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Abstract

Pain-related attentional bias may contribute to the maintenance and development of clinical pain.
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However, traditional reaction time measures are limited in dissociating the latent cognitive com-
ponents underlying such bias. This study combined a dot-probe task with the drift diffusion model
(DDM) to examine how patients with clinical pain process pain-related words. Reaction time re-
sults showed that both patients with clinical pain and healthy controls exhibited difficulty disen-
gaging attention from pain-related information. Accuracy results further showed that the pain
group exhibited reduced response accuracy during attentional disengagement and target reori-
entation. DDM results revealed that patients with clinical pain showed increased drift rate, short-
ened non-decision time, and increased decision threshold, suggesting enhanced pain-cue pro-
cessing and attentional orienting, accompanied by a more cautious decision strategy. This study
provides computational behavioral evidence for understanding how clinical pain affects atten-
tional processing.
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1 5|8

PR AT — Fh 5 S BB 75 4 23005 AH DG [ AN han PR o A 17 46 14638 (Raja et al., 2020). fEN—Fh BA4E
YR UGS, TR AE R SRR TR R EERAT AT N, FRR AN AR S R AR
S JSE LK BV LE () B 44 B (Eccleston & Crombez, 1999; Legrain et al., 2009). A4 - 023 - HH &R R
s IR FTAE Al fh 20 2300 1 B I IS N TRE , TR AR L O BRI A 23 DR 2R B A 28 HL I 45 2R (Gatchel
etal., 2007). H, EREZWIRIAR R BT RN EELLIER R MR N TIE 2 B s
PRIFAH NN, 2 IR AN, TR0 MR AR AR G BAERE S, TR BORIEIERE, #iFA
HIThREA A 5 i B (Van Ryckeghem et al., 2012). K, AMAXTFIRAH A5 BIGEFRIEE &, BIRmER
{71 (attentional bias), AT B8 & AR LR 5 KN T S EHLH], JE7E 12 M 7 i 4E RR AN 2w Rk 35 56
8 4E FH (Pincus & Morley, 2001; Todd et al., 2018).

TESIRVE R A A T, ARG R B ) V2 AT R T v — o 2t X e i B AR
s ILAE PSR ORI B R S o B IS ) SO 22 s AR IR AN AR 75 A AR R PR A SRRV R E T
(attentional engagement) 5T 7 fi# % IR % (attentional disengagement) %% (Crombez et al., 2013). Mg /iiEAG
HRIESBCAARE, SR IAT B R IR0 AT e K A EIN TR B S B 3 298 Rl
IXFNERE R, B RA B PRI AR B A B iR =, M BON SE 298 12 3 AR RS (7 =%
i, EDANMARRE AR A A 55 R R B AE B BRI F R IR B B . IR R IPAl
e BE BT, AN TT BESRIH SE R A R ) T AR A AN S ORI B R DA SN BEUR N
D AT G 2 B0 A9 72 4 475 104 50 iy AR o4 IR X (Fashler & Katz, 2016; Kappenman et al., 2021; McGlade et al.,
2020). BEAREE T RIS A AL SRR, AR PR BB AR T Jo g FEX IR, e AR AH DA B T g
TEEVE B, (B %3088 H 7/ H 35 A% 58 (Crombez et al., 2013; Schoth et al., 2012; Todd et al., 2018).
o, B P AR A T I B A U 1) B PR R TS 2 15 R R IR RS, R 5 B R B 4 B
B SCITE SORINEOAT B 58 BURHb S il 18 1 20 B3 IRV = kR s (Pincus & Morley, 2001; Todd et al.,
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2018). HULFRS, FEIRAVE . PR RFELIT [A] AR S AL R o i 2 L B T) S5 R 25t W e B2 e R PRI 55 v
FER IR, (EAS IR 70 45 JRAFAE — 2 77 i 4 (Abudoush et al., 2023; Broadbent et al., 2021; Roelofs et
al., 2002). Rk, BUA BT BARSCHF PRI Bk 0 AT BE 2 S 18 VE A O 4 RE AR R, (BAT) 32 B45 B A ) B
I 22 S T, P DA 2 T S s i 1 3 S0 AN BR T R SE BRI SRR, GRS A T A
PIREE M, MR SR T E B BRI UL 2

JE R IIAE 55 72 VRS 2 AH DT 2 i ) (1) 2 ML 20, (B4R G 7t 32 AR 4 S SIS (reaction time, RT)
ZE e HEWTE R AR 1), M DLE— BRI AT AR I S T AR AL o S SIS S i =2 R A ik
PR RIETE A N AT ZE 2 AN LR B 2R G 45 2R, DRIHAN B e V7 By 22 S5 3l DL W 2 g V7 T vt 1)
FGEUR T RE AR VERMRRAAE. 5 BRI RBCERAR, 1S S ST S B F IR R (Fashler
& Katz, 2016). R Uik AL (drift diffusion model, DDM) M AR HTIX — il @24 T4 X% . DDM & —Fh
THEEATVE, B RS ST AR, 0% — P SR AT 55 TRl B0 AT o B50ds 1 & Fh 28 1t 43 (Rateliff & McKoon,
2008; Vandekerckhove et al., 2011). Frf, Rk 5] (non-decision time, t) s BRI Zm S . 8000 T fliz
HIPATE IR RE, R Z (drift rate, v) ) BUE BAEHBURIESE AR B 280%, Y sk 3 fR (threshold, a) i s A~
PRAE H S SEHI P 75 (IR B S Ve . AR FE R, DDM nf B TAADLE: s ) (10 AS 5] n Lo 2,
F A AR A 28 B A S0 O T SRR BC SR M AR 4 . W SE A T (Cushman, 2024; Maka et al.,
2023). FEFIFIR, BEAERTFRIL, PR S B 51K M S ] fER IV IE SR (4655, k=
It 5 R HE T e IO R RIS, SR AN [EIVE = 0] B 23 AT AN [F] S S 8GR TE (L et al., 2025). F—2
SIS S R BRI AR R, PRIRDIRAS W] 3G 9 0A) T SR S5 AN — SO RS, R IR
RPN PR 55 B PR AR 2 , Ui B DDM RERS 8 7~ 648 RT $8A5 Ak DL 78 209 2 (0P IR A S U KD T 2028 (Robles
etal., 2024).

JAE IR R O BRI T 1 ) S A 1 B K, (HREAE K AR IE S DDM AHZS
A PSR 7t 22 5L T R N SCIe MR BRI R AR AR, ORI RE 4 22 B0 SE e IR B & /R ik — 2
K. S5E0I0 = R A LG, I PRI S R AR IO KR T A, R AR R I 5 2 S
A, PRI 0 EAE I PR AR Hh 2 SRR AH DG N L 5 2 S ARE A AE o 9 I B IR PR s G AT 52 e
JRAH AT BB S T A, AW F0 5 %21 PR AR A IR A OG5 B B0 = [ R AAE, I — 28R
DDM AT AR, LUIX 53533 2 ) A O (1) R S o AR AN AR D S 72 o 2 T4 it B 20 it A% B84 (Eccleston
& Crombez, 1999) LA & BEAT AR TE R AR A1 0 9, ASHIE iR, I R A I R 8 A T xR R e e L Lh B
SR PR PR IRAH VR i e, FL AR AT REAA I g 2R AH SR IO v A A SR 0, AR D A SR o
BEIIRE IS o RNy, XA ST A SRR GeAT R b, W N 22 57, s {A3LAE DDM Fir
PR E SR, WIERE AR Yo B IR E AR S A) (1 2 o i 45 R ITE S DDM, AR FA
BT ATE S 2 T 48 7 I R 948 9 B8 85 AR v o (s ) PR A R0 AR AAE o

2. B
21. FiRE

AT T DY )48 T2 M T r s R e B SR R 2 8 SR RH T2 SR I R AL 52 25 4 (ietk 12 44,
Fle: M£SE=4546+190 %), HINIRHEN: (1) EVMFERN, HAOBRFFLENE >1 M (2) Fikk
£ 18 £ 60 & Z[A); (3) Jo oINS s S RGP 5 HH RGN - HERRARAEN: (1) FFAENFIBERG BE
BRSLIRAEST; (2) T 3 A WA AT BESZIE = SO I DI RER 230 (B ). SLamaigy); (3) A4
BPREIE A S e, RORRRSE A 3 MARIRZIREIL 15 44, BRI AAONEER . SRAEIX
s PRSI A 3 AN AR 3L 10 44, PO ZORIR T I 5 B KK SR ME . 5 FERS,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.167364 319 P HE A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.167364

A
3

%

I A X 5 A SR B R 4 32 3L 30 (Lt 15 44, ERE: 45.07 £ 1.96 ¥). FEEEZRE LT
SUEMBYEER . A RGN MM B . e O SRS ARG . BT 2 E A IE R B A B, H
YIRNAEF]F .

22. SEWHEE

FITA N ZH B R P 6 5 R N EAT 0 AR 36, AT 257 i D R i 2 HEAT 0~10 $F40.
PIFH PR E N 4.64+0.27, TG s At 24 FIEL PHEATAR . S, BrA 2l # & e
W RAOERERIVE, B 2R B IFER(Zung, 1971)RIHIAR B P72 (Zung, 1965) A% A 1) £ FE 41
AR, IR BBUBE A1 45 (Ruscheweyh et al., 2009) PEAS AN AR F A S RIU P, 908 5 MEAL B3R (Sullivan et al,
1995) FHH I L 1] #5111 (McNeil & Rainwater, 1998) VAl AN I/ 5 B0 S8 FE AR o 1) B S 45
WIa, SZRFR RO RIRINAES,  DAVPAl O IR AH 5SS B 13E &=k 7] (Jones et al., 2021; Van Ryck-
eghem etal., 2012), {#iFH E-Prime 3.0 FAFiC 5 523 1) S JRL A A B e 4

2.3. SEEaMR

SERIIAT 25 (¥ S50 RO BHELHE 40 A5 P AH 5 11 15 AT 40 /S rfr 1] 15 (Li et al., 2025). 5% R AH
RIRIERR 7 H AR E T PRI, “RAE” BT ), TR O R T AR S
(r,  “Yafe” o “HEE” ). FTAIEIERESE 2 IE UL A OO R IR, 2 7.16° x 3.58° LA,
ATALEE B0 60 cm. SIS FE P HH E-prime 3.0 B AESn

24, RIRAMES

TEsSRIMAT 55w, AR 28 2 35 BRI R R A B O &R, K ik s SO = 2 Y (Cisler & Koster,
2010): —HCHERR U (RP PRI A H PR 55 P98 AH OC IR B A (R AR AL )« JE— B U (R PRI ) 3 BT
5P A DR A TE AR S AL ) AR IR (PE v e 2 1, T T B 2R S ST, DAV AN 52 90 AH G A5
BRI 1SR o BEAME S AL — B SR A A — B T & 120 MR, ER AT EE
80 MR o

AR — + H A2 AR H + H + H .
gtk 4+ -fj" fregmfEl 0 H  + —
bk o+ H#osesmiEH o +: H O+ H —
800-1200 ms 500 ms 200 ms <1800 ms 400-800 ms
le |
I v e) 1

Figure 1. Schematic Diagram of the dot-probe task
E 1l sfNEs~ER

BRI, FEREP R B A “+7 PR, FRSE A Dy 800~1200 ms, k32 iRE R ER
1K 1) BJE RIRRE R AN, RIS T (R I B A SRR s i 2 A P, R SRR 5] D9 500 ms.
RG] TE X AT A — AN 5 AR A R A TE AT — A PR IAl T, AT DU X R . SRR E RO
KIG, —NERRHRCC: 7 )SER AR — AN ERE AL B, FFEEINTA] Dy 200 ms. 52 it AR HR I )
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B 1) 2000 ms N, JEI dERE, SCPRSCHERBFIWER DRI IO B . A T RARRT “F7 Bk
ANTRIRN R B 22 A AT “07 SoRFR /BRI AR Mo 335 ANERD SR8 L B 38 4%
AL SONER ] o 3RV TE] [E] Bl 400~800 ms. BEAMT S0 E 4 MEEE, AV 80 MK, Bt
320 MR

N T BEAGER WA RS, AT T RSS2 R S e RS, B HE— Sk S — Bkl
URBEI 2 72, PR IR T ) 5 2N 22 e i8R AN A 0T AR 5 SR PR T 23 i ) RO BRR  O 17 40 BT
8 N 770 P N 7/ % == AR 50 il [ ) B8 SV L e s Dy e 9 = e T 1B Y AR R i
A PRI S — SO IR ) S SIS ZEAE SR ARE, 2 (B Bk R 3 B o A YR A5 5 R0 97E R 0 [ T 208 V7 R
I 9 T AR o R 2050 7 ) Ak O FH Al — B0 I 5 H M IR 2 TR P S 2B ZE (B SR T 5, 22 (BB 3R B X 9%
I 15 5 P VA T AR o DR 2 i

2.5. DDM 43#fr

AT 5K IR 5O 3 (DDM) X 52 1K BIAT 8 308 (R I 55 T i 22 ) )3E AT 2450 43 7 (Rateliff &
McKoon, 2008; Ratcliff et al., 2016), ¥ siER AT %5 AT RIS i AN [ A K A2 . AR AL 7 ¥F DDM
SRR (P vs i BRZE) AR (— BRI vs JE— Bk vs o P MERIR) Bk %
(v), RRIEHESREUA P8 S, SRR ARIR (G BB AR, ORI IR (), RPN RERIL Stz
() ) B 8 (IE A OB L BR AR R NN R BR) s BB AR R R R e S 1 JE PRSI [R](), e & ik 72
(it S AS) AN RS S5 B B (B 40, 32303 SR SAAT) I RESER 1] R4 A (2) AR UL TT LRI 1)
N2, BT AR A R IE R gm0 7 SROERE =1, ASIERG =0), R0 B A 1E 6 s S ] B
FEAC I W] R AE AT A (RE2E 39 50%), T DA kS U840 AT 9 1R IS A ) AN 9 A A58 73 A v (Robles et all,
2024; Voss et al., 2015)

AW FEAEH Python £ 91 f¥] HDDM T H A8 145 J2 DU 2 £ 1 (Wiecki et al., 2013), AT AEHEI
%) DDM B, RGN S H0% MBS A Th BENLHIRE K o IR 732 so VP RAT 18T A D S b
S A T REAA AT N4 2 TH 192 B (Vandekerckhove et al., 2011; Wiecki et al., 2013). B 32k AT AR
5 %) DDM BRI, DUIERf N B B 5 B O RS 2 3 5t A7 TR 1 4w i (Wiecki et al., 2013).
SBEICT 200 ms 85 T % 40 P 3MA 2 fbndE Z RIS w8, FEM IR ARk . 8 SoRm]
FAE 545 & (Markov chain Monte Carlo, MCMC) 5325 X 6 2 54 () DU 17 J5 360 0 AT AT A . A T3 s
MCMC FEEA I SOMES, A 78 E #E(T 1 50,000 G S FEAIMAE, FHAaT 10,000 MEEA Y E 3%,
H 4% 40,000 MEEA AR 5 MREARET — AN (Gelman & Rubin, 1992). N T fli#E A AR KR 5 21
A5, ABEFE AT T I =R N ) DDM S50, SR DU S B0 56 SR A o I 360 5 5 43 A (1) 2
SREE, BE/NT SNRVIFMZHFEREER. FRMEHESILEH PpD &R, DIHHS5Z M
IR 2 p [EIX 9 FF K, R G IR Pp|D > 95% A A /2 . 3% i (Kelter, 2023; Kiers & Tendeiro, 2025).
S50 BN AT A, AT A BT SRT R E R R I F A IR R [ S R A AR oAk IR
FEIERE Y BUSE A BN S5 BB, DLMISERY S T 84 13 00 & 14 R 2L 1) 22
2.6. Geit A

FT A Giit 4 548 ] SPSS 26.0 (IBM Corp., Armonk, NY)i#H47. B 4G, STHAZRE AN DG4
S UL 0] A AT ISR AR t IR RS o R FU I PRI X A IR v e ) B s AR 2, AT 5%
FIRRAT NBAEHEAT 2 (CHH): ZIRdL vs AR AL) x 3 (R —#bEalii. JE—8erEik. ikitix)
M E M ST 2 i, HBIERA AR s, WMRCREENH N . BRSO, WK
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Greenhouse-Geisser I 1IE iR HE ., F XN EE, #PHTEEHMEELE, KA Bonferroni i
1 1E 22 8 LA R 1 5 — R R LT ) i

3. &R
3.1. AOSGHEEESVENESER
W4 1R, PR 50 AL ZE RS (p = 0.889) M543 A (p = 0.883) FIY LR E 2 R, KWL

ANO2EA g FIURC R AF. Bbah, MOZFEAR IS I0 /AT 45 AR, FOmALI M RE H PR £ S50 (p < 0.001)Fl
A VPR R 20 (p = 0.012) ¥ & 25 v T (e BEXt HA 4, 17 7 2L/ PR U (p = 0.129) PR R AL KT
(p=0.105). LAz PR AR (p = 0.590) b [R5 40 2 A e 9 2 (R 20 5 22 5

Table 1. Demographic information and psychometric measures (M + SE)
F 1L AOZGHZFEESVENELERGE £ RER)

FIE 4 (n = 25) S 2 (n = 30) GUiTH A (t53/%7)

R (FF) 45.46 + 1.90 45.07 £1.96 0.14
P51 %) 13/12 15/15 0.02

FLIRATFER 46.08 + 1.69 38.77+1.11 3.73%**
IR B PR 38.36 + 1.74 32.93+1.22 2.62*
PIRBUR LR R 5.11+0.34 5.78 £0.27 -1.54
PEI K AL R 37.32+2.14 32.40 + 2.06 1.65
IRV ER 90.52 + 4.41 93.40 + 3.16 -0.54

FE: *: p<0.05, *** p<0.001.

3.2. RN SIEfHER

FEHERR — 44 SN IR Y 3 [ bRk 2 (32, Xt 54 44523503 IO B HEAT 35 1 AR IR 55 B0 0
UEAh, S NIEHET 200 ms B8 T4 4P IAME 2 R bR 22 BRI N 0 i 4% 2 R T AATEAR
R N B RSN AR 2R o 0 S S 23 Ar 2 BH - 2E9I(F(1, 52) = 6.33, p = 0.015, np? = 0.11) Ak Ik
ZFI(F(2, 104) = 34.33, p < 0.001, np? = 0.40) 37 7L 38 FRN. . F 5 LB R, P9 ZE 0T 4% DN s 35k Fr 2
SRR 3K TR R AL e A, A S vk 1 S BN B 2 KT — S A R s vk (T EE AR p < 0.001),
17— IS AR 2 8] 1 S I 22 57 AN S 25 (p = 0.205) 0 203 5 i GCRRE HA2 AR A & 25 (F(2,
104) =2.21, p=0.12, np? = 0.04) X—Z5 KK, Frh ik B M DL 2SR AR S 3 2 ok
(SN YR ST b Nr s o7 ST i e AL A T SO PE =N 4 RS P Y g A

X T IERZ B A I RE SR 25 1 2 i 4L 1 RN (F(1, 52) = 6.55, p = 0.013, np? = 0.11) MRS A 3=
RUBI(F(2, 104) = 3.52, p = 0.033, np? = 0.06) . )5 ELE TR, 5% HE A P28k Jse I T Aff 236 4 21K T8 4L o
BRI, PR IR R 4 R m T AR — BRIk (p = 0.051), 1M — EHE R IR I IER 2 5
PRI (p = L.00)ATHE—EtE ik (p = 0.302) Z (M3 L i 3% 72 57 o A S5 R AL (22 BLAE 2 3% (F(2, 104)
=3.23,p=0.044,np?*=0.06). #— DRI RN HTRE, FIRAAEIE—BE R IE6f 2 8K T 1%
IR (p=0.002), fi— BRI ERZR S PR IR (p = 0.068) FI=E— Mk (p = 0.360) 2 [A135 G 2. 3 %
R MHZTN, WERAETE =R RS A R R I AR AR IR 2 (BT L) p = 1.00). X —&5 R 48R, I
PRICIRARAS VT T 1A 25 J2 THI A0 R B PR 00N, 3 B SR BRI 2L 1 T 0 1A 7 DAY 9 A O T
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics for reaction time and accuracy in the dot-probe task (M + SE)

F 2. RERNES R NS EREERMSEIT(M £ SE)

IR (n = 24) il 4H (n = 30)
S iR (ms) TE 2% (%) S iR (ms) 1EH1 % (%)
—HPERIR 375.88 £ 7.76 99.51+0.19 349.21 +7.99 98.52 +0.30
JE—BEx 385.95 + 6.85 99.22+0.24 355.03 £ 8.00 98.03 +0.39
HREIR IR 373.66 £7.72 99.26 +0.21 347.63 £8.06 99.15+0.20

3.3. DDM &8

BRSO PRAR(E S, EFREEE . FAHSRIEME DT, WA 2. ffiHi) DDM 2350556 7 A
EIESME, FEATE R E M RIERIR, SR I Srt R . B A R o, WL S 1 st AN 0
JSZR G FE ARG (T r > 0.99, p < 0.001), HEW] /AR AGRRMEME A A REF. & 2 fJ@ors 1 4H7K1- DDM £
HfGETHE (v t A QIR BLEAMICTF S B A 0L .

—ErEk Ak Bkt SR/
1 1
h-_
Figure 2. Details of parameter estimation from the diffusion decision model (DDM) for the

dot-probe task: drift rate (v), non-decision time (t), and decision threshold (a)

B 2. BT RRMESFRBER(\V) IRRERE(), RRER (@S EREUSHMET

FImA P

I HEE

ﬁiﬁiﬁ?éﬂ w
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PR O

A HRE
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WE 3(A) R, EEFEV) L, FRAE B W ER S AT E s, Bl 2 o
E—HrEi, T A R B R s, GRS A — Sk ik . JE 58 A EEE
SR, T R RN K VB RS 2 (V) 1) S MR 7 R ARG RV ZH 2 TR A 32 35 22 57 (P o (e — sy < ae
a oo - sy = 0.99)0 BARTIE , BORARI N —BUERIHE T i IR RS 22 (v) T e, TS HE AL
RINERZ(V)FIC, IR ERAAETTER R (V)2 0 R I H 508 )3 20E I N . A2, R T
TG R ARIE S, 3 AR TR HME R (Ppip pea (st — ity < smeen (s — ey = 0.07)FHE B [7) S (Pyjo
D (st — )< o (s — —sen)] = 0.82)TEVEAL R (V) LI AR R I B R £ 57 .

A EBE(v) B A PSR E[] (O) C R PR (a)
60
’ 2.0
R = Rl
99y D 204 o 1
0_
* *
. 0.15 - A @ 2+ G
17 = 0.10 =4
E Ej 0.05 % oA A i
§ g 0.00- SJER W q?
H @-o.os— o2
-0.10- | B3] -3- BE
e — —Ek Mk — — sk ok — —3E
44 55 " 0.104 A 2+ G
= | > ']i
= Qé, A & 0,054 2 M A
%ﬂé °7 “ % é d"gé 0 v
K 24 i3]
& & 000 @ &
S AR Y
6- G -0.05- Y5 2- 5
etk — ok JE—8k — i et — ok
4 55 ” 0.15 A . 2 G
=, 1 0.10 = Y
I N L N = 4
E 1E 1=
ﬁ 2 G Y & 00 ? i {;\E ) VAN v
6 -0.10 \ 2] -2 55

Je—8E — —8ut Ao — —3k 3|5 it — — 8

5 QR | Bt/ O 1 B AR i
pefiidL — O M ---  ---  --- [

Figure 3. Diffusion decision model (DDM) parameters estimated from behavioral data in the dot-probe
task

3. BT REMESFITARIEMSTH DDM 2%

Wi 3(B)Fras, FEAERFERIE() b, SIRAAE — BRI R E A THE RS, B S 2 o
E—FE R, T A AE JE— SR R TR R I S K AR SR IS TR (1), Fe v — SO OR ARk .
S WA LA I, YRR R I T RGN A e SR I TR] (8) b A7 A S 35 P 2HL 1) 22 55 (Ppj prosin (e — ety > wgeat (o
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# - ey = 0.99) 0 BRI F, FIMALRIH —BUE R VOB T PRl O AR Pk SIS 8] () 46 6, 1706 HEZEL 0
FINAE LRI (8] () A, FRonAEIEPLIRIN [](8) b, PRI ZH B3 € ) s S N S ik AHELZ T, TR
3k PR RN, (Ppyo presien (st — iy > aomeat (st — sopry) = 0.9L)RIVE 7 AR (1) BUSL (Popjp pesisn (st — sy > st (265t
sy = 0.15)7EAE PRSI ] (t) B AR R I (AR 2 57
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B SO A S T R AR B N M SN o X — 25 R BEAT AR VA e ) B A PR R AU A — B (Cisler &
Koster, 2010; Mao et al., 2025), BIPAIRAHICAE BAE N BA BU A A 2 X2 ER, st it e i FH F4E
FRE R GTUR,  fEAN A T SR v = MR A 5 b A B HH R (Eccleston & Crombez, 1999; Legrain et al.,
2009). SRTM, AHIFFUAE SO 2 T A A I R A0 DR 25 o ¥ At o DR 20 Py il 25 R T A, 3 5343
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P AR AR A A R A A T TR A € 1) T 3R AL R /N EL I 3 1R S 0 ) (Crombez et al., 2013; Todd et al.,
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T 25 PR IR AH DGR, T = A PR SR, R VA Rl T ) T 3R R A 2 () 22 S A S /2 A2 (Chan et al.,
2020; Greeson & Eisenlohr-Moul, 2014) . XFA—HUa] B8 5 AR Sk 0] 89 2 B BORFIE A 5C: ARBFFL
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BN T I R H T BE R I H B8 K KR B (1P i vE B w17l (Schoth et al., 2012). —FP Rl BERIMRREZ, IR IRIETH
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SO, N8 A RR TR TH G R AH RN, AT A & (Anterior insula, Al). #7177 [H] 52 JZ (Anterior cingulate
cortex, ACC)&EA% /017 il R I FE W0, 7 HOGH IR AH DG sl 1) ¥ 35 PR {E (Bottom-up salience) &4t 1%
W55 (Borsook et al., 2018). [FIE, 184740 2 76 85 U7+ = W 4% (Dorsal attention network, DAN)-5 H g4
17 M % (Central executive network, CEN) ] ) Ty R 242742 55 (Baliki et al., 2008), #iBH H i F# H b5 m)3E
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Imbriano etal., 2022). 5L, iR 38 75— SR IR R I H 58 v R e S BT B o e 55 R0 R s ke
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Tt e 3B E XU (Crombez et al., 2013; Eccleston & Crombez, 1999; Rogers & Farris, 2022). A 4h, S0
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