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Abstract

Objective: To explore the characteristics of inhibitory control function and the intervention effect
of rTMS in male methamphetamine addicts. Methods: 40 methamphetamine addicts were selected
as the research object, and the stop signal reaction time (SSRT) task was used to test. Results: Af-
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ter rTMS intervention, there was significant difference in SSRT between methamphetamine addic-
tion experimental group and control group (P < .05). Conclusion: rTMS can improve the inhibition
control function and other cognitive functions of methamphetamine addicts to a certain extent.
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1. 518

B i SO A SRAEVE B 21T ISR B AT AR, R FFEE NG R TAE# 1) F AL 2 i . 48
i (2019 Frp [ B L E 4R ) (2020), FREIDA IR G 214.8 75N, il IR PIE N 51 118.6 J144,
DA 55.2% 1) Lb ARG R ol I N B 2 1 “ S5 887 o FRESSR A % (Methamphetamine, MA), /&
B WA T, BT A 224 %5 77 (Amphetamine-type stimulant, ATS).  FF 325 P e 2 — i 12 1)
BRI AN R, eI BTN, T LUE S S0, MR E B RN, IR E TR
R SR R AR AR RE . AMA N 52 M vhoE (A5 hHAE, 2018). 22 Ml il (Transcranial magnetic
stimulation, TMS) & | V25 55 F RN SR BE, A T3k B2 b7 (R 26 DR FBC AT P AR 3y, T ZE i 4 2
FEAE L. XSS L R AR MR R 22 00, I8 il R R 2 B JE AR T R AR FA BOE T T 2R T 1%
wrPE(Tang et al., 2016). £ fRLRIEE R —Fh 2 &IP3 T F B, BA TR, ZAenEE. il #(E
AT VAT AR AL IR b, TMS AU T XAFIE8) 2 PRI A AR, 3 w3815 K Y
BN B, SUME S R . AT RS (Jennum et al., 1994). 5 22 i i (Repetitive Transcranial
Magnetic Stimulation, rTMS) P bz ik & 2028 1k 3 3 (Theta Burst Stimulation, TBS). 5 5 28 1 f ) i 5
SEFRTE— B IR P, 2 HR[E 5 B 2 45 T [F] — AN X3 2 AN kil (L et al, 2011). rTMS Big)
ZHTRIT SR BRI 4 RGN, WEEERE . DARE . BEARFERS . FEoh 0 2U0E . B 22 i BRE 5
(VFARTESE, 2018). A FFLIESE, rTMS i id FlOR i Bz 275 R I 9 4500 R AR e, 3B ml xR R
TR B EE R 1) R vl R AT P T (H PS5, 2016).

PATTHRE TG NS A AR R T B AR, AL NRAT NS H b tEse i B AE . XK
PAT ThRE R FE N ARTE S A AN Tk R A kN Sh R A s R, B SCIIHAAT T R T8 i Bl B 42l (L 1
S, FIREE, 2006). F SR EEN A A IE NI S, AR AN M s AT A R g 4 i S e
(Goldstein et al., 2007). #haEHINHI AT DIRER)— DN EET7H, EAHRBAE S R, SRR 1 i
SRR ) — B Be A #2 (L et al., 2006a) . AT DIREZ AR 2 FECUMEH BN AIDIRE . #E 2 DIRE LA R I 4
REIESSE 7 TH I BRAS (5L 2545, JABRAR, 2004), KHART 2259l F 2 5 SO0 AT Thee 2 240 1, 4
AT TIREAERT Fr K2 e e e . T AN S R b e A ST, LTl BRI A y BORa 1A% Lo RFAIE
Z—(k T, 2015), £ DSM-5 o1, Wit babehis I RFIE S SO, RAEAMAHIER R Ui 5 2R, EI9A
TeiFANHIREEAT A9 (Thies & Bleiler, 2013). X — & SR BAMIIH SO NBEIIRZ CREIR & 01 Bh B 52 4«

VTAESR, T BURAT N A EIN TALH] R FUAE EFIF AR B IR KR . 15 1515 54T 55 7E U
TR FERE 2 R, B2 58 % T B AT Nt A 45 6 71 IR 78 . AR FUR I, M)Ak
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T (RS TR ZEAE (A5 S AR5 S R Re 778055, ISTRFEFNE R F B m (Li et al., 2006b). 5 1145
54145 (Stop Signal Task, SST)J& —F 17T N AT 2, 50 S0 & 71 (Response Inhibition) & F i
T2 =, RIEE MR BB FURE SRS A S R B 77 5 ke 2 R & 732, R T )i
MRS T 28 B o BRORE ) R AR R R AR WL B T L ROME A . IRYE DAEWEIT, 1% 145 5 ORI (Stop
Signal Reaction Time, SSRT) # #1 y Stop Signal 1T 2% H Il Z 01 8 77 1) — AN EEZFEFR, FRN B
BAFLE S NN B . SSRT A& MAZ 11455 B B8 1A 45 58 S TR, 2 RS 1) 5 I8 20 1) P 3 e 2
I E]. SSRT Bk, R IHF IEE 5 RSB, SORANHIaE k2 SSRT EMMK, R
A R A S S b Bl , e S M g kT (Logan et al., 1984) . FR3H B 5292 Bl IR By ik 1 3 1 % SSD
{1 I e DUTE B AS (] S R T B2 AR, T B — AN R AL RUAE T, o] DAORIE R 1 1) e D 4 ) 22 4201 T
50%, 7EULATHES A R iE 4 H A 38 mean SSRT = mean Go RT — mean SSD (J7 %%, 2013).

R T R I ARV B B AK S8 25 R0 24T i, 3R R AT o v M DASES ), 2 I HA 22 TR R R4 R
TTo IRETRFIRIN, DI AEAT 1B 55 FaRILH AR (45 b3, OB B8 732 451 (Smith et all.,
2014) . AHFFT LA F R IR P R R R o0 5, RIS (A5 SAT 55 H 5 T M Re Ik e iass, Wit T
I R I S HEAT rTMS 90, PR RO DA I R B 42 1 T RE A o o DA SR v A )
XTI 7 IR ORI R D o AR SRR N3RS b, SR XU S AR N #E 4T rTMS TR SER T %, K
HE— B WAL rTMS X FE SR P i B A3 D B M S E I AL, i TAR IR 2125 .

2. MREHE
2.1 HRMR

SR J7 (AR 30 HORT G 5 53 P i o Rl 2 78 B P ) 40 42 PR LR P R O 5 9 T B2, 199 3 1
NHPRAE: SERSEHEIFE 18~55 % 2 [a], W HMM R, WaT AN R, AT, ZHiR
Fefod rTMS, 32 CGEEFEMEORIZWT S Sttt T 58 TAR(DSM-5)IZIKbn it MA Ui i A BE . HEER
PRE: A B AR B 2R, A IO B AR RSN DD RE R S o SR A S B W LVE K W 7T
X RBEHL Fy SIS IR 2% 20 N o SREGTT RAGH] 7RG B R Sl ki, 2 AR S 5L it
HAES ISR AR TR FRE 1.

22. fiRIE

221 —RAMNAER

FENEQHRE. OFER. SHERE. R, NEEE.
2.22. [TZMEEER(GAD-7)

J iz VEEEFE SR (GAD-T), & Spitzer %5(2006) T 2006 “EARYE) V2 1445 FE (Generalized Anxiety Dis-
order, GAD)iZWrhniESm il M B, T GAD K e SRR ™ AL E () PFfl, GAD-7 RN 4 Zvt4r,
HRIFIIERE.

2.2.3. BEFFIRINEITMEESR(MOCA)

MoCA H Nasreddine %5(2005)4: 34 K& H B i R L 56 H-2% MMSE 528 1 7F il (1 BRis i g 52 A
Difedn 3 (Mild Cognitive Impairment, MCI) ) & ki & TH, B EHATRE ) 212 wmd. TR
RERAAZ BEE G BRI ST T VRS, S50 30 43, >26 4k
2.2.4. Stop Signal {£%%

iZH Eprime 2.0 ZwifilSEIGFET . SRIRMIRAEN: i FE——REES 47 —— BRI TR
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Figure 1. Experimental flow chart
1. XWRIEE

AR ETIE AL T HE AT, H A BF BE 23 SR L) 50 cm, 78 SE6 I AR Fh B R PR A L B 5 1 R
Jeo AZSEIPAT R IRANE (LR 4: 1 LeBIA R, wh g Sk 2 el <7 B, o o Sk A 4%
AR -7, A 2eliR ) B AR 2L GBSk, SRR IR AR N A] b N A A
59, FILE S HIR, ZRPRT EHZREAE SO o SeBed F v SRR PR S R IF H B
1B 5 I AU L.

2.2.5. LZFEERIAIY

rTMS F-TiSE 3 A 4% K ] B384 OSF-4/D AL 2 fiyitad Jl A (rh B s B AR P27 B A IR A F]), OSF

ZRHI LA AT MEP (EMPYLEYL, (5 JF 70 34 2% 18]

2.3. T

2.3.1. Fgit
AW 7K LR R e A BENL IR B, X ARSI rTMS 15 S256 11 H 5 2K P i iloia & e\ 5
40 NBENLY NP4 : —4oseabad, 320 N —Z4un R4, 320 Ao B4k rTMS TR W% 1.

Table 1. Intervention mode

F# 1. FaRR

A S Ab B T JE
Tz VR R R
SR H rTMS Hilli SERFRR NN PPl 3 (] 7T
stop-signal
Tz VR R
pagiHEl rTMS Dy il SERFR R NPT B3R [FE] 7T
stop-signal
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232 FHLEARSTE

Xof S IR SE AT I : X IR HOR BIE S5 rTMS - F F 56 2K TR % o N B R F AN B R A
stop-signal 1742 SEBGHEAT SEIG AT o S rTMS F3: FTA0 2 F1d R A rTMS F30H 9 f 530 =
FI0; BRI AET U R oA AL E , RIS BIE, SR )5 E A A S a3 K =
(Dorsolateral Prefrontal Cortex, DLPFC)E {7, Z A & I 5 B X 3w 5 ~F# 5 cm FifEMIf 8. &a,
HBIT 53 IBE /2 DLPRC F1A45 1 DLPFC XX, 575 Kk EARYT, W& rTMS BRI ZSE. X
HRALZE T ORI, RS ECS SRR A, 5 T RSB, RSmsTmS kR wEE, TR
N LA

Xof SEBS A HRZH AT ] 7 R rTMS 90, &R —IR, Bk 20 708, 3&itH 7 K, rTMS FHilid
P2 20 ISt 5 32 B kAT 5256 5 W o

Table 2. rTMS intervention process
F* 2.1TMS FHg#E

| FHULRE TR [a] SR
. A1 10 HZ rTMS BB DLPFC, AR 1HZ &8 7 R, BRIk, s N
Sk FTMS F3CE il DLPFC (1941277 K 20 405 HIT S K BT
] Gl L —
P F 10 HZ rTMS HI3 M DLPFC, FIRSAH 1HZ — #E8:7 K, BR—IX, T oL T

rTMS JilCA Il DLPFC Y 2H-& 9772 RFIR 20 43%8h

2.4. Gt AL

FH SPSS21.0 X H it AT 4 T Ab B, THETRER (M £ SD)Ra, W ZH [A) 504 LR O RE A ¢
KB, B 5 R LR O RE A t 1658, DL P <0.05 NZESBEASIT5E X, ULP<0.01 AfifE R
PR,

3. R
3.1 AOEHR
FET AL ST T 3R 80 4 135, TR IRAIN . HERRbRAET I %5 40 4y, AT & AR o

T ST REAS t ARG I 20 b B PR R A D e RO RE S e AL A ot R ZH AR AE AR RS . S HE R . AR
YR B 5 o i 2 2= (P > .05), BARDLEE 3.

Table 3. General demographic data of experimental group and control group
3. LB BEN—RAOF TR

25 BaE| Xof HR2H t p
FER(%) 34.85 +5.82 33.95 + 5.60 50 62
THERE 1.85+ .87 1.80 + .67 20 84
WS KRR 5.05+ 2.31 5.70 + 1.89 -.97 34
R 3.80+2.74 4.20+2.48 -.48 .63

3.2. SLEG4AFNXTERLEFTBIRE GAD-7 #1 MoCA BbE
PRSTREA t K56 R BN, 7 rTMS T-F0AT, FF I8 PR B i S 56 40 Fn ot R 2H 7E A2 7€ GAD-7. A1 MoCA
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T ZE SR BB G R A2 TMS TG, HIE RN i ok S 4 Ao FRZL7E GAD-7 J7 THI R 22
BABHSEE L, M{E MoCA J5TH i1 2 7% B A i it %5 (P < .05).

BCXTREAS t RS0 I, 80 rTMS TS, H IR TR fi i S 30 2HL AR AR RS 7 TH BAMFE R oy 22 e, 1L
ERARGGE ¥R £ MoCA 77 [H FH 3 25 T4 fii g i s 36 2L ADGT B AL s 22 v B it 22 (P
<.01), DAEHEdRLERWE 4 .

Table 4. Comparison of GAD-7 and MoCA between the two groups before and after intervention
& 4. FRIfERE4 GAD-7 1 MoCA Lb#;

2H 5 n GAD-7 MoCA
FiHG FHiE t P F AT FHE i p
(M £ SD) (M £ SD) (M £ SD) (M £ SD)

S 20 3.50 £5.45 270+4.11 1466 159  25.10+279 2790+137 5480 <.001
X 2H 20 3.45+3.87 1.95+2.63 1.838 .082 23.75+3.19 2655+254 4729 <.001
t .033 .687 1.424 2.089
P 974 496 163 .043

3.3. SRR ERAE T MRIREFILESESH SSRT WER

MSIREA t A5G R I, 7 rTMS F-TIHT, FF 2 8 P Ji e S 50 2H AN B2 78 SSRT ' [HI 1) 22 S 3 A
B R  1ETMS THG, F 52K A B ke S 36 20 Aoet BZH7E SSRT J7 T 2 7 A Fuit 2 (P
< .05).

FCXSFEA t Bp 3R I, Ze0d rTMS TS, R G RO IEZEPE SSRT J5 T ERARAETEMR 70 22 5%,
BEESARAGMEE L TR BRI A TR G 25 B A g5 (P <.01), DL EEdns
Ran# 5 fis.

Table 5. Comparison of SSRT between the two groups before and after intervention
F 5. FAIfERL SSRT ELig

TP s
H n (ms) (ms) t P
(M + SD) (M + SD)
SERGAH 20 265.79 £ 43.77 223.84 £ 57.45 3.288 .004
X HEZH 20 236.56 + 94.53 262.07 + 44.52 —1.936 .068
t 1.255 —2.352
P 217 .024

4. Wi

B b RO AT RE 2 ON R, I EAERRIRAEAR TR M. Potvin 25 (2018)7E & &5 F L 8 A A
UM TR 2R Fp iR ], FEOKA GRS TEPATRE ST R ). TARICIZ S AR SIS ER A7 7E — & 2
PRI, e RS bG8 B, R R S AR AT T B0 e A 5%, S i B8 0 (5 T
BB i O R R B I B (A e oc, ik, 2020).

WA R RoR, @0 rTMS 9, R P G O S IR 2 FI T B2 1Y) SSRT #fE — e b, @
LT REAS € G 56: A% 0 R 32 28 R e AR S B AL BT J 9 SSRT f 22 3o i 3, I MLk B Sk . BWE R
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8 rTMS $ARIE B AE S B L 28 P e ORE (K96 T, 9T 9 % I B B A 753 o 780 SR e PR 8 R e P B 1Y)
il HIThAE(L et al., 2013). BEAFFFTA5 IR AEA SEIGHE 7 P RS 2 1 EDIE . AW IR, XU rTMS
THUG, FIER P R R S IR 2 ) SSRT A AP, MoCA s BTt im, Ffilda il oh e S5 A K Th g
—EMER .

—IUZEZE TR TE T A R R AT R B BRI 2 UK rTMS T3, 53R kI, 55K rTMS 7
FHLG, 220K rTMS T 5 76 B AR 75 3R B2 77 TH AT D05\ R0 Dy R 77 T 52 2%, AR 58 B\ (Song et al., 2019).
rTMS T FRAEY) 5T BB A T KSR A e AR v I 2 AN S 41 42 1 8 0 (94 B (Moretti et al., 2020).
A SEBS AU rTMS T T5005 B 586 28 TR Jie Fei 28 (0 400 ot 428 1) B 08005 — 58 B Essss s U rTMS F et
TR H IR TN i R I N D R AR B RARIE T B o A T B AR VR T 9 T 7 R R 7
FHHMT T, RS HA T RITX L, REET RIS R, ©F (TMS TR £+,
BRI AFGRE . AR AR T S 7R, AR rTMS TR TR
— TR WAV R R KE, rTMS T8 SRE SR R =R A AT R 1. rTMS 697 BUR IV
febrs —ERMRIE, ARFIE R M Stop Signal (E & HEATRIN, REHIFFRA T TMS-EEG
RIAT LA VRS o

BE K

2019 Fri EH & LA IN]. AR A %4, 2020-06-25(002).
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