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[Abstract]

Fifty—five heroin dependent patients from a methadone clinic and 71 healthy controls were recruited. Participants were re-

Objective: To investigate pre—attentional bias on drug—related cues in heroin dependent patients. Methods:

quired to name the color of drug-related words and neutral words in a masked Stroop task. Addiction severity index(ASI)
and Barratt impulsiveness scale(BIS—11) were used to measure addiction severity and impulsivity, respectively. Results:
The impulsivity level of heroin group was significantly higher than those of control group. The heroin group exhibited longer
reaction time in response to drug-related words than to neutral words. In addition, pre—attentional bias was not correlated

with addiction severity or impulsivity. Conclusion: The current study provides the evidence of pre—attentional bias on

drug-related cues in heroin dependent patients.

[Key words] Heroin dependent patients; Preattentional bias; Addiction severity; Impulsivity

HH LT AP, AR A AR RE A
PR R BRI 5 AR R, B AR R e
SR v AR I A B R B S U 1)
Mo b T R ARESR U, 55 RUIRE ) A 5 A ) A
S AT RRIR R AR E R R T R MR
Xof FRCIR ) T A O HI R R AN T AT KB Field Al
Cox TEH L5 AR g H X4 J5 AH S H 3% 1 2 D ]
C BN R R ELE DA RN L5 T ) 3 B i

Tiffany /9 H 147 8 & =CHNUE "8, P 5T (45
(E£mHE] EZRASRESE5 H (15BSHO8S) AT A S
BLAAF ST 4E R4 T H (10YJCXLX063) G H HASCHE RIS
A4 1 H (12YJAZHO88) | b 5t i #h 25 B} 24 3 4 — ik 1 B
(15SHBO19) Attt xRl 54— H (14)YBO18) |, o [ B ik
RAFREHPN LR EOFEIH | b Bk K 2 e 3o B
T H L B B e o SRR O B
a8 7 S S et (=
WIRVES . 3k 5L, Email: gladzz@163.com

ORI N N L R T R TR VAR A = = el |
2 IZ KIS H gl A0 T BORE SR Y n T
i), XA PR AT 2 AR Y, T hax —
PSR B AL P B SRR B PR S
AT R, BVETE R R 1 (ER YRR TR
WU B )i AR I, AR FT RE 32 30 R 2 R b oK
Wy J5e , IS [R)RE AT LA | A A T JBRE S )
B AW ] o Robinson F1 Berridge A% “ 175 K] - &) JB B
W B2 S R Y 22 I e B ™ A A
ORI, T IR 740 SR DG 2 s “ 5 IR W M 1
PE 2R E TERE S L MR 5 R 1 J7 20, Xy o
AHOGER Ry A= T i 1], R0 5 | & I I Joe i 47>

“l, Di Chiara £ H Y “ 375 K = > 15 A U8 SR ik 2
P BORE SCHEON T OB BAT 15 R s X —
WL AEIZ AR A TE U 1, W B i IR s k2>
Wit 2 A AT 8 3 7 P A T o 55, DA T el A1



<796

Chinese Journal of Clinical Psychology Vol.24 No.5 2016

AT A NN 35 DR s vy ™ e 7 Ry S M B g
o, DR — T SRS i R — 2 IR R DL i R
T 1] 55 R T A 18 2 AR 1R I P 2 A 1) 1)
FEAEAILEL B IR B U I e ) 2 ORGSR
FTCE VRS T RN T,

X4y o MRS AR 1 1) P A 5 R
Stroop 1T 45 AL BE B IIAT: 55 (04T A 24 S k=, H
HEAEAN AR ) B AORSE ATRE Th A 1 R T i 1]
BB FE TR , QA AR TR AR ™ | ] - PRt
RN D% T DN U I U SR e e I A
J2E LB DI RERE AR AR F A S HL A
ARl 35 R Bl AR Ty 2 R B A A
i 1] R P 22 2 LR (R BRI, DI SE
FEA I X 2 B VRS AT B PV T 59 13 B
i), K22 S JH T M ) 2 32 B AR il () i i e o
B4, XA D T] AT R R IR AR A o B WFSE L
TREE RIS 5 A 8, >R FH Stroop T 45112, 3l i 45
TR S B A B 1] (11 3000ms . [ T 28ms ) LA
e A5 2 PRSI 3 O 22 PRSI OA B | A
FEHRRNECH R ) 53 575 S8 AE AR R B URE T
XoF 25 il AH DG 2 2R T s ], 45 SR 3R W1V % DR A4
T T i DR R R AEAETE R 1), (HR A AE X
A S s e TR E =X [ [ R ES T [ S e PN
FHA3 25 1) Stroop $5 258 K B, T I PRI TSR 5 72 3L
LRATE A SR T AFAERT I PR A DGR W T 2
T 11 355 % A A 2ok XUHR 5 P i R R, W 25 X6 T
5 T B A HH SR A AE R R 7 SE IR LR
AT BRI B 02 S A R SE iR R
FHAERK (1) Stroop 11 5515 3K, 5 G508 RS # %F T
B A G RS A TE AT A 1]

IFEE Y 55—~ B B R ER A 7 1 5 R ™
AR LSS P AR R BT G &, IR R AT
SR ] TR E S BILT o A8 ST 26 T R A 1] T R
ANy JoT AR R B s R R A O, AN
Pt 1] 5 KRR P {7 FH 31 23 5 T AH OG5 8 I A
AR ELAT XA A DGR R A T B i 10) (AR
TGS B A, $ 7 X RO A i 1] 7] RE
e N R S S s e 1 S A SER Py =N
AR A B Aw 10] , 25 A 2 I 1) 5 R R
WA AT (R AH AT IR AR D 3 555 N BRI R 3,
WG IR 4 T 28l 1) 5 ST e AR P AR 7 - 5 B A
R A AT S e A B TR
TTTIREHIEE | F 30 A I sl 1 5 A o1 42 il BE I 41K
T ANITTAS G A % 40 Jo A DGk vy B g™, AL 2

B PE 5 F T N ) 1) 5% R AB A B
1 XME5FHE®

1.1 X%

TN R P« SEER H B ok A i 351
B 12245 H AR YT IS R 55 45 (31 35
#2045 X BRI e M RS B TAE A B
R 71 24 (134 44, Ltk 37 44 ), I H WA 4F
BB EREICR (W), LRAPILT 5L E
KR 2 I 5 Ge Tt T WA 5 R 5C T 0 2 ot
IR RIZWbRIE , - HLERIEES PR Ah, JoH Al o
$, S5 B — AR R A . P
B A AR T I EOR IEA T R, O
R4, T I B AR A PR , 2 S5 0T 9T RIS
BT RS RS IR SRASAH AR
1.2 Ji&
12,1 &% R Barrawt #h 3 £ 5+ — R
(BIS=11) % P AH Wil i) b g M 4700 . BIS-11
26 MEH  AdE =AHERE B bl s s
£ S0 e g 't R L
122 7k SR AT MUR ™ R B 45 £ (Addiction
Severity Index , ASD) U515 $i& 44 X 1 ¥ PR A8 4 114 B
e R AT ITAL . ASTIE — R 45 H iR T
H., ff McLellan I Luborsky NPT & G, BN
] o 3K 3t A AT ) DA ) o R AR B A R A
ASIFRSCRRIE 108 125 H L 23 74 o3 3R« R AR i
FREARDE M/ SRR O 2450 HI R 00 RS e A 17
Bt GERAUIRE O HBEAE S R KRG, &
DR 43 B30 LRy 0— 1, AST 40 Ry 45 IR T 1540 Y A
o UFRE 2 24 VT8 #2456 FUITE FIE T AE 56
J, W B AR R 0.85,
123 FAFFEE  RHEH Stroop (T 575, 72
J¥ 38 13 E-prime 2.0 4 ifil] S I 0 SRE A, 7E 14 )
LA E AT (3 BER 1360%768) . K 2(F
AR PRI 2R ) <2 (SE I R IRZH ) TR
Hiit, HiiaiC R A NS &, 2 h dH R AR 5

SRR A IR, RV S R A
PR o SR B9 2 7K 05 55 N "R B8 Franken AH OCHT
FERIIETE JE , 2850 — RN A PEE TAEGR L R Y
ST R AT s DA G R TRIE 8 > (T s A L5
BB ST HZS AR R B DASCE FY
FIABA AL 8 AL P& (KA (R L oR
T R R R, LS A ASl s i T 2R R
(BEFE KA R R GO VE T bRL . 25>



hEIGR OIS Z4E 20164F 52438 558

+797-

B BB RN BEPU R, 3 20 4 trial ; 1E X 5280 Hh 4
AN B, 351604 trial, I ELEEHL SR .

SR D218 i S DO A (0 B, 2 B 28 ms
S B B 3 XXX B XX, A Y R
28ms 1] LAPEIA A S Bl i 7E 17 B UR A TR A Hh 0 i
) S B[] Rl gl ok fe S A1 O R
3000ms PN X 22 AT+ 008 80 T 1) 0 P A
FBE N, FGIK B A3 R R Lr i i o . 4 9l AE
3000ms AT RN, FRIT 23 A 2hik 2 F — il Jin]
1o PTG 52 B 2 94 S Nl — trial , trial 2 [6] )
i ] [6] B & 1000ms o 1F 205256 /i 2 2 HEw ik A 7
5>, MEA IR B 4 AR ST 5 AR e b
| S B Bl N S e
1.3 Rz

FT A B4 5 i BIS— 115 A ASI (438 FH A BE R
B MR, BT DL R S AR AT T ASLI U
WRVEAS 5 T A Bl 58 B Stroop 1155 o
1.4 HEBSH

it SPSS17.0 #EATEE /34T o TEHEHK Stroop 1T:
55 X T AMARE S 206 SN /N T 200ms PR
i 3000ms M EE THEAMATEA RS54 T 1724 )2
7B, T AR A B3 S L B 7E — A i 2 22 Ab
R

2 % R

21 WiKHWELER

P AR IS R R B I R R A FR L ASIT
B A YEFE RS I 1R
2.2 XInAFMITRBARABIEKFEERILE

X6 19 £ 5 1k 1 o B P i e AR AT A ST R A ¢
g, 25 R (W3R 2)  SERR A7 T S vh sl |
TR R LB s i 134 2 X IR
2.3 #&ilk Stroop ESEIBEL

SR R I AR = AN bR 26 Z A 3 N B (1
K AXFERLZH ), B0A 2K Stroop BUHE RS20 2H 55 N, ¥
HEZH 68 N, W SZ3 41 IRt IR 4 5 B (0 i 44 4T 55
1) B2 7 HER trial DECHEAT AR ST AEAS (K56, 25 R
7N, PIEL AT 1 35 25 5 (1=0.47, P>0.05) .

PR B i e B € i 44 A 55 1) B N R SR
3. DARNLERZ N AR &, 4 oA 2 (R) A
Xof X 14 B €y 42 S 0L st 1A o A 0 oy 25 43T o
H AR R 58 BAEH B2 (F(1,121)=6.02,
P<0.05) 5 TANC 4 2 0 R0 3 (F(1,121)=4.33,

P<0.05) 5 20 3 19 RN A 825 (F(1, 121)=0.02, P>
0.05) o 2043t K IR, 5256 40 X 25 it iRl 2R R
1 4 T 75 B O A 3 K T TR 2R R (r
(54)=9.10, P<0.01) , 1fii X FEZH X P AR i)Y 2k R i (4
iy 44 T 5 1R R L B I 3% 25 5% (1(67)=0.08, P>
0.05) ; TCit & XF il IR Kb & il 4k &
SIS ZH TGS REZEL ) L € 44 SO I B4 2 2 R
(1(121)=0.39, P>0.05;1(121)=0.72, P>0.05) .

F1 HAWERFZ(M£SD)

. SN Xif 20
HALER (n=55) (n=71) ! F
PR RS 38.98+6.44 39.96+9.21 0.70 0.49
HAEBEGR) 9.93+2.15 9.76+2.25 0.42 0.68
RIS PP FAERR (4F)  13.3£5.04 — — —
ASI a4y 1.35+0.57 — - —
AR AR BRI 0.14+0.21 — — —
W/ ST L 0.32+0.28 — - —
i g 0.17+0.07 — — —
A S O 0.04+0.09 — - —
ARG 0.04+0.09 — — —
REEH R FR 0.37+0.21 — - —
FEeR AL 0.27+0.30 — — —

*®2 WAMKMIMEKFEERSIR (x2s)

EidE SIS (n=51) XFHR41(n=66) ¢ P

TEHmsitE 14.4423.01 12.60+2.54  3.58 0.001
Bk 19.97+3.53 19.17+3.22  1.27 0.207
ToitRehahtt 25.65+4.29 22.45+3.94  4.19 0.000
R 62.84+8.95 55.89+7.40  4.60 0.000

*3 FHAMIKTHEE G EESH R (x2s,ms)

FaiALL R rR PRI LR R
S (n=55) 876.15+144.79 848.56+142.55
Xif B4 (n=68) 865.26+158.15 867.52+148.17

24 ZWARFEERESHRBECERE. P
FEEESESERN

P I A R AE HE M Stroop 1155 HH X2 SRR R
) S5 I i 5 5% P 2R 1 IS 7 ST 78 26 (LA A s B
X2 i AR I i T A 1) B R b, TR T
Pt 1] 5 e ™ T R B DA R o sh MR OG . S5 SR 3
WY, A A i ) 5 e ™ R R N L A A DG
AR ZE (ren=—0.15; rmmmenn=—0.15, ramummn= —
0.13, rsuent262=—0.03, rggmne=—0.08 , riwwremnn=—0.02,
Frmnin=—0.04 , rpppme=—0.07) ; B B ] 5 v
Bl B 2 FE AN FAAE B A O (r59=0.04 5 1)

war=—0.02, rizgman=—0.03, respuwan=0.11)



<798 Chinese Journal of Clinical Psychology Vol.24 No.5 2016
3 it % PRI B9 B FH AN 5 R i il 2 A

31 EEEKBENSREZTNINEERE

TF 58 R FHAEHE Stroop 1145 75 20X 13 1% R i
PRI T 2 1) (AT 2 55, 445 T o I S 36 20 Wi ) 7
TR I eSS P N2 VAL 1T S i el A 1 Y BE5 5
2, M IEALNEA B a2 5 SRR e JC =R
BT RIS PRI S 7E x0T 8 BRI e 2R AEA T T, %o 8¢
Al AR R TR AL TS A

AR 1) R TR A BRI T % RO 3 A 5
BB AT 55 I T e 3 T8 LA TR .
5% BE A SR ) R T B A DGR Y
S HTRZMNE SRR, A28 518 LT
KB TS0 S R BNE R E =, A
T 22 30 X6 2 2J% 93k B € i 24 S I B A K I B 42
BT RL AT AL A R — T U BV R AR
B AEAE R S A DR R W TR R w17 5 53— 7
. 2 B I 8% DR 3 b T3 BE i Ar A sk, — 2.
R BT A 25 M Y BAT 55 19 58 A o

— A Ry, T A ] — A B Sh Ak Tt
T WFTRAE SRR AL TR I8 RO X 3 A R R A A
TV 2 O 1) B UEE , 5 Tiffany 19 < H 3017 3 K 20 B
WA A 22 A DG o
FHZ B8 B R B4, IFAEAAR R IR % A s T
S, (A AR & [ St A X oA S ]
PRI A, FE LK S T TR T TR R, A
RENS T 5) K I URE) 0T 1) A AR XA DG TR IE 1 738
PEVETE RS, M O A2 A S PN 2 RIS , AT
g1k s E AT H

T 2 1) ) & B0 DA A S 45 1 B 40 A
BAFAE B VUIRZS R A9 78 B 1) B9 4538 I A A
Tiffany 48 H , 244X 9 SR SR B shn T.32
SRS, PN TS BE%TEY . Ryan WK, 9
JEARCHS 5 X6t T J] 1 4 2R B89 S g ] REAF 7 T A2 7

SR S TR IR R B R RN,

DRI 228 e 1) R O 1) — 3% P REAR A AE , N1 2
[ A& I A B TCI R, 1] e i i AN [
FHAILH X BRI 5E o 0 A DG ZR R A TN T
32 HIFERESHREEERENHEX

TSR I i 7] BE A A 30 s By I fik FH 2 1)
RGO 24 W] REAE Sy BURERR B 1) N B Ak
e ARSI B e IR 2 M 1] 5 e ™ i
JEZ A AE G, 3 5 U R A — 301 X —Z5 5]
DL Di Chiara (9“5 B - 2] BB DL fg R o 3%

DO, i MRS &, o & AR 2838 1
filt A A SR AT oA BURAT T IR Z ), R
FHOCZR R R T 2547 S 19 5 R = sh AILVE HIAR SR A7
1 ABAERREE b 2x W | 5 DA R e 48 Ry >
TSN o PRI, AN 1T i DR A R 7K P 2
A, ABATTXF 25 i 2 ZR BN T AT BE AR L 222 AR Sy 2T 8t
AR AR, DTS 23 2 B HH AN [ K P ) i
M) o 380, 5K 4 NRIRITSE KB, RUDERAERHAYT
A LR AR TR 5 DR M 1) ™ EE R T, IF S R
R P8 95 DU R FL B SR VDB 132, Ui
PR, Xt ) BB AT 2 1) 5 O™ E R S
AR Z —
3.3 HIEERMESHERIEX
WFFER B UK 1 wh s MoK oF B 25 T
XFRRAH 3k 52 B A AP E R — B, miKPRY
RSP R A — S B BURRAE, K2 T ) BT
X A EHARIIN T BT 4RI RE KR .
FHICAM BT 25 R s, b sl P 5 i T 5 O 1) 7
A RERIE . —HO ] R RO DT b A 3
TRABYEE AR ZNTEXS AT R PR A ) 1 2
] 5 WA A O™, Coskunpinar Fl Cyders X747
SRS 4 e Sl 5 ) JBOR DG T i ) Y G R R T
T ICOIHT, K IAT S b Bl i e 1] A AR DGR T
o I gl A i ) AR DGR ASBIESE R s
MBI R NAR R0, ) B & 22 A sl v
A9 A S5, RT3 — AN T
MEPERTER . X—Z R SR A E LS AT
T B X AT s M SR B Sl o [RRE L F
PP AR T I DR Kb T e Tt 2 7 B )
B SCHY AT BRI
5 % x W
DK B FEVT. 2RI CAR R T R K.
[E 25 Wik 2 5, 2008, 17(6) : 406-409
2 JAPH, SRR HER, A AN [ BT v v DRI X 2
YA SN T A 1] A ERPAFFZT. Hh I PR B2 s
2014,22(2):191-196
3 Field M, Cox WM. Attentional bias in addictive behaviors: A
review of its development, causes, and consequences. Drug
and Alcohol Dependence, 2008, 97(1): 1-20
4 Tiffany ST. A cognitive model of drug urges and drug—use
behavior: Role of automatic and nonautomatic processes.
Psychological Review, 1990, 97(2): 147.
5 Robinson TE, Berridge KC. The neural basis of drug crav—

ing: An incentive- sensitization theory of addiction. Brain



REIGROBEFIGE 20164F 45244 5]

=799

Research Reviews, 1993, 18(3): 247-291

18

Townshend J, Duka T. Attentional bias associated with alco—

6 Di Chiara G. Role of dopamine in the behavioural actions of hol cues: Differences between heavy and occasional social
nicotine related to addiction. European Journal of Pharmaco— drinkers. Psychopharmacology, 2001, 157(1): 67-74
logy, 2000, 393(1): 295-314 19 Wiers RW, Bartholow BD, Van Den Wildenberg E, et al.

7 Waters AJ, Shiffman S, Bradley BP, et al. Attentional shifts Automatic and controlled processes and the development of
to smoking cues in smokers. Addiction, 2003, 98(10): 1409— addictive behaviors in adolescents: A review and a model.
1417 Pharmacology Biochemistry and Behavior, 2007, 86(2): 263~

8 Field M, Christiansen P, Cole J, et al. Delay discounting and 283
the alcohol stroop in heavy drinking adolescents. Addiction, 20 JE5E, M KR AT IbeaE , 55, Bis—11 H SCRR AR BE S5 %A
2007, 102(4): 579-586 5. R ENIG RO B2 4R, 2006, 14(4):343-344

9 Hester R, Dixon V, Garavan H. A consistent attentional bias 21 Meclellan AT, Luborsky L, Woody GE, et al. An improved di—
for drug-related material in active cocaine users across word agnostic evaluation instrument for substance abuse patients:
and picture versions of the emotional stroop task. Drug and The addiction severity index. The Journal of Nervous and
Alcohol Dependence, 2006, 81(3): 251-257 Mental Disease, 1980, 168(1): 26-33

10 Lubman D, Peters 1, Mogg K, et al. Attentional bias for drug 22 W, Rk, TR, 4. B ™ R R A 5 HR
cues in opiate dependence. Psychological Medicine, 2000, DU AR S AR oIR8 ] A v i 02 . v 5 254
30(1): 169-175 etk ZRk 2007, 16(5):373-378

11 Field M. Cannabis ‘dependence’ and attentional bias for 23 Bradley BP, Mogg K, Millar N. Implicit memory bias in clin—
cannabis— related words. Behavioural Pharmacology, 2005, ical and non-clinical depression. Behaviour Research and
16(5-6): 473-476 Therapy, 1996, 34(11): 865-879

12 Ersche KD, Bullmore ET, Craig KJ, et al. Influence of com— 24 R, RUIE, R WS stroop TR,
pulsivity of drug abuse on dopaminergic modulation of atten— FE I R Lo B2 4%k, 2007 , 15(6) : 656658
tional bias in stimulant dependence. Archives of General 25 Ryan F. Detected, selected, and sometimes neglected: Cogn—
Psychiatry, 2010, 67(6): 632-644 itive processing of cues in addiction. Experimental and Clin—

13 Herrmann MJ, Weijers H, Wiesbeck GA, et al. Event— ical Psychopharmacology, 2002, 10(2): 67
related potentials and cue—reactivity in alcoholism. Alcohol— 26 Everitt BJ, Robbins TW. Neural systems of reinforcement for
ism: Clinical and Experimental Research, 2000, 24(11): drug addiction: From actions to habits to compulsion. Nature
1724-1729 Neuroscience, 2005, 8(11): 1481-1489

14 Mogg K, Bradley BP, Field M, et al. Eye movements to 27 SR XU E FEEE S SRUP MRS R U
smoking—related pictures in smokers: Relationship between JEERRE AT, P EA LT, 2012,28(12): 1612-1614
attentional biases and implicit and explicit measures of stim— 28 ZEJITMS R, ALV, A TR RO h Sl Rl M) 22
ulus valence. Addiction, 2003, 98(6): 825-836 S EL B AT, T E I RO B 2R 4%, 2011, 19(6): 782—

15 Franken IH, Kroon LY, Wiers RW, et al. Selective cognitive 784
processing of drug cues in heroin dependence. Journal of 29 Liu S, Lane SD, Schmitz JM, et al. Relationship between at—
Psychopharmacology, 2000, 14(4): 395-400 tentional bias to cocaine—related stimuli and impulsivity in

16 R4, OB T, RN, 5. SRR a4 24 TR I DR s cocaine—dependent subjects. The American Journal of Drug
HRTE R AR AR O HRR: 2006,28(5): 10471051 and Alcohol Abuse, 2011, 37(2): 117-122

17 Yan X, Jiang Y, Wang J, et al. Human study: Preconscious 30 Coskunpinar A, Cyders M A. Impulsivity and substance—
attentional bias in cigarette smokers: A probe into awareness related attentional bias: A meta—analytic review. Drug and
modulation on attentional bias. Addiction Biology, 2009, 14 Alcohol Dependence, 2013, 133(1): 1-14
(4): 478-488 (K AS B #7:2016—-03-01)

(35794 50) chology of Women Quarterly, 2008, 32(4): 377-398

53 T A, ZEANOG, SR, A T H SRR 5 %) T 3C Rosen— 55 Myers TA, Crowther JH. Sociocultural pressures, thin—ideal
berg B 3 R 2 M RS2 ) O B 55T 2010,30(3): internalization, self—objectification, and body dissatisfaction:
63-68 Could feminist beliefs be a moderating factor?. Body Image,

54 Moradi B, Huang YP. Objectification theory and psychology 2007, 4(3): 296-308

of women: A decade of advances and future directions. Psy—

(&A% B #1:2016—03-28)





