAERR, T 508 SR AT SCRF TR 3RS 22 2 R KRR F
BT X6 AR 2 e 5w 45 R 1A% (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003) o 3 A 25 Uk B~ AR 55388 5 4k 1 38 8 7 R 4R
ASYERE: RN R KA 8138 (Fraley & Waller, 1998). (a3 ALK 251 A —Fh S [ A 22 e M A XS, ot
[ e LGRS S SN AR R Gfid DL BRI 25805 W, 8 S 72 D 55 oS
WA FR i (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2003) .. Bowlby {8 F 511 #4:4F f+ (defensive exclusion)iX — Ak i Fix —PH
1B A5 R NN SRS T B o 38 0 59 B R (45 20 1, BRI AT BR0E A AR R G 45 Bon T
W, R [ B A A 3 G T T8 52 DR IR v R AR AR OC B R AT AR ORI T 51K O B
(Ein-Dor, Shaver, & Mikulincer, 2011).iX — S B& BEBE I 11 [B18# 5 F X N T AR PR AR AR 2256 DA S RH . 1 H 3
g, DR MR T FIRE I R I B, T8 S S0 T AR A 28 R AIE AT J8 e 38 i 52 e 55 1 1 3o

VR 2 B0 SRS IS AT (M B OSBRI 43, [ml i B AR AN XV AR I 4815 B B M HRHE D &5 2z
ESE(Gillath, Giesbrecht, & Shaver, 2009) . Fraley %5 A (2006)3i 15 T [7] 38 2 7 V5 5w A B Be i 1 n T4 32
N R B sE0E, B e 32 S B 1 DA N R 26 e A FH T [ 1 Y AR 2 D g AR
3. Eha - ELERYUM TR

BT B W KB (Fraley et al., 2000; Niedenthal et al., 2002), B+ b= — s n T,
T A — A B T Bl 7 01 i 5 e 09 AR 25 [ P 0L B o A% 28 (Derakshan, Eysenck, & Myers, 2007;
Chun etal., 2015). Rl 1X Frfr o [ 288 1 3 A5 U4 AN 5] B By N AH BL2F i 16 B RS (0 1 F AR
P (Bartholomew, 1990), —#izfT T3 B0 LHAFF B (Sonnby-Borgstrém, & Jonsson, 2004). 5 AR EL
RV T e it AT A Sk T — b R 1) E FR AR Y (Bartholomew, 1990) . 3X — RS 55 3 #1575 28 AN e 55 A
K, A R TEAS BN T AN S B B, R EAE RN T IEAT . TR MU TR B
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2 [l EERE R U A, X AR SRR B BAH G, (A [ e ) X A O A R BN T, AT
TR¥FHE B BB B R R .

3.1. R EamMEm I BRI ERER

T P PR b R [ 3 7 A2 R — AN T3 (Calvo & Eysenck, 2000), Sonnby-Borgstrém 1[5 34(2004)
R [l 7RI R PR, HAE A kN ToK-FR I 5 3k [k AH L 2B S LR
TR RN, IX &5 L SR H R BE R AR (A7 R Gt £ FE AR DG A B I UM IR I e &V %, it
BN FI24T . Niedenthal 5[7] 95(2002) A& B T[] 38 284K 7808 2 76 17 22T 55 (morph task) HH bt 22 4= 704 5 B A
BN ARG AR, R [ 6 P TR G515 B B DG A TN BEUR, 1 28 T AL AR AL
AKBUR, T R HTE B30 Lo Bo G 2645 B0 i . Maier 45 A\ (2005) K FH %05 B FR AT 5%
(perceptual threshold task) =5 %A A0S 41 2 M- 2815 SRR A, 8 0 [ i 2R A9 20 3 70 1R 1) AR AR SR 1) £
PEAE 28 T FL I BRABAIG, 2RI — P s 3R . — T 5 K HI I 265 2k & AT 55 (Emotional cueing task), 7£4i¥
S IR E] 100 ms B, ARG TCBERR AT T Bl RS B E KT 2 A, R R B AE R
1% #7322 5E (Chun et al., 2015).,

BB 2 H W 90 8 F R A DG B AL (ERP) H AR SR 1] e sl 3 5L e it 0 T ) FELAE BEIEYE - Fraedrich S5 A
(2010)f# F1%5 %4 oddball S50y 207542 1 [m] R AR AN BESE b 22 4 R AR BESE (W T FLAR 46 N LAFAE, R B IE]
BT BESRAE U 28 L1 48 T FLIRL R I A L 22 R RR SR ML 1 BE DK N170 Ffe 7y N170 52— i LU )
R MR (Halit et al., 2004), B4R N170 s O T T FLAE R0, X —d FREGE T E 2 1E R
I LB (Minsi zheng, 2015), 7 H (]38 R BE S0 28 L1 24 T AL SE 5 5 %2 . Zhang 25 A\ (2008) K H [l J&
R R ITC IR B AL R R IR, R R A A 2 T AL B TSR ) N2 IR LA 2R ) P2
B N2 Pl S T XS AL 5 gahid, T P2 Jpk e I 52 % T FLARS 26 A 25 B (¥ 14 715 (Eimer & Holmes
2007), 1X— &b FE AT AR S o e 1 1 G e R 55 T TETFL I G RN T, S H [ B /D RGO ) A R G )
DA B 5% 3 15 45 N 25 e B2 5K (R B (Zhang, Li, & Zhou, 2008).  [m]38¥3 7175 46 5 2.0 T S B sk
ST —Ffrd SR A AR P S5 Bl 5 2 B B0 S S R, T I Aot AR S5 P O P D 2 [ e s T A
R HIRTHE . Dan (2012) R BLLE G R A R T AL, R [EEERAMA B T 8% 2= 50 CL A PL &
55, CL A PL Sl T S AN T, AR 35 52 T REL WS WU B AR A 1) 400 i 15 4 R 80 T G 1) ) o Y 7E
Hliil(Rellecke et al., 2011), X—K I Eon H KA [l R4S S0 T R AR BCA 4% X 43 B 15 3R Ui il i
IRE T, RIS U 28 15 I 10 2 5 RAE DG £8 B A Uk

3.2. BREASEHIIN TR ERRYE RHNH

DA 22 R AEAEAS SN AR AR B, o [ 2k 2 R A SV A PR g, i S ) AT [ 3 (Nliedenthal
et al., 2002). MRHEIX i, [R18EF 1R 7 180 SREME & — AN IR, 7 EENRISS A J20m T G 390 ) S s
(Sonnby Borgstrom, & Jonsson, 2004) . 4 UE# ¥ 7 [m] 3 HE DL B2 kR AH O 22 56 (Edelstein, 2006), Fraley
25 N (2000) [ BIF 78 1E B 3 B 4 R 3 SR A5 BN T 5] 10 3 A B g A 3 R T DA R R BR A RN
Dewitte (2011) [FEIAFEHR 1 0382 0] Vi AR 17 48 003 i) o RS AE 55 v [ ke 35 78 A2 i L 2 IS 18] 9
56 ms I 4 B | Rl EEAH A 458 BBz, T2 2B T AL 2 BN 8] 2y 2350 ms I HR I “ SRR Opse ™, X —
28 AR AN S0 4% 1 B B Y R 5 R T P . 288U, Suslow 25 A (2010) K 1% 48 8 shE AR & 1
A [ a0 B A T L B 4 S S R AR D%, v Bl S O AT 1 2 T AL B N AR R A AR 1
EX TR HAR D SCRE TR E, T RS S, XFF R Ok RGIE BE 5 W o5 2 s o
PRFE B TR By, PR FEAM N o S R g [ sl 2 (1 v A ) AR 3] R S MR T WP



MIIEYE . B2 (R 70 R 1 45 Stroop AR5 K58 1AM B 2615 B T BARFIE . Mikulincer %5 A (2002) 15 H
stroop 1T-55 B SMRANRAE ] RVERI 22 5, 25 RORDUAE B A B0 26400, BB G B (R0 H ] AR A
KA BN T Andriopoulos 1 Kafetsios (2015) [RIFE A& ILE MK R R GEARBUF RS TR N EUEIRES T [l
I 76 AR AR DRI S R, AR EBOEIRAS IR 7 TP BRI BT R I — A AR
P — Ak ml s, B SR SR S BT S RN K . R I — R R A ol — T [E]
38 R XM (Avero et al., 2003), {H45 4 Edelstein f1 Gillath (2008) il i AOXE e AR 545 JE AR BB 14X
HITEAR TR AZREME G LG R, 4T XRZ P HEM— RS RS0 KM BT EERS
(Kafetsios & Andriopoulos, & Papachiou, 2014), &8 R GRS MHE ZH LA W TER . BREE R
7 — PPN ST 2, AR T 25U SRS R BT AT, T ) I T R 5| A [ A A 5 B P B 1
25 DA ARG T AR AR, AN A TR EEAA BN N BT R SR A )k LAY, R — P s DA N S e AR
P00 B B PR G DX 0 S 2dE — 0 ) B 1 Rl A e Bk . AR A RAMALE AT IS 25
1] stroop {45 I o B 15 45 1AV 2R B0 HE G0 A 2 BR% L [9] (right hemisphere Superior Frontal Gyms). 75 #Mill
i (dorsolateral prefrontal areas, DLPFC) LA & HE%i K7 JZ (orbitofrontal cortex, OFC)&& A 144 il AH 5 i [X
WS 39 n(Warren et al., 2010). JRE R A XA 2R AKX 7y, (X RyRE R4 7 IR 24
PRAETEAT 1 28 40N T XCBOS RS o SRAARBUE B AE Vrticka 25 A (2012) I BFFE b A3 BAT . =4
Wb sk B R B B EBTE AR AL 2 B I, U Y A1 15 P v B A DA iy [ X 33 2 3
I, SR T R RO S8 i R S I AR R T o AR R SR AT A SR I, R gEE I AR A 2 1
SR R i R4 Bz 2 X DA K R AZ H B0 B3 27 R B )R 1 5% 7 DA R A ) SR () i Dz H

4. BrfEtEHERR RO SRHLHY

Niedenthal 5 A (2002) 1A A B I BN 60 4737 46 5 S50 77 00 SRS SR R0 A R A7 A ot DR B Y AR A7 4 1k B
SRS TREEINT, (a3 A RESE [ 6 %1 S 4 (Strathearn et al., 2009), FHI N stroop T RN I . WF
FUF AL R B B8 I\ n fruer 1) 7 R BRI 25 B0 SR S P Li - Mikulincer 1 Shaver (2004)38 5 ik i =]
IR T B2 DR OSBRI AR R G, 45 SRR IAE iR\ i fuer I el 6] 43 B3 AH 53] stroop
PAGSIIE N, R T 5 B A S RN 0 [R5, (R B AT R AR AR H IR R AR, SREEEER
PERVE 2 AE B [FRE IR B 25 BOs ) A RIS RE R AE o« 7E Chun %5 A (2015) 1S58, 2 R 1T FL 2 B 1)
N 750 ms S AE T, UIENEEE B ESRE A A 7 AT, SR 1 e S R AT M RN B YR FE T
T IRl R R R I E R AR

Gillath % A (2005) i Aff 78 45 SR 7 1 AE [R]85 72 D AR 4A S 41177 B2 J2 (subcallosal cingulate cortex, SCC)
A A A A Bz 2 (lateral prefrontal cortex, LPFC) P AN [X b [R] ik 35 5 =y 7K ~F- 1 3%, SCC Al LPFC ©
WAIF 52 2 5 30 A JC TG X, JE [B1 382 72 SCC 5 LPFC 15 /N [X 300 7K SF ek~ 5 31 A 9% (Binder et all.,
1999; Mazoyer et al., 2001) A HAth Fif 4 (X 980 (i it 284, B2 —Fh el “Not-think” 125 B3| & 1
FRCTI A) 250 T [ 3 2 PR K P R — R TG Ak . Ui, 7E Hester 25 A (2004) 1A
FUH A AT [X (BAO) P 23 i DA A 540 55 B SR ) e Bh M A OG0 AR EL ARG, 24 a0
R, X — XA I TR B2, [FIESRILH A, T X DA Ry [ DX e A R . X —
TR R T AMEE B R, BRI T R A ERAS R IR, R 0 T T AME R
TERBEHR . SR E_FSR B ST X MR 1 AR A IAE R (B A By b o AR IX — DX R IR 25 0 S
5136 2 TR BAT I TS5 L 2 IR D . A LU AR (g A 28 AT, sl (0 400 o) SRS 7 17 45 TR YT Hh A
SEEAIEE . 1E Vrticka 55 A\ (2012) O sa b,  [m138keE 75 D A0 B VPR B AR AL 24 5 R 22 A A%
DURFERIOE 1 22 A B W R I SEAR A RS B o A A A AE B VPR B O I 11 25 0 th Y R 8 AR S A



AR WE KIS R, [R18E R R T D s 2L RV AR 4 o n SRAT PR BT F A R 3 n A T 0 1
T8N GBI o5 40, (B0 IRE S A0 AT 8 2 LAV, D308 K 2 PR 36 B XE DL 2 OV AR G 4, PTRE S B0
o B R IR RV AT KB SCRRIR I 1 AR RS 200 £ S0 T, (e 8 ) 25 Y SR 1) D e
AT RN AT AR AR R B — A T

5 B&ERE

BN ARSI Bt 7t 2 — B OCVE NS RS #h 3l J) 30 e —— i, 1548 LSO NI 38 AR IR
% F 3L B br(Shaver & Mikulincer, 2002). [F]38E 5 38 & i 5k ARSI v, SIS At AN SR EFIG I YR
25 (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2004), VF 2 iF 78 & BLIX Fft i 25 PR 44 A 45 445 55 5 a1 2 o 4 4545 B R B e n T
K(Gillath, 2009; 45k, 2013). FiSCHLER 1 R38N Ly 1% 4615 B BB AR, B3O8 A V2 o) AT
RERZ . TEAKH AL AT DA

T, Rl AR e - ) A ) TR SRR T — DR . R S AR — R
i~ ] 3 PO A P T T XU R I AR o T R R A Rl PR R . R e [ 1 R A T
T RLSR OR Z T ) T B, B A 0 26 22 7 31 A [ e Ak 70 5 0T o 8 i [ s ) v A, % g —
SISO SE . RS IR AR EERAR B (a3l 3 T2 8 52 B J2 BT R B (0 o k56, T DA 7 %
Too AH H AT GEHEBR AT — P BB v B8 o 33 2 I SR Bk F B 2 98 45 18 5 B 1) 6 08 it (MacLeod &
Mathews, 2012), XA RE W5 Bl 55 4 P2 A e 3l 55 4] I Lyl AR AE S, 38 B TR 13X — I L A4 ffey
5 (Chun et al., 2015).

FR, FENocyE EEEE B I T EEER. TRZ&, DB AR 4 12 5 0] ik
(R8I A o A N R R . — 5 THD,  [RDBERT ARy — P ORI, ReS 5 Bh el T & ), RA
—ERPENE: U7, IR RS AR A — R R A& R T 5, AR AR b — e A,
B4 RIS AR X B 1 S S AN ] R A BB ARAIE T % S A AN E G B A5, T (el AR . 224
SR ARG ARSI SN Az b, — FKRR B A 3, R A AR 52 BRI AR 8 T 0 LA
T BB A A RO A R AR, o 5 — 7 T A DA 0 AR A% 46 0 AR 1), S5l RO 0 B T Tl 3 A
[ A ) B RK 155 28 Tk — iz Ak 1K) ¥4 T8 B (Yee & Shiota, 2015), 3X —fl [ /& 15 23 X AMA () — Ak 32 B3
AU R AR S — D AE . RTINS VA8 R e RF ok R I BEL A, X AEAR 45 10 HE e sl sk
S0, AT DATRIN A £ ¢ 2096 & (Tan, Overall, & Taylor, 2012) BA K 55K AT EIE 5% R 7 25 (Le, Dove, Ag-
new, Korn, & Mutso, 2010) o A KA 5887 SGF: 15 26 51 0 I 2B IR N B 475 458 DA RORT 56 388 BRI AL 2> D RE IR )

Wea, U SRS TR I AU R AR RN 5% . RO 25 0TS SR LA IF S22 [l gk B A FH ) R Ak
AR, ERFEEEIMN A, X—RE I AT 75 Z R — @ FA RN BT (Kohn et al., 2012). K2 $0Hf 7t i
T3 G e 17 2REGAIE T e 3l S S AR N . AN SR IR A S R LR, 25U SR
KA R CH AT TR T 2805 J0E e o R b i ph 2635 2, ARG T A0 47 g it i 7
W BN AN AT R R AR X PR A T ERERIEBEANTE R . KR RGBT RS TR L E R
WS HEAT AR TEREIA 2 1 B3 00 D 3R e 52 ) L G T P2 . AR S LR Z AR B O S A R L S 1 1 B X
RUSL ) SR o ARRAIF FE VA% EY T T8 5 9 52 2% B SR ek B ) v 00 58 ) 7 700 A A 5 A% b 18 DR e
L, BLE /TR S E A O B N S R, DUME BATT 6 6% S RN B [ 8 AR 7E ¢ R HoB)
TR IE AT AL S H s
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