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Abstract
Objective: To explore the attentional biasing mechanisms of social anxiety (SA) college students to
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social stimuli representing positive evaluations. Methods: Using context of ambiguous social situ-
ations as well as positive and neutral facial pictures as stimulus, the ambiguous context paradigm
and the passive fixation paradigm were combined, so the attentional features of subjects with high
and low SA level when they gaze at facial stimulus under two presentation time conditions of 500
ms and 1250 ms in ambiguous social situations would be examined by eye-tracking technique.
Result: When gazing at positive and neutral facial pictures, for high SA level (HSA) individuals,
their first fixation latency bias scores are lower; in 500 ms condition, their score of first duration
bias as well as gaze duration bias are higher than individuals with low SA level (LSA). Conclusion:
Social anxiety college students have attentional bias when gazing at positive facial stimulus that
represent other people’s positive evaluations, which embodied as facilitated attention and diffi-
culty in disengaging in their early stages of attentional processing, and attentional avoidance in
later stages of attentional processing. These results provide further evidence for the hypervigil-
ance-avoidance hypothesis suggesting that the cognitive processing of positive social cues by so-
cial anxiety college students shows the feature of fear of positive evaluation.
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Buckner, Maner, & Schmidt, 2010), A 32 B3 Rk B IGaR a7y« 33 = 36 Rl A) DA R = (B Rl Ay o VR
8 5 RO AN R A S A s B B RGE IR B RS R ONAME— B AR S, R
W M LA AR I B 5 v AR [ W) R O AR VE R 2 T 5 T 1 e v H b USRI AR R (Cisler &
Koster, 2010; XIJFHif, BA5EE, b, 2013)e A B FUAE RS R O i) (1 =k B 430 AT PR I SRRy 2 [
WERCT 26 T R W I B A, T TR 2 IR T AR AN LAY . MRS IE VR IR S R R I, A
A B R A 2 0 L7 AR v T O 1) 2 G H R R AR 1 ) = B A3 TE AT PR R A v SO AT R AR R I 2
ARHIF TR DA E 1), R FH IR B R SR AR B 2 i 3 s R4S  RE A K 22 A R A5 P A 6 IE M
PR LA 2oz (AR TR FL) (3 2 i 1), G RE AR AR — o T LR )9 i 2 2 75 B B A A AR R 2 RV RLIE
PEVEA X — 45 25

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.133118 984 S 250 B


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.133118
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Trasfis

2. B
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W FAEREAE 18~25 & 2 M MITE R K 22 AR S 300 44, BRILA il s BdhAT B A 2 R R AR R B R
AEPE PPN AR B RIS . AR N FAEE DL R IR E R H g7 b, ik Ak e A fE e E R oy
BHETT 20%FVE N At AR, D EEREIE NG 20%# AR A B AR, WABERA
BR EMBRSERNE 1 2 BRI, fEAt S A fE R R T 0 0 2 B e 535 22 57 1(58)
=30.344, p < 0.05; 7F 1E M PFA R HH B3 14 v i 4R 4 1 2 B (R AR A7 AE 0 3% 22 57 1(58) = 16.015, p < 0.05.

Table 1. Scores of subjects in the high and low social anxiety groups on the SIAS scale and the FPES scale
F 1L & REXERBWIRAE SIAS BK5 FPES ERX EHBNER

R R A AR RS AT 5y R A RS AL 9y
SIAS 60.87 +4.01 31.33 £3.52
FPES 55.20 £ 6.71 26.70 £ 7.07
CRADSURASTI) o

BRI HIIERE 30 B AL 2 OO AR B, o i R AL S 13 N, 17 N AR
A FRRE I 2055 15 No B gl Borgdipom s, HAL A st IEM AT IR

2.2. SERattRt

1) HASAEEERL(SIAS). ZRERAE 19 MTH, 5 mitsy, S50, BV BA 8
A AE A e /K- (Mattick & Clarke, 1998). AHBFFLREA T o RECH 0.85.

2) IEVEIEM 2R B % (Fear of Positive Evaluation Scale, FPES). iZE #7510 MW H, KH 10 A=
oy ERPE 5. 10 @R RATHME, BaATENES. ATFRFEAT T o Z2%05 0.89.
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Figure 1. Flowchart of Experiment 1
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Figure 2. Subjects’ fixation data acquisition
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2) EALREAL MR I B = BOaE AR AR T LA UOE AL R I — BlalE A T L T
MR R s, BHIRER — BRI AL AR, R R B UR A e i G R ) -

3) AMVEMLE (AR ] 23 A = BV EMAAR T AL AR + AR trial oo i AR AR M T LY
S A3, IO AR T FL A A 1 R

2.7. SKRREER

Rescts MBUEZIR . KA TE AIRILG . I FLRRIEARIEAR . ARG LI 15 T 15 2 REEL LU IR S
TRPRE I EL TS 18] 2.5 AMbRifE 2 R0 7 DBk, & M PRALHRIE ] 25 20 Pl sis, JL
AL SR RS LR I 8 44 ISR 12 A4 R A AR RS LA U TS 402 % 10 44

271 WERREBRARE S B

T AR TE T A S NS ] o A s R 3 MR 17 20 B B R Gt G R LR 2. Xl ARALSE AR B2
R LT ORI 16 70 O AT AR S ER IR x AU — vl e T L P A £ S B 1) ) 2 S B 22 0 #
R AR RACF IO 0 2%, F(1, 38) = 4.306, p<0.05, 72 =0.102, SMEAZHEEMEMLL, &
HEAZ AR BN PR A TS BRI e 20 B, AP — ol e L S BN 190 Py 2 RN A8 B RN AN 2
ps > 0.05.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of first fixation latency bias scores for two groups of subjects at two presentation times (M + SD)

2. MAHRERDZ2IMAE T ERLERBRR S HavEER %M £ SD)

S [A] AR RS A A2 R4l
500 ms ~73.85+123.11 ~5.46 +121.25
1250 ms ~108.98 + 184.98 ~23.19 +203.01

2.7.2. MEMSEREERE S BB

PR LEL AT A [R] 52 ST 8] R 2 A0S VAT TR i ) 7 B IR G 45 R L 3. X RAEAC AR R A
BRI B A0 A AL 18] i 1) 20 BIOHAT A S AR RE K x B — w1 AL I A 1) 2 B () (¥ 2 A0 7 2%
SN, RIS RPN %, F(L, 38) = 7.831, p<0.05, 75 =0.17, HILARAAZHEAE,
oA A B FE AN B o A0 AR AL T i ) 3 B o AR — o P AL A S BT ) ) 3 RO RN AS R 1)
ANEF, ps>0.05.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of first duration bias scores for two groups of subjects at different presentation times (M + SD)
= 3. MAWIREREZ2IMEE T E MR ST EEREE 7 R e HER % (M + SD)

LI [A] AL AR A A AR RS AL
500 ms 50.03 + 56.50 ~7.62+57.03
1250 ms 51.22 +72.32 24.44 + 68.65

2.7.3. MR EIEHRR S BB 4T
P A ARAE AN ] SIS 8] 2 R A CERLIS 18] i 7] 70 B HR St 45 R LR 4. W RS A8
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P ) BT R TR i 171 3 BOHEAT 4L A AR B AKSE < BRI — P L A ) 2 L (1] ) o 52 00 5 7 2 40 A
RIS AR R A 2 £ 0%, F(1, 38) = 1.053, p=0.311, 75 =0.027; I A ERRAEA
W3, F(1, 38) = 2.346, p = 0.134, 75 =0.058. H-ACHE /KT 55 S B0 1A 152 LML 23, (1, 38) = 6.310,
p <005, 7, =0.142, WHHERAKF S LIS AT F SR, SR 5. RIERUR - ik
TFLIE A 230 500 ms I, #EASAEREKSE N R, F(L,38) =6.389, p<0.05, 75 =0.144; mLAE
AN (1 S AU T 4l ) - 250 J B v, B v A 28 AR RN TE 500 mis S5 A 6 AR T L Ay A TRl
A AT REAMA T4 - b FLE A 2B 1250 ms IF, By M IR ) 0 1) 2 B507E 99 4 18] oK o e
%%5, F(1,38)=1.175, p=0.285, 72 =0.03. i AAE FEAMALE Bt BN - hk i £L 2 B 1]y 500
ms A1 1250 ms G A ] 1F) 40 0% S R 3%, F(L,38) =0.481, p=0.492, 7, =0.012; Tij7E 500
ms Al 1250 ms P AN 18] S A1 R AR AL 38 A FEAMAR (1) A 3 AU 8] i ) 20 B 2 57 4 25, F(1, 38) = 8.176, p< 0.05,
ny =0.177, FAE 1250 ms F AT ) S EALR ) (5 1 53 #1126 500 ms 21 17— 4 4.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of gaze duration bias scores for two groups of subjects at different presentation times (M + SD)
5= 4. MBHRERE S IMEHE&Z T 2EARTERE 2 B R G+ (M £ SD)

LI [A] AL AR A A AR REAL
500 ms 0.618 +0.112 0.503 +0.169
1250 ms 0.586 + 0.123 0.635 +0.163

Table 5. Simple effect analysis of subjects in high and low social anxiety groups under different presentation time conditions

#5 & RHZEERAHRENEZIMAEFZ M THE LMo

2

df F p U
500 ms 1 6.389 0.016 0.144
AR AKT
1250 ms 1 1.175 0.285 0.03
A A R 1 0.481 0.492 0.012
LI ) S5 A
AR S 1 8.176 0.007 0.177
3. Wi

T A AT HE e 2 T = I (25t — (13888 35 (hy pervigilance-avoidance hypothesis)$i H 4t 22 £z f& 5 —
FEUR EAR 20T U R AR AR ], (S 2 S0 AT Bl (Mogg, Bradley, & Bono, 1997). AR4E
AR, BV R 1 A A O B b, RIS (3 700 1 el B P A PR R 5] (7 R ) s
ZJE AR 2 RO X FE R AT B HoRE A n T 7 5K, 3k 290 £ R 1) H 1 (7 = [ ol ik e e
JE e BRI, AMES DARSER . PRSE DL E B4k I SRR PR AR BE AR LR B G S RO AT R
F2 T SRR L i) O TR S A SR T S s AT A R P e A, S AR R IR R WA
Wieser 45(2009) I HR BN 72 45 S IAL A8 A8 8 3 X B 1k A L e S8 1A R [ ™ D R AU P 3 AR
], EMHIE T %95 - BEBEE; {2 Buckner 25(2010) (IHR SHAF 7845 B & B T VR [ % 0. Al I AR 5%
AR BN IF 7 v A B A6 X 028 5 MR [ 1190 =S 10

BTk, A TR = AN DR AR SR AR SR LR R ) () = AN, AT SIS #E A2 R R K A
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BA BRI & SRR E & aTia m) . B B PER, BIAELE BV YR

et — (a0 T S MRS A A AR R YR R I B 0 R A A TR R R Ay . TR T
FE AT e R VR B A ) B2 = 23 1 (Buckner et al., 2010; Moriya & Tanno, 2011) MKy & [ 25 o W =
BRRRL A Ay B ER, YORTE R 5 S AN B AR EEE N A, BN e B s (1 B Bl
A3t R85 VR R BB R 20 I SR T AR AT T S, =AM BN T B A 4k, Cisler £ Koster (2010)
B PR R A B S m GO FE RN DG 7R TR A W Rl v ] e P B ARV R
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ATl . AAEDEA IR AR RS O, AN T B PR S R A (0 B, B R S I RIRE B S EH 2T R
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TRV, Xt HLORFRE 2 G FIRR SR 0 I s ROk, b ATT it R i b b iy s mp G 1) 7
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FiC 5 PR T AL R BRI D o X B B AL S FE R R 2 A 5 ANANIR], AT SE e T AE A A BB i —
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