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Abstract

This review aims to synthesize and analyze the literature on the use of lexical decision tasks (LDTs)
to investigate implicit cognitive processes in adult attachment. By integrating key research themes,
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methodological approaches, and major findings, the review seeks to reconcile existing results, par-
ticularly the contradictory conclusions regarding avoidant attachment, and proposes new directions
for future research. As a narrative review, this paper analyzes and synthesizes empirical studies and
theoretical literature in the field. The methods examined include lexical decision tasks combined with
various priming techniques (e.g., supraliminal, subliminal, and auditory priming) and contextual ma-
nipulations (e.g., threat, trust, success/failure contexts) to assess attachment-related expectations,
information inhibition, and concept accessibility. The literature demonstrates that lexical decision
tasks can effectively quantify interpersonal expectations (e.g., trust, rejection) and map the accessibil-
ity of attachment figures and themes, thereby distinguishing among secure, anxious, and avoidant
attachment styles. Methodological variations significantly influence research outcomes. The incon-
sistent findings regarding avoidant attachment can largely be attributed to differences in research
contexts, the distinction between dismissing-avoidant and fearful-avoidant subtypes, and the opera-
tion of cognitive deactivation strategies that suppress the activation of the attachment system. Lexical
decision tasks provide a reliable and flexible paradigm for revealing the implicit cognitive architec-
ture of attachment. Future studies should utilize this tool to explore emerging areas (e.g., human-Al
attachment), investigate interpretation biases in social judgment, and develop more refined priming
methods to further elucidate the complexity of adult attachment.
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1. 5|8

R T 1L (attachment) 45385 FHR] VL ¥R 581145 (lexical decision task)# 57 AliE#1E) 1993 4F Baldwin 5%
TR RS J5 ok R IR R A F0 . 28 R I AT DUASE FH A R0 38 2 AR ) S 56 90 2R 35 B3R AT T B i
BR 0O B W USRS, IF H R TARRAGX PR A WG “BH” PRt — R 1 R
HEULEE

AR LR JUASJ7 THEAT TGN A S, Ay BE AT DL R 20 T4 72 () 301 Y R SRR 25 B 9 R 3 A 0w 40
WAL, L 5| T8 KRR R R .

B e/ H— RN R ST 5 A LE B 12T 7830 24 R A DI 158 1 3]V LU AE TG S A B 1)
TVCRE I PR FE TR, EeandE “BRA” MBS, 9 —mEp Il B R T e o i)
PR B 8 (Activation Model), 24— N7 REFHE 2R, AHXIIME oS . R ZF R —
ANE B AR, S AR BE SO 815 B e RN EGE, AP s Sy o BRIk, 30 e SR AF 55 BE
OB S MM EE TR, R NSRS S BRI VA7 B A2 A A B 58 Rl S ms RpL ] s
Fett o ORI RO & 775, 18 SCORBRIE M58 59 7] DU R F AL n] v, AT WIS EEMAR 7L, tein
ZIMREN G, IR PP FH s A2 55 0L T A BB AR I 56 (Implicit Association Test, IAT)F1 Stroop 1£55 -

2. ARAR
2.1. ThHA

s A AT e SAE 55 B Oy TR FUMA RS T 5 AR —— A Bn T, AN AR A H e g A
PRI AN [R] PR R L PR RR AR VR AR TS, 3 Agt m A I8l 2 PN s 99T B (1 1) VI R AT 55 S LI AT Rl
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(Baldwin et al., 1993). J& AAF FEAL Il — AP PR AR 708 AR N B LA 08 A T 51 36 = 0 e g o e s R 31 7
RRERATIE,  LE AN [RIAR 2R S0 1) ok g 3 5O BRI T AN B T, 3 ] RS TR Z0 52 M A AT T (6 9 7 380 R
(Zilcha-Mano etal.,2021); L AXT M40, 948 %30 =000 & A 7] /9 28 AR RS T i AN T 2
W4T NI T (Zilcha-Mano et al., 2011).

AR, AT DAMARHS S 23585 RS AT (BN e % Gk 7 = 4 5 RS B R MR D I AN B — D T, By
WO I S5 AR 7 RS G TO 2R RN RD SR A MR A I B8, FEIX PRI B8 28 SN R AR AN 2R 2 1) M
TE RN B B RT3 T 0 B A N 3208 R HE 48 B M T2 75 AR (Baldwin & Meunier, 1999).

2.2, HIBIGEER

TVC R AT S5 A EL R TE I, BT DA AT DARR 4 1230 21 S SN R PRAS SR A FEAS [ AR 28 28 B AR L
SN B A5 B (B D S4B 48) A B8 1 an e, A 28X 2845 B A B T A 58 i (Baldwin &
Kay, 2003). 4RI H & — U B IAT N Se 5, B A 538 38 0 1 s i i e O, A5 B A5 ORI F 3
1EZ FLgi 5 3 sh AL PR 4828 R (Zayas et al., 2009).

AAWFRAELR = F R E TR ) + RS R N RS, XS AT LUE AR 2 B
IEFERE A BRI 2 R (U AR 4 T A ), KX P2 R AR RN SR AT S5 R I B, IF45G ERP ik
— PR RIX—WHLH] . XA RT DL B 22 R A i EOE BT 51 BE S TR SRR BE 13313
ek B (1) 2 51 i & A2 R (Beckes et al., 2013).

2.3. BLZRURT R

B 7 b3 W RO AT ] 4 T B AN, IRV P AT 5508 R LA 1] SRR T AN R AR S 2 1.0 B RAE
(AT Kot BT e AR RS, BP0 R AR TN G R ) 28 B AR I A R ) 25 5 e T . Bl
LU SR i, B A FZE B R T E ORGSR T 1 B AR IS R ) 44 5 W
R (Mikulincer et al., 2002),

BCE W FE AR ] DOl I 5 e 8 [l B AR R R AR R 44 7, R S SRR R T A G )
WTCLERT LS B 46 T T St 2= 5, DLERIIAN S AN R AR X 5 1) P B S BE(Gillath et al., 2006) .

SeAh, WA TN TA RSB R MA B B SER G B, W8 o Al 3 — 2R A1) 25 2 Bl T
et )8 25 1A SR, BR AR AR A 2 RS T 3R s B I A R T 3R A P 5 1 ] WO el g 1 B R
(Mikulincer et al., 2000). A5 J8ZNA FUKASSEAL,  F| FI XS AT 17 FOIEAS AT 1] 2 18] (4 s 2B gl & A s
BAERITRARCERIRSE, 2016).

3. fARFG=E

BLE R I TE H B 6 TR AR ok SR AT 55 A S SCRR A B AN AN B 45, N DR A TE 7RI —
5 T AT T

3.1. BEh

H M Baldwin %5 A (1996) 38 F KRB & —FpAME 22 R &, ] DMEXR /AR, 2 Dol AR IEAR
R R R, AT DR — R AR FPIR S . XN R IR B SR T AT R T RSB S SRl . S
NIE, @i B3k RE, 7T RALESLE = RUE R e 0 RARREAY, FEEER TR AR S BN L,
RIAR S AH DG 7] 5 HoAth1m] i R0 . N B TR0 A 175 1% 1) 4l 7] 2R, (Rowe & Carnelley, 2003).

Bt AFRATTAS G AT DL S s 25 B8 AN — M A Y ) AN [F)E 25 bV o ST 55 v AN A S 82, B m] LTI JS
B ARR T BRI OC R R AY, Ll b B 3 1) 187 SRk Bl iU B e A R R gk 1 0 R 44 AR AR R
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FATS WGBS, w2 4O 5 i 28 AL AR T (e A1 [l 38E ] A RE 1A ) 1 S B2 IR AR BR(Gillath
et al., 2006). WA RPATZAMAMEZ, B IR FIWT S VR S AT HE AR IS AT AR 5G] 1) S RE R e 75
KRB RIREE, 2016).

3.2. T

PATA G AT LAFE B B e 2 3 B 152 B A A1), $R A —N N SCIEEE s ta] AR 0 v B A i 52
(P A) 2 IR Blia], I T DLk Sl i B SRR A R SE IR 85 IR T4 . — 2B 501 45 SR (Mikulincer et al.,
2002; Gillath et al., 2006; Granqvist et al., 2012) &3, 7EB T & sh[FFER] LUA B S sh i S256 2808

3.3. Eim

Fa, WETREECIRIE SRR, A HARE 5 — R S BUE S1RNE, T 5 iR AR DL 4
B9 75 A UK A S 1 3 B AR A e S 15 3 (Zayas et al., 2009).

3.4. 1BE

EGEHIT FOU KT B = 4E B - (54T M A 27 T (Baldwin et al., 1993; Zilcha-Mano etal., 2011,2021),
WA T R R — e —— (SRR, 2016). AL H 75 172 R4 52 ol dE 46 11 15 85 (Baldwin
& Kay, 2003; Zayas et al., 2009), 502 & JRIME 8 D) J5 1 3% 32 54 48 ) 5 i (Baldwin & Meunier, 1999).
A MBI B (B iRl & R 43 B HEAT A FE B SR, DR D RS B ) AR e st 2 B BBl 23 TR0 A A
R4 (Mikulincer et al., 2002). 4R WA K &S (E7RA KM JET)FIWF T (Mikulincer et al., 2000).

4. FRGER

¢ J AR NI T 5 SRIXAN A P 4R SR N2 IR AN A DS IR PR SR AT 45, I L 2 A0 R & i A 4
TRELEE 27 G 45 R L R LS S5 1 R R

e, AR AR B AR AR DLAR R SO AN i RIS ARG . RN RS , ME3)
IS BAGAT . SCRFB— MR N BB BRI, 22 4 AN A T R AR N B ] Y8 5 2 0L M B PRy g 7 B
(Baldwin et al., 1993, 1996). 1% B HARAR B A AR FARME S 0T S MR iy 5 ) BUgi i B 52 3 21 T (an
COET L R, RABINMEX RN R FAIEEE . ) R BAE S BE R, SR RS
BEM A 0B DL SR SR, 9F HSCREMERIE R S $R B (Mikulincer et al., 2002). Ak, AbATT0E A BR{E B K0
TROHIE N, BEAXHEL(E Bt B, RS B, AR TR RO S T .

HR, AR R BRI 1A% O R AE A2 AR 20 2 3 11 o 3 280 5 RS D% R AN e PR P i PR AR . ZE R
WFAT S, X PPRHER I — P FEBOE I T3ReS . TTIRTER MR R SR8 A T, FERE Y
i, X RN BT R AN R R PR B 1 R N #R B (Mikulincer et al., 2000). X T HAKE RGi4T
TEPEBERAS, ST AT R85 A AAE I 145 BB R FF = BE UK . R AR AE W B R PR N B R M 15
o, AATTXE “FE4s” R SR AT g G v iRaE (Baldwin & Meunier, 1999), 26 B H: P B T 0 1 - 4 W 45
R, FHRHELE MR LAE S AR T AR AR i 7]

e, BRI T 45 SR RO B R MR T G M, X ARIE e T L AR A SR
PRV . I B SO I, TEASATLEFEAR OIS, [RIEEBY AN RHE AR BR IR R R FE R, 42
R BT A PR TU(Baldwin et al., 1993). $R1, JEEERFTE, LAnreEss M NRBAESH, #H L
PiRaE X — RN, RN TE 3 AR A (Baldwin & Meunier, 1999). AR HEEERTIICHEE T, K
IR 2 0h B3R Y b G0 2R 7 0 RN 2 7 B ]9 ) OB I T A2 48 (Mlikulineer et al., 2000). 9% [R1EEAK AR
(97 J& 2 B0 AT LAd R LA LA 77 T AT A «
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CNERIE” HRG: [RIREARIAMA, Rl 2B 4s - R A, A TR MR CNEIRTE
(IR Sk mE . L H B AR R A AR U, T2 A S AR TR SR WSS A G AN - 1
BN Bk, 7R RREOE AR R LI Ba b, A% ) BSOS BIR AL B . X E
FEFECTAERNCRSRAES T, S ARAR DGR S S ZE TR o X W AT AR, oAt TR 248 S R
PREET T ORI, o [ FE X T-4E A1 B S S TS, I HI R AL FRVR FE I35 (Zayas et al., 2009). iX
A A A2 (BB AR F R SR ATLAE G o 4R 2R T SR AR U6 IR 5 iR >k B i e U i 7
2 LR [B] A AR FEBAT 1] I R AT 55 1R [R] B 58 J— TR A1 (R I R 25 (IR R 2 ST R SCA) I, HLAT
e TR BB IR A 7 P TR A e ) P 15 B AN SR (X 28 PR AU BT R 1 3 I (Mikulineer et al.,
2000). XUEBAIL “FE7 B CTRRMNT BIRRTN, AR AT E I FE N SRR 4ERR (1 s i £

WBE TG B0 22 57« (9] EAY (R DN R0 S v FEE MR T 15 B 1) < Jg il BT o o0 3 v R [l e A4
HZ 0P B AR R R ML . RS RGN o TG f b2 R o P BRI
o “HIEZTEPARZIL” (Fraley, Garner, & Shaver, 2000). 4152 R EHHHE MW R ELG ERL R,
AN T TR AT Re b2 “ttEE” tHoR. T 5 IE 58 v A N bR 0 Bl 2 sl il G vy, 2R3 SRIE W]
RE R KMIER, WMEAT Nfabs ERIATE R EFE L.

TRBBYIX 55 FEAL GEMHE e, Ainsworth T8I FE AR 15 50200 B2 LK A8 93 =28« 2 4 Y (secure)
FEJ& - 7 J& 7 (ambivalent-resistant) f1 [5] 36 7 (avoidant) o M BRAMKZS A AT B AL B S AIEVE) Al AL
RGOl N BB IX PN GE R AR A XAl 70 4 AN 2R FERERY (preoccupied). FE 44 — [a]8E Y
(dismissing-avoidant) F1ZL 1 — [F1#8E Y (fearful-avoidant) (25045, 2005). 45 ALY X 43 “HE 48 - [A]wERY
ARV - [l R B OCE B . BT A S F AT SR, TT BRI B I RN s e A )
RE T LRSS BRI, RIS IR E2 = A B A HLH (Baldwin & Kay, 2003).

5. BRRMESRE

R RIS 7 IR, (HIT AR R O B AR AU ) “ P B GHL” (Replication Crisis) CiAZ]
fitk S RASHIE T, RS 25 R B ARV D SAT 55 AE P T 7 YE SN AT R 2 S 8 o W] E B ) O AR A E AR
IS REARANAE, T A I R P A T S B(Van [Jzendoorn & Bakermans-Kranenburg, 2021).

BT NATE RN TR SRAT 55 0 T AR HEAT AT 98 K 220 AR SEg0 S vh kAT, T I 0 i) — > B B3 fr) S AE
HAHE S PR KR . X BRI SIS S AR A ZRIEIAE S R B sE. i, —
T 2025 A U I 7R RN TSR IS 15 22 AN AR (AR AT B T IR 3, BEEDR T T %
HE PR AR, FFRIN 7 B ANAT Jetiila . X SEWFFAUEN] 18 Sl R0N AR AR ) PR 5 T 47 M4(Gillath
ctal., 2025)0 X EHART H HAVE P HAT 55 90 20AR B J5) BRAE: (An AR 25 28R 1) RO BT 51 R B SR B D e 1 v BE 48
il A8 AR IO SE A = ORI IR, REAS T BB ZhaA R ESE NBR BN H ? XA AT Stk
25, B EPSEMILSEAT AN FrUASRIT AT AAS& BRI b k4T, Hnk B2, AL
BDRER RSN ASA. EER), EHEES R .

AW FELRIA P 5 R SCHR, - 3 BT 1)V D SRAT 55 I AT D9 S S I s AR iz 0 N B e e . R G
V0 A8 s MR AH G R & T Rk Bk 2, (HHL B — 4R WP E A RIFR . AT AR 2 — M 2%
AR, EREX S E AT BUHK 2 S R R RN S E SR L TR
VAL . BA BT BRI 73 TS KA FEAT A R B2 S, ABXTIX $6 22 535 J5 1 b 22 A 2 B i AL
IR A o B TASE I & TR A AR R AT IR, B — SO 4R AR I ARRE 132 BIPRAR . AR 34 2 K
55 A Y G B (IR ShIE R . EEG/ERP. TH5 ) LA AME Bk S &, A4, Aa i m ik
AN THUE (Liu & Fan, 2026; Cheng et al., 2025).
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SORIRIZ IR TT 2 R RAE T, BB SRl e S A R 55 AR S il & T R AR S s = 7840 F &
4 K 2 BRI TR FH & S BUE £ GRl/ARIRN)TE R, FRBRIA I SONIN 22 5 B e Ayt et 17 w] Jede.
SRTT, NALOHEIZEWT AR, RNFRT AR G2 B WA R B A S R fla, PFRER, S530E
BREF ML, Go/No-Go WA TRV P SR 45 2 i O 0 B Y8 B S N B3RV 1R 51 HH (Cheng et al., 2025); 7]
REAMAMIERE T S RSB (Withr & Heuer, 2022)0 X &R L FEFR I, 82 5 (BUEEE vs. Go/No-Go) 1]
RN AR “ RBLERE” BB, TS 2 BB ALHE A U E N I EEANME B TR Rl R . DRk, ok
SR T SR UERE P £ )& 3. P T BERN B BT, 28 S8R s 24 &= 14)
BVEEAIZR, Go/No-Go JuEVFRESR ML BE REGIKFEFR: TR T 75 RS AHTE A IAE 55, ARGk 530
ARSI BIRBIFFEGIIX — Tk &, RARTHWTJT IR W] EO Pt R0 4518 ] SEME A 2R

6. &g

FEASCH, BATHAR BRI R FAT 55T T sl . R ERONBATRAE 7 — A ER
RN FERIAESL ;s IR DR SRAT 55 T — P AR ARG B2 B 3. PR I ES & R BA TR Bt T — N
WTER T 0, PR A A BT B FL 3N (S NEHLA . foejm s Ay SEAROR I RN B0 TT, BRI 4R R A SRR
AN R B BN BRI BB R AR, WO BB IR AR LA, DMER BN 5o & M AN BET R
PERH), HEE N PR R S R 05T .
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