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Abstract

The aim of this study was to investigate whether subliminal threat stimuli and neutral stimuli
based on different faces have different effects on the inhibition of return. We use distorted faces as
threat stimuli, neutral faces as neutral stimuli, use the faces of self and the faces of others as two
different clues. The results show that: 1) The average response time of cue-validity is longer than
cue-invalidity; the average response time of self-distorted face is the least (13.84 ms), then
self-neutral face (17.14 ms) and other distorted face (18.56 ms), other neutral face (23.00 ms) is
the most. 2) The main effect of face threat type is significant, F(1, 37) =4.57, p < 0.05, 12 = 0.11; the
reaction time of distorted face is longer than neutral face. 3) The main effect of cue-validity is sig-
nificant, F(1, 37) = 18.93, p < 0.001, 2 = 0.34, which indicated that the inhibition of return ap-
peared in all kinds of cues. 4) No other significant main effects and interactions were found. The
conclusions are as follows: compared with neutral stimuli, subliminal threat stimuli represented
by distorted faces can effectively attract the attention of subjects and compete for attention re-
sources in both self-face and other-face; inhibition of return is a “blindness mechanism”, but also
affected by the type of clue.
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IR [B| 01 (inhibition of return, IOR)/&¥5 244k 2 5 8- [B] (I 1] 8] B8 H 250 ms B, AAT T s EAE
LR AL E H T (BD 2R 2 200 [ B AR 1 B % (Posner & Cohen, 1984). il H BUTE £k KL A7 B A AR R 10
A7 BN KB B B (1) 22 S B ek [ B R M B A 4B A, R (Rl &, Ry 3 [l 4 25 N &
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VSR B o ANid tn BESE H B 5 AR A AT SR B UM RS, AN S AR RE AR 1 Z R A B
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P OGS A (R 4 I R R, AN I A R AL T, R [ B SR A2 I LRGN A L [E)
BZEFRCENN, PERsE, SO, 5K, 2010), BEAATIA AR EHpHIEL SR 2 — A5 LT (blindness
mechanism) (Lange, Heuer, Reinecke, Becker, & Rinck, 2008). 7E Taylor I Therrien (2005)#I#f7H4, 1#
ANFE G LI BB E R, 45 R ORI L I 28500 3 Rl A 7= AR AR AT s i o (H AT 1R 22 (A
FORFFIXFIE L, AR BIHIHI I R 2 52 LI AR s, & —Fh <& RN (Taylor & Therrien, 2008;
TR, SN, A, WRGE, 2013), AnSAE S R OU IR U 28 ) LR MR BE RS
PIALE, R RSSO RN B R CRIGEN, Jiise, 45 0RUE, WAk, 2017). EAR. BINNAE. 9K
fia] F15K 2% (2013) (R 78 Hh R BA [R) 1 46 T FLAE 9 B, T L B (P01 46 R0 2 %o R TRkl B 5 7 A AN [
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(RIRIE 8 25 18 R AFAE G
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REEAREIE T LRI TORHELr, kX, BiFS, %, Bk, 2010), i L REIMLRBETHEAN

RARSUE, M52 3B LR AT, SR LS AR R SO R e A R TR 4
B (GERME, 5, 2016). 1M H Sapir. Jackson. Butler. Paul £l Abrams (2014)i\N, I [Al 30 BG4
KPR R IR AR, HAGHZ N B TR, fdknr W, DARR R S 30 7 2R
FEIR [ H ) I T e 2 BE AT ik [ AR P R S o RS OGH FUARUE B,k e 0 ) B SR AE B LA
BT R R AN FE R OBE L%, 2010).

MR A OB B A% O AR, AR T BB It s Uk, ke Wk, MESCRE, T B
JBP ) B B R AN AEAE A RANME R, B 3R B RO A R 145 OB B T 2 o, xR
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SREGERMIAGKE, THE, B, WYE, 240, 2014). DMERFRE K24 TR B OE 25
VR, 2011)BRA ] — LS AL (Ph 0L, B, DR, 2015)AR ARG S (Wi A, 2014) 18 A
B FIEOF KA B TR . A T B R B i B SRl T AL AR S SE A RS A B B
PR (R IOCR, i, 2017), IXFRIESRH T B ERBUM R B A — P, T ELSE S AT A
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SEER 2 JFE I 20%. BG4 R R EAG T LIS 46 Oy R AL sk By 5K, Bk k. HESE
AHES, R TRk, HE, BE. &7, BWE, FESEA, EvaRbemiLEs . &E
BB A% %8N 350 x 467

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2021.113073 641 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2021.113073

Wl

HIA T FLIE B . {8 H Photoshop AT At AH 5% P A &b B AR A 1 A 1 T L FRLR A A A e T LI
HHATRACAL R, EZEMNARIEE SRS FER R RI2), Btk 1N 70%, B2 K/ME N 80, fF
HFL 2PN HL BCRSE R UL . BB GRS — AN 350 x 467, LA 1.

Figure 1. Schematic diagram of experimental materials
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Figure 2. Experimental flow diagram
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WHHEGE R EES 0, TR T RENE R A ALK 7

3. R
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XA 73 BT BRI BB IR KT 99%,  BA] AN PR 5 2 ) I ff 3 2 AT S A 7 A
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Table 1. Mean response time (M + SD) and IOR (ms) of different stimulus under cue-validity and cue-invalidity

1 RBYMTYETERIB LR R TR NMEH(M + SD)5iR B 1] & (ms)

T LB LB IR [E] ]
EESGREAIER 378,57 +72.32 361.43 + 74.47 17.14
H A i T AL 374.36 £ 73.10 360.52 + 69.29 13.84
fib A\ AL 385.26 + 75.76 362.26 £ 79.10 23.00
A AL TR L 376.54 £ 72.97 357.98 + 68.46 18.56

P 1 TR, ZREBRAT KU S Fh R B T (1) 7 35 [ SR 3K T 2R RO, e ) A it LR [E 4
HlE A/ (13.84 ms), HUGE BT ETAL(17.14 ms). Al A HH B £L.(18.56 ms), At A H i £L(23.00 ms)
IR [E E R % .

XiF 38 AR s B s B 3R 4T 2 (T FLEM 2R 7)) x 2 (L B FRARISE) x 2 (LR A %) i 5 2 =
TSR B E AR B3, F(1, 37) =4.57,p<0.05, 07 =0.11, Hrb2k 22+ ih i AL 80 1
[ NERT (371.88 + 11.5 ms) ik 3 K T2k 2% Sy Hh 4k T FL A 7 11 S B I (367.35 + 11.05 ms). 2R A 2K
RN, F(1,37) = 18.93, p < 0.001, n? = 0.34, Hrf 2R 247 0 i st #8111 S S I (378.68 + 11.5 ms)
B R TER BTN B 0 BT 1) S SN (360.85 + 11.33 ms). Hifth 50N 58 TR A B E . At
FEFRROBIRIN, 2R3 MR E BN 25 R TTiR R K, TALE S AL F RNk, THFLERAR G 1)
ESVINROEEE NS S\
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AN R NG VPRI 2 2] B Gy, & — Fhook fk 2 ol il 8 B £R I 25 (Pedersen, Tugan, & Larson, 2018),
BELFAEEENS 5B IE 1S % 0 (Silvert & Funes, 2016). PRt FL A 5 skt 2 A2 15 25 U B itk
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MRS OME BRI, AMAKT N T RARFM, Wiks A shgi sl m, S ECR B850 J
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AR L BF 73 3 B BRI L P BRI AR R 18, Y BRI FLAE S IR B BN AR ¥ 5 T
BRIt R T LU AE R A 3 o (R R I 1) PR 52 8 B R Bgifoly , B A0 43 205 7 gl 2 R T ik 553
FZIH K (Ma & Han, 2010), FEAHIFFL A, [ BN T AL A M FLRT 51 R 3 = A 1 3 3 22 57
1ES2 BT B I LA TAMA T R, AR ) B TS s B sy, BTEISS T B R AL
PR B R o AL A I 70 A IR M TP R g J5 B T FLAR ) 45 3 e A T AL IR A L
HAARBE R, (HRSREAMANITFLRAAE, ZRBTIAFEE(Ma & Han, 2010).

WG, =ANAREME TR BRI E N TN, FHEETTRE T ILA: AR ak
T FLIR B AR LR 2 RN, X A28 BT B B IEFL 32 S 06 XA F R A7 28k, it LATE s 36 A 18
e F NI, R A 2w % B R LSO R (Amir, Elias, Klumpp, & Przeworski, 2003; Ma, & Han, 2009).
ARSI P R NI A AT A, A AT RE AR IE A R A P T AL IR B A E R R . HRF AR
BF 2 R TH FL X S0 AT 25 7= AR TEsm ZU M, DA 253 [T FLA T3 B ¥ H 0 (Devue & Brédart, 2008), 7E
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L A PR ARTE B0 0 AN TR R, AT B 1) S 300 R B P R, 3 75 R R 1 5 R A

5. &g

B S5 DAL B L g 3 1 8 Bl 7 1 T FL R A A T L B A R 00 5 R 5 A4 20 B AN 1
B PFIERVIE, HoP R BRI S . R ERIIL SRR CE S, (A R
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