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The present study aimed to investigate self-referential attention bias and memory bias according to social anxiety levels in
early adulthood. Participants (N=110) were divided into four groups: high social anxiety (HSA), middle social anxiety
(MSA), low social anxiety (LSA), and healthy control (HC). Attention bias was measured using spatial cueing task, and mem-
ory bias was measured using a source monitoring task. Stimuli of the tasks were presented under three conditions for the
tasks: self-reference (SR1), perception of self by others (SR2), and other-reference (OR). Disengagement bias scores (DBS)
were used as an attention bias. Conditional Source Identification Measure (CSIM) was used to measure the ability to recog-
nize the source of the words learned and guess indicator (g) was used to measure the ability to guess the source of words not
learned. According to the attention task results, the HSA group had difficulty disengaging attention (DBS) from negative
stimuli at SR2 compared to the HC group. In the memory task, the MSA group showed higher accuracy for positive stimulus
of OR than the HC group (CSIM). This reflects the result that, unlike the HC group that avoided positive stimulus of OR, the
MSA group showed no attention bias. The clinical significance of the findings in this study on the relationship between atten-
tion and memory processing in social anxiety groups was discussed by introducing self-referential conditions.
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A7FsE AFEL gfelo] Hi= 2jAlo] HGHTE AARE B LA
O g2 AZVsl= A7) 34 HeF(positive self-bias)S HITHK. M.
Kim & Yi, 2010; Sanz, 1996). 0|2 @]H.o] KA A syl HE 2}
718 H58l= AAAHE FANO 2 (Conway & Pleydell-Pearce,
2000), A12]4] QFgol 344 J8F-S FTH(Taylor, Lerner, Sherman,
Sage, & McDowell, 2003). 121} AFE] &< H(social anxiety)©] 3+
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AR BlRlo] Al FAgA o= ke Ao ' o S5ted, gl
© 2 RE] 3ol W ko] oAl A3 Aol et
0] &oXIth(American Psychological Association, 2013; Clark &
Wells, 1995). o] 2}7] F-4) HEk(negative self-bias)> A+ 74
$850.2 WALAL A4 ALER oJofd 4= 3lo] 7ele] it
AT} 220 A 716t £=AFS 2 HFSE 4= Q)T (Danneel et al., 2019).

= ARl ECHEele] d W i ES 2.5% % EePEol 5 7H
2 H|RS 2A|EkL, Ed] 27] 4217131 18A]0)|A] 294] Atolo]]
3= AR B8-S AA|9] 40%0) o1& AE R =2 H|&S
FA]gHC}(J. P. Hong et al,, 2017). oF-&&] Aolj 2 Zthe A =7} o}
o il efshE] 40%7} A1) Aol Bkt 17 5
2% ThE; ARREQRS 27] 417104 oip- &5t S4o|th(pil-
konis & Zimbardo, 1979). thol&A|7} LA © & &) x]= 20
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S & g7hd Jlolehs 3O R AR S oS B
ofzh ARl 2] Aol A ] 2lu) 3YE (Clark & Wells, 1995) 571
AZ1E& ARS]A] 714 555 Wefetal Xt Aol Ao 21Uzt
#]5}(Rodebaugh, 2009)2} -2 F-23F FofA|9] FAZQI Y
5 zefaic

ARBESQEY] QA S KA A Z]7) /4 (negative self-image)©]
ARSEQR) AL R0 B4 felofetar A RItH(Clark & Mc-
Manus, 2002; Clark & Wells, 1995; Rapee & Heimberg, 1997). Ao}

7] TARN A 2 B2 FAE A2l B/l A8 A

4N

1] Z]= A0 2 A A It (Beck, 1996; Sim & Kweon, 2013). 9|
of ofdd AJE F FEA T2 BRI HAof| A A|54]
A ARALDsIAY whE ) o] v ke 79)

SHA U= AR S 717 gl HE AFRE S UE Bl

H(core belief)& 7|42 gt Q1%

4 Jth(Beck. 1996; Oh & Yang,

2003; Sim & Kweon, 2013), 24 917] £AIL 7]o), 114 o] 1

B3 A7)} 2 cfopah el EAfstol St Bt

Aol T1gFsHA BhE-51e 5 57 | 2 th(Beck, 1996; Young, 1990).

QA EHof| M= ALSEREO] Q= AFEE] A9 AlElERto] =

ARFEY} Blaske] "ERQlo] A4S FAA o & Hrleh Aoleh=

TAlo] WA A SEEHu R, BAA] F7HE
2 Ap=o]l 941 =0 (attention) & SFste] A C 2= HE,

=
T, A0 5o AAE Bt S0, 250 e Al B

of 4
ox H
e >

=2](cognitive schema)©]

&
AFB1A 91 Aol TgEl 012 Lhedhehn Atk ojeig
91 Aol gk 0] F7H= A4S BS RAL o HHsH

o
UhE0], o] gol = R4l BE FAF 0|1 Y= 7|ee] Q=
S 7}33IH(Clark & Wells, 1995; Rapee & Heimberg, 1997). 1]

2 A 574 7 oy EH(Hirsch & Clark, 2004), 784]
2 71l A QRIS ThE wS GpARS Rk o]
th(J. Y. Kim, Lee, & Park, 2018; Weeks, Heimberg, Rodebaugh, &
Norton, 2008). o7, ARelEet Fekt 247 ckol A 3784 3
7HE HojFal oo tigh 719 =E =3l w, A9 7195 #
H7Eeh 27 ek g ARRlESE ke Bl 7]olE o &=
H7FstATH Weeks, 2010). <5, AFRlEQF FlThe: F782] 2773
S| k= oA W7HE A olsolAl Sl BRle) 7o
© WIS B Zlofek AapA o & ARslEeto] Sl AR
= A] R A A oM A Bk sk R4
7S A4 A3 A= ko 2 ls| 2714 74l (updating)
o2 WHE5HA) Flok.

%
Z=O]H 8 (attention bias) 1} =2 Al
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& Hol=t], 7] A2| ZpAe]l E<to] n]2)= FF ARt 35
uel A 2719k 37] GAZ o] & 4 QIth(Cisler & Koster,
2010; Corbetta & Shulman, 2002). $-41 % 7]ojli= Z2F40]11 25
Z(automatic)] ¥H&-& F-E8H= HE A (amygdala) Z/J2}= ¢
3 1 Ab=oll whe 5] 71 (engagement)©] Aottt Rid, 5
719l E¢hE 25 917t 124 strategic) o] 1L 2|49 g
of W} W= 453 (medial prefrontal cortex)©] EAJ 3|0
Ao 2 RE 9] g7)¢](disengagement) I} TR A0 29|
9] 3]1](avoidance) S A =514 Hth(Cisler & Koster, 2010; Corbet-
ta & Shulman, 2002; LeDoux, 2000). A}F&]&-0F Zehe thako & 2
Y FAHYF A5 A A=l 271 7= Y R 7] =9
3lu] HekS 25 gRIgh 497t 9= HhH(Mogg, Philippot, &
Bradley, 2004; Vassilopoulos, 2005), &5 THA| 2] S=0]H gkt &19]
7= AR o, 91 Aol 271 522 7Y ekt
o]} (Asmundson & Stein, 1994), 27| ©hA| Q] F=o|Heu} 3}o]
TF A A= A Aol thigt 2] 271 9] A9 (Gotlib, Kras-
noperova, Yue, & Joormann, 2004; H. J. Koo & Kwon, 2015; LeM-
oult & Joormann, 2012) &2 9] slujul 3}olst A5 X w1gich
(Chen, Clarke, MacLeod, & Guastella, 2012; Mansell, Clark, Ehlers,
& Chen, 1999).

B A58 A3t Fojuige] slilo 2 7o) BRI
engagement) A|¢1 Ao 85} tHAmir, Elias, Klumpp, &
Przeworski, 2003; Buckner, Maner, & Schmidt, 2010; Gamble &
Rapee, 2010, H. J. Koo & Kwon, 2015; Moriya & Tanno, 2007). %
B YR R S 50%H Alo] TE B 5 o 422 A
£ Koo%} Kwon (2015)9] -] Q17014 AL KIeHe 7
ek o] 7j=0] 27] F) ke wolx) ok o] WA X
ARt BTk ARSEQE R ehol|A] A e, Rl o] 244l
T A A2 4= Y= ARl 9 ol S AARE Aol A =, A=
O REE 39 g7ide] XS BRItk A& ERISHITHAmir
et al,, 2003; Moriya & Tanno, 2007). 0] X &8t A7} 2= Bqt
ofuiz} eroje} o] Aj2k Act Ao 2 i At
Do S AL T, 214 ool R |ue A
ol gt W 7} 210] el A8 4 UL AEHE A
7} 4= QIth(as cited in H. J. Koo & Kwon, 2015). A}3]&E9HS 91%]
selol 4 Amal R A 4t Alale Aol Tare
9] g S EoIh(Rapee & Heimberg, 1997). 3] A3§H+-
S 70 DA YolA O HEGAIZE A A S T =42t Ab=ro] YA
SH=x|E olsl= 14 © 2 o]3)|5}aL(Gamble & Rapee, 2010), 4]

A AlFo] Zojdar= 9ff 7t x| 2 wo] =t 7ol o=
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A0 2 HItH(Buckner et al., 2010). ©]
7| B 23 57 0] e o] U U AHT 5
SAetE HojErhs A A
o] =10l 71 §-oJ3t #Ho| 9)-&-2 HH3ITHGutchess & Kens-
inger, 2018). oI, ARRlEQHe] F=0] E7iY A[o] o F A=
I} B 27 AF 7k AR L o] Zash @ A Zesihs AL
o2 4 Lo, o QT FolA: ol SHelap] et A
A2 A 0.2 AN F] o] o] AEHo.
B230] 9k
7] 221 lofiey Rk ALale §7)9) FR% R A 24
Ch A1) Sh RS 2% P el S A
o7 FE3o X—?EE P
ory) & SN2 HHO 2 AT
er, & Tagini, 2004; Y. Hong&Cho 2010), 0]+=
ol= 7190l|A19] 574 2] HEF= Wil e Aol thK. M.
Kim & Yi, 2010; Sanz, 1996). Z1&{L} o| 24 A1} = ), 2
SJF|NE ZRT APATEE ARBlECle] 7] A F]ole]
A AZFEE AFare] xfo) S WA B89tk (Sanz, 1996; Man-
sell & Clark, 1999). Sanz (1996)+= AFS&E2t Htof| A Ap7] 32z
719 A choj(ue I E dol)E ShEAIX T A4 A= SHAl
e o, A7 A ukFolu A B 5 EJOM] = IAE
HojZoh= AL ¥9hAS19 17, Mansell .Jr
= AIABHA] 92 Aol A= ARRlE et A
g ©of AFE | AR ARSI lr';_l:}"l:‘ At
Aol A frolehA] o2 At ke A
SlEete] E/do] S-2o] HYEA| 33k
ga & Jouhaud, 2018; K. S. Koo & Koo, 2019; Mitte, 2008; Yeung &
Fernandes, 2019). {904 §.9J514] ke ATke] i Th2 7}
5402 the sk Hekal 9 ARt Kol AfelEaol
SRRIEThH= A2 & 4= AUt Mitte, 2008). UHHA 0 = F ko] w2
| H -2 Al (recognition) Tt} 3] A (recollection) T3} ¢ 3
HE 2o 2 oA 3l Mitte (2008)= HIEH 4] $1-5 F4l
A2 el ATl Shelshe A waskslr
(Mitte, 2008). SO S $9) A 2k Uskol 4 Aj3
2 g ol 2] 7ol o 2 ALET-S SISO
J. Kim & Cho, 2015). AFEJE¢0] Q= ARt B¢l
718 wjsa Sl o2 ALl ok A A e
S 24 A BUA7IE F95 2] A4 B (elf presen
tation; Schlenker & Leary, 1982)5 HITH(K. S. Koo & Koo, 2019).
wHebA Bl TAlol Blsl S et TA7E AlSEl= Al Al o

(medial prefrontal cortex) F-$] 2
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O 2 ofF7] uzof AREESQHe] 71
F 5740l d @fﬁfi‘i—%% 33l & o 2Urh(Kalenzaga & Jou-
haud, 2018) "‘Xﬂi Tk Aol A= AlRlERt Reto] 314 JMM
Y 1M A= (new item)o]] Thet A Ql&0] 3=
‘:}L ﬁﬂra 21g 4= AU THRyan et al,, 2019). whepA] £
7Fe #staLat sk oJA1ARl 5717 HlaA d AiQdsk= AQl B
Aol A Atz Qo] FA 2] Ap7) ol whE 7|l HeF S4o] B
2 Ao 2 230 £ 4= ok
Z] Kalenzaga®} Jouhaud (2018)&= ARSlE<9e] A7 2224 1h
7go] 71| nAle S elstinh AtAbe ARRlEQt

Szeol mte} 3, A U 5 ARSI AR} 217 sl
VS AT B WA 4 S OIS,

o A S Uhself), EfQlo] &
o0 Ehlothen 22717 188 0.2 AR o A
20 5], 2419 S AolS B S ol F]elshe g AAjsk
O RS B O3 B A1) uteh g, L 2
st B ) B Aol Elo] i L T h
£l B 7 1~ E110 2 o] A2 2 v ofA] 2 51
ok W52 ofulRteh BRl2 o tdol Bllo]
%ﬂz} “elo] itk 419 2k 24 ol
item)i} 9}1’5 ol 5 WE AR HofFn 719 offof] whef, “Re-
member, Know, Guess” % 3} 7S A el sgich A7A4= 2}
7] 224 apof| wlzket 210 2 A%l RememberE ¢-1-9] 5
27103 415k, Sk 715 o] 228 W44 famil
iarity) ¥F-5-¢ Know 3l F=Z0f ThE HH-5- GuessS 725191 24
321} (as cited in Kalenzaga & Jouhaud, 2018). 71 A3}, 34} 714
© A 2 2pol7F §Iot, AQl HHA| 2] Remember HE-g-of|A] 1
APelEeh ko] A7 et Blelo] R v 22 7
STl R 2 1 ol

+= L(perception of self by others),

_{

Q.
1o
Y
&
N
™
lo
i:f
X
i
mx
rE,
rSL‘ 4

3t e
° o] ol 9AVL
S0z OIS S0} S8 Al WIS o) 24 BEES
S74307] wjsZoll, A=+ Aate] e ol wAIE A71 S 4= ek
Zlofol HosiEiod RS WEAHE 58S 2L
(source monitoring)© |2} 5}, 0|5 7|RES. 2 Y& Ao ukE 7]
&} gfjaro] A= E =43t} (Johnson, Hashtroudi, & Lindsay, 1993;
J. D. Lee & Lee, 2017a). S| & &°1, AFdE2 WA A== vlE= g
SF2e Ul AL 7T 9 Algto] K7} T AR i

e TA9] 719 W™ o, ohE ARgro] ol A}Alo] Hiek vl

=)
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2 R Il A7 ol 8710k ek
=4 7ol A-8-2 = Qlt} Bayen, Nakamura, Dupuis®} Yang
(2000)- =417 é"ﬂ/\ﬂ Ao whE 7]l HRkS AR EAL BRt
HFA O 72 Z=25}7] 915)] Batchelder®} Riefer (1990)7} 11Q1FsH o5}
2] 24 2&(multinomial process tree model of source moni-
toring, MPT &2)of| 7]9HE AAPHE AASHITE of2] 4=4]0] 91
O}, A0 2 X &5 (Single-source Conditional
source Identification Measure, CSIM)1} 5= %] 3 (probability of
guessing, g) & & = 31T} (Bayen et al., 2000; Bell, Mieth, & Buch-
ner, 2020; J. D. Lee & Lee, 2017a). CSIM-S &F<55F A}=+o] 2x3t

222 3| HER AEE S4sie, Wikl o R & o

2 5o 4 WA SHoR: 71 kol MFjEe A
2 A k(. D. Lee & Lee, 2017a). g= 853 4 §l= 704 =}
29 B4 BRIANN B AOT 2201 Be] HES 27
s, ATl 4 B Ap] mAo] 598l A%
#%94 941 ofoll A R Qs 4102 B4 S glekn 1
9FTH(. D. Lee & Lee, 20172). ek, ABI5Fe] 47] mAl uh2
IR S CSNG}g8 skt i 43
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b EASHEA) Al 231 Shek. A, Alajeltol ket el
oFEAS vl A0 o BRle] B 1} EAAL %
T Al 7K A, BRle] M= L B}l S F0jig 9l 7o)
13 4] sl SIS TR 0.2 ol 2 Aol o)
T AL FU IS ﬂ%mﬂ 1 534 7 4
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2k
7Ha 1. SR A Arel=HE BfQlo] B 1 =
2300 A Ap=rol AATE w, A7 A e g A
ol T EAH U] ofetas B Alolnk
71 2-1. 71T A of| A ARl Qe BfQlo] K= 1 3
2270) A Aol vl 217 ek el B
E(CSIM)ef A 74 He& W Aol
71 2-2. 71 HFTA | A ARl Qe BfQlo] K= 3
2270 AX A= tja) A7 Aoty gha) 22 %)

H(gollH 274 A 1 Folek
tg‘ =

ALkt
771, QU A, el U A2 g 19-29419] A9l o
o2 .0 meel By B0 Stk ofF Aol Ao
Aol SALE 3 ARIE S B R 2okl HEAS B3] A
Bolgol 0 9o 210] ALk Aol 21t of2lo] AL @
A A SFEARS W GEAS Slioh] @ A=t S
=5 a0, ool S AT A H5eS ehfstie A
# APl ASIA Slu) 0 BHZE A (K SADS), T o

%0

St AAIE &2 % (CES-D)E 22131 AAIsH3ITt 1217g0] A+t
of Zrofsii o, Ao S 3xFHA | = HolHE Al
&= 17goll A 11789] H|olel7} A|€j=]o] 5 11075 0] FA]of A
GE QU] oF&2 2] Aol A ARRlERRS A Alo]ar i eIgt
2HEROR @4 WollA e 579] ol whet Ueh= 54
o] T 4= 9)-&-& AE3lal 9J= HH(McNeil, 2001; Kashdan, 2007),
ARSI S I AfolE B AAIS] A7 9]8l Leet
Choi (1997)7} A|AIRE ek S-S Hg-sho] W] e 1 2ol &
A HEQICE A4 0. 2 K-SADSE] 6374 o]} 77 Atk(n=21,
19%), 648 EE] 817 Alo]E AALE]EOF Atk (n=37, 34%), 827+
E] 987 Alo|E Z7MA}E B¢ Ath(n=32, 29%), 9974 2E] 1407
AFol S TAFE| R Frtk(n =20, 18%) & & FE33Th.

X

S¥=T

PN INESEST=

Sl=uk AlS] 4] 3]u] W B-H7} A% (Korean Social Avoidance
and Distress Scale, K-SADS)

chorel A5 AlolN 2ohe ARk Hwot AR §
Q9 A8 A2 Sljstelis HoES ZAsto] et 7
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2 93l Watson¥} Friend (1969)7} 7J'&sF A== Lee?} Choi
(19977} WISkt 5 28] A AT SJ3) W BHT A
(K SADS)2 A5k 51910212 4151 43 2ls] 1 ezt
ofef= Aol A o] Held EHd, A AFRET Al ole T
e BN I ) S bl
= Yujgit). & Aol Ao WA U= A4(Cron-
bach’s o)+=.930]%Jch

=0
T ua

<t

= 52 HE] 28 2= (The Center for Epidemiologic
Studies—Depression Scale, CES—D)

Radloff (1977)7} 7)dFst &3t LAE] 92 % (CES-D)E =
B} Bl HIQkRE Zhe ARGl & 2 5451 H(Chon, Choi,

& Yang, 2001). &3t 7|<2, S IR A A1, o Al

Self by others

of the top of the sc
After the word disapj
presented either to the
At that moment, press the button

Explanation Fixation (500ms)

‘Word presentation (500ms)

Memory Bias Task (Source Monitoring Task)

You will answer the question,

"Did you see the word

in the previous task?”
Three of the opt ted:
[1]1did, [2]1 g d [3]1 don't know.
If you choose [1 , the next step is to
choose for which conditions the word was

presented:

[1] Self, [2] Self by others, and [3] Others

Explanation Fixation (50ms)

‘ Happy

Did you see the word
in the previous task?

Happy

[1]1did [2]Tguess [3]1don't know

‘Word recognition
(If responding to [1] or [2], proceed
to the source monitoring step. If you

Attention and Memory Bias in Social Anxiety

71o1Al 78 FAE H=(07: vi-f- F8-6%: - S =
Xé’q 7} BAL #1851 tH(Jang & Lee, 2020; Pishyar, Harris,
enzies, 2004; Shin & Hyun, 2007). 4715 F3f 7174 2l¢ls
T dolE8 2z ¥Wa sy Adsinhe: 27%; 3
s AL Y TAlofl= 2 A8 F 45719
5979, 8 2 157)ek )] A& 50 Tholrb AR
& Aol = oG TpAlof] AHGEUE 4571 A7y
o] & AAE] AL, 7k 71 Trol 4577} FUgh Ef
AR = At

Z ) r*o
O::.
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l"—?L rj;_l
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T30 Qoo L% o o
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LEETY
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HoF 23— FZPHA IA](Spatial Cueing Task)
A L2] F-7FehA A (Spatial Cueing Task; Fox, Russo, Bowles,
0% 3 o] 9| Sgstol B o)
SR IARE 7 A, o 2 A1 3
{5 Al AR T =, 2 At A
=348k ] I3k ‘*‘WV 3k il

O o lo
&

)
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=
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[RON N
imloli
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o) 15 Bae 248 4 2
227

B

t}:

2

7

Self by others Self by others

+

Blank (50ms) Probe presentation(1500ms)

For which condition was
the word presented?

Happy
[1] Self [2] Self by others [3] Others
Source monitoring

(Only word that responded to ‘I did’ or
'[ think I did' in the previous step)

Blank (50ms)

respond to [3], proceed to ask if the
next word is recognized

Figure 1. Examples of spatial cueing task for measuring attention bias (above) & source monitoring task for measuring memory bias (below).
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L b e B 9] St 71 rEES Sl Al

A (e}
2h2 2 AR 9034 & 27582 AJ3jo] AT QITHeAL A3 53]
23}, A20] A AZES 7)1E o] 37 0] A2 3 &

o] AHE3E A7F Z0] 4 (100 ms-600 ms), TF=2] ALo]|A] A}
%?:ﬂ' 500 ms= 210 2 ARSI THCisler & Koster, 2010). & 1

% 43} ol B3P} ATl o] ofare Haslap] sl
@7}4@; LHA), ERIo] B LH(B), ERIQ)S] AJA 4e412 o)
7BHABC, ACB, BAC, BCA, CAB, CBA)3}o] T 7| A5},
wheb A A 7R oA A 7Rk e AA &
A7 kLR, Qg A ) 3 ) A At 2
OFA| A = A} A= e-prime 2.00- = A 2FE| ik,

=
FAHF daee wRlol vhsshe Hl 2 ARbe EdE AL
ATk AIA A= ARI7F S LR AE B Alddole) she
g, o= 27] o] A=] 32 o] (Y Ao e
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Z19jHgF - EX]7&EA(Source Monitoring Task)
A7) 24 719HFE S48 sl Aol ARt &4
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ATZLHEX} 2 ARSI &3 R AHL A (Three-way mixed ANCOVA)-S

2 A= A ek AT 2] ¢ 2] (Institutional Review Board,  SFITE Hlo[Bl= A4 Hi BAS S A4 SHE ffs A

IRB)2] £01(KWNUIRB-2019-12-010-001)2 B2 & Z]3)=]|QIC], log® W35} ct o2 EAJo]| 94 Mauchly?] 134 HAAS

APt A1 ol s Ushe 1 19-204] Afole] Alo] ol obs B Foluaial velud Hlolele]l 13 1ol B 58 e

g5, AP e o]dof 22tele E-8-8f Ap7] a4 HAKK- ghelskaik

SADS, CES-D)E 215}3ic o] A Ao)A % 7he] A 7}

A\t shte] A ATAE AlRYSHATE A, At 218 Al A 4 1

L A FAE 2Rt 3, ATFE oll eol F=ojHe) Il E

AJRYsEGITE A Al B3l 7 HALE olsfistal AAlef of - HEHZH SEY X0| S

2Fo] glrh= Zo] EhelEH ZIgYstgl om oF 104:-0] 4= 8 = 3{r v Aeke] QIF-EAIEH 54081 o), Y =521, p=.517, A%, ' =

OlOW A ATHA| RN <A AR WS |5 oF 377 AR Ths, 7] 10.23, p=.329, 2|E3}2, x* =11.36, p= 252, o thsfjAl= BAIA &
% IAIE 1027F 3stGick 7|0 HgE dhA| = o dat gho] = [ogk Afo|7} giglont A, x*=10.24, p=.017, o]l Al= Ao

'"‘l 1__
A4 BFL AL WP RS ofe} 8- wolx] rort

3 A 8 wo] Zglow), IO 2 A7 Weiwt I e HE 1 A
Yok AR L A H SO IA] e Y AL o7} $:0151iek CES-D, DBSOHS] g 71 Kol gl Ak
SJollt= 7P} WSS ] Rk L7l QS Aokl Wgtou} oI Holi= QISieh 27t F(3,106)=2.13, p=101,
O 15tek 2 A S LA T A OFSEA 7L F(3,106) =187, p=140. Tk ARSI B4} okl mhet
A3 771 S A Ofuls Afel AR F AR FRIGTE  CESD B4R ASSHE AT YO DR, r=28,p=017, 5
919) HE TS At OF 308 A 4 a9l 22 BAIB] 915} CES-DE O 7|l H e 2 3l

© 2 ALg3i5ieh 2 YRS WP S99 Bt BEANETe
x2E ble 19] A1AJ3hick

& Aol = 27| 2A] FoHear 7| Hakol A o] A 7 2}
O] FA1L; 98l IBM SPSS 24.0 L2 IS ALGBIITE WA dlo] 7| HEH Fojma

g 22y ol A A Sy} 3R HALE Hol7t= glo] ERZ0| 2 HMIPE 0| 2IHY ™4~(DBS)2l &t Xto|
B Z3oHe o] Aotk AR W] AT EASA B HR2AC) uh2 AP DBSS] HE Aol 2l St et
2 157) 98] o), 4, 3k, Hole] thek Bl e AT xHAZEX 0] AH B FEAHLA Threeway mixed

H
¢ testS AA|SHL, T 0] A4 B0 913 KSADS, CES-  ANCOVA)S AXJ3hick $4] 2, Hgk AA7L Hzeo) %
DDBS SR RALHANOVAYG AABISEL . ISR A0l ol ot all o< 2hallp> 05,3

ASA-E 71, F3,106)=2.87, p=.04, 44 A5 A
Amgu R XA WA S, B BEAA L, 80 Solth Aol 918 BIsHich H, zm 297, p=.035.
ERQlo] Mz U EfQD) Aol EA S Sfal $-&(CESD)E FHHe  Fr AR o n radd a7 ee] g Auatgo] o)

Table 1. Means (SDs) for Demographics and Psychometric Data (N=110)

HC (n=21) LSA (n=37) MSA (n=32) HSA (n=20) XIF
Age® 24.81 (2.5) 24.19 (2.5) 23.31(2.3) 23.4(2.5) 521
Gender: Male/Female* 13/8 12/25 11/21 3/17 10.24*
K-SADS* 54.05 (5.52) 71.32 (4.67) 89.28 (4.52) 105.75 (5.74) 438.724*+
CES-D 6.38 (7.32) 9.68 (8.83) 10.84 (7.52) 12.25 (7.52) 2.13
DSB 8.62 (2.69) 9.81 (2.6) 10.31 (2.75) 10.05 (2.44) 1.87

Note. HC =Healthy control group; LSA =Low social anxiety group; MSA =Middle social anxiety group; HSA =High social anxiety group; K-
SADS = Social Avoidance and Distress Scale; CES-D = Depression Scale; DSB = Digit-Span-Backward (K-WAIS-IV).

*These were analyzed by > *The difference between HSA and HC was significant. “There were significant differences among all groups.
*p<.05,**p<.001.
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Figure 2. Mean scores of DBS (Disengagement Bias Score) by group and reference conditions. A positive DBS means difficulty disengaging atten-
tion from one stimulus and shifting; a negative DBS means quick avoidance of attention from stimulus; zero means no attention bias existed.
Standard errors are represented in the figure by the error bars attached to each column.

Note. HC = Healthy control group; LSA = Low social anxiety group; MSA = Middle social anxiety group; HSA = High social anxiety group.

o AR Ak vt eRel R0 M= 7-oI3t Abol7t /I3l

, 212} F(3,106) =1.48, p=.224, F(3,106)=.93, p=.427, E}2lo] K.
© U A22oA AA7EX G FEAgo] o5kl
F(3,106)=3.19, p=.027. E}Rl0] H= L} 22710 57 Ap=rof| A
= Go3t 2ol7) QiQlon, F(3,106) = 0.25, p=.266, 54 AF=+o]]
A ek 7 2ol 7} Qli= Ao & UlEhytT, F(3,106) =3.24, p=.025.
Bonferroni ARF-35-2 F3ll BFRlo] Hi=  Rk2o] £A4 2
=olAl LA ESE Heh(M=.04) A7 Ak (M =-.02)°] =3}
DBS7} 3-8 212 2 WPt 5 TAREQ Flehe 17 Fekat
=] BRjlo] Hi= u ol A AAIE 57 A=l dfsf 52
2919 ofe 22 Hof 3l th(Figure 2).

CSIM®) 5k Ao} 8118l i3l LAz 2] 4t
A &3 FE AL X (Three-way mixed ANCOVA)S- A8}
54 2nk Ak A7), W r1e) e} X e 2

B o

AX e A7 x 22 0] o282 oI gken,

BN

all Fs<1.09, all ps>.05, A7} X 22270 X F ko] A+ A2}
8-0] SHI=UTE F(6, 212) =2.43, p=.027. 0| & A A 0. = Lopid
71§18, Aol whE A7 X A Ee) U AdeAE 24
TF A3 Yot BRelo] Hi= u oAM= A7 ek
ot Al Al-go] UElA] ekgkoLy, 217} F(3,106) =118, p=.322.
F(3,106)=1.73, p=.166, EF] 2270 A] A x Z]che] A2}
8ol B/ ollAl FRAEITE F(3,106)=3.38, p=.054. AR
AsollA 74 Aol T A 7F Aol SRIHA] oy
F(3,106)=1.08, p=.360, 24 A-=-o] w}2 Atk 7} 2}o]7} Bl
Atk F(3,106) =3.38, p=.021. A A 0.2, €}l F2 2 A4 34
Ap=oll sl geks] Mk Hle- SARR =T AT (M= 42)
o] A7 Ak (M= 26)°] ¥I3f f-olslA| 2 Ao &= Vel T

=& X|H(g)2| HE xt0|

goll Thal Fekx YA P X RE 2] 49 B BRAA
(Three-way mixed ANCOVA)-= AIA| 8} At} R, F(3,106) = 0.88,
p =454, o A= rof Rt Aol 7k SR1ER] QRO A AL, F(1,106) =
3.98, p=.049, 227, F(2,212) =515, p=.007, a7} 4] G-2]
2 Aol7} SRIEIRIc I AA7bx Uk 222 X el 4
28 G IR= 5-0J51A] FQEAITE, F(1,106) =14, p=.234, F(6,212) =
101, p=.422, H7FX B2 ZA] 45 G| Belgeich,
F(2,212)=15.23, p=.001. 8 35 4= A}, AA| RS
St B4 ghis wholE U BR A0 2 SHe 497 3 whol

(M=.11)7} 54 Tho)(M=.07) 2.} ©FkOm, #(110) =5.24, p=.000,

https://doi.org/10.15842/kjcp.2021.40.2.001



0.60
0.50
0.40
0.30

0.20

Mean scores of CSIM

0.10

:
|
I . T T T
I
m Self

Attention and Memory Bias in Social Anxiety

Positive Negative Positive

HC LSA

Negative

0.18
0.16
0.14
0.12
0.10
0.08
0.06
0.04
0.02

Mean scores of g

m Self by others

Positive Others

HSA

Positive Negative
MSA

Negative

I
I
T I
IIT IIT II II IIT IIT

Positive Negative Positive

HC LSA

Negative

Positive
HSA

Positive Negative
MSA

Negative

Figure 3. Mean scores of CSIM (above) and g (below) by reference conditions and valence of stimuli. Standard errors are represented in the figure

by the error bars attached to each column.

Note. HC = Healthy control group; LSA = Low social anxiety group; MSA = Middle social anxiety group; HSA = High social anxiety group.
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Supplementary Materials 1. Response Frequency of MPT for Each Reference Condition

Response
Reference
A B C N
A Yaa Yas Yac Yan
B Yea Yss Ysc Yan
C Yea Yes Yec Yen
N Yna Yne Yne Yan

Note. MPT = Multinomial process tree model of source monitoring; A = Self-reference; B = Self by others-reference; C= Other-reference.

Supplementary Materials 2. Formula of CSIM and g for Each Reference Condition

CSIM Yas CSIM of A )
A = 5 <5 <5
Yaa + Yap + Yuc
Ysp
cSIMy = — B8 CSIM of B ©)
Ygp + Ypa + Ypc
B Yee
CSIMc = - CSIM of C 3)
Yee + Yea + Ve
YaA ) YBB ) Ycc
ACSIM = Yaa+YaAp+Yac YBBHYBA+YBC YcctYca+YCB Average of CSIMs (4)
3
Yna
8, = gof A (5)
Ynat Yug + Yo + Yun
Yy
g = gof B (6)
Ynat Yug + Yo + Yan
Y
g, = Ne gof C (7)

YNA + YNB + YNC + YNN

Note. CSIM = Single-Source Conditional Source Identification Measure; ACSIM = Average of Single-Source Conditional Source Identification Mea-
sure; g = Probability of Guessing; A = Self-reference; B = Self by others-reference; C= Other-reference.
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