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1 55

ST R NG K & R N i | NG AR 3| WA 32 e
L BR2E g FR At 23 HER (social exclusion). # 2 HE
JFIEdE TR — A S PR s AN HE R slidhi 4, —
AN IH J& T 5K G R T 5K 32 31 BELAS ) B At
FECREEEEL, B UKAN, 2008). B XF AT 0B (g e 44
B, EARE IR E R R, B
A e SCAFEAE DY B A O P TS 5 (Williams, 2009;
Williams & Nida, 2011), SEAMA A 50 2R EDS
MR AFTH ARG 25, I ELIG hnHe 220 24 1n) At i XU
(Slavich et al., 2010; Stapinski et al., 2014), £ &R
FEoHEFREISI R, 32 Bk SHE R AR 2T
PRAS 1 ER B AL, T P2 A= 1 28 2 (Baumeister &
Tice, 1990). Levinson % A (2013) % B, tH2HEFBE
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* [ Z kR4 ORI H (19ZDA363) 38 Bl .
T BB G AR SO RS — 12

BT, Ao, 54 phIGE N, 1545 Al

AR AN 2 AR EIERER . R
A R JEAE A T PR 22, ) It Bk S 2 AR AE 1Y
U [ Z (Slavich et al., 2010), Kendler %5 A (2003)
KI, G HER A SC A 1 A AR S B Y T
FIHA AR SRR FE B 3G I ARAE i 80 XU 1t
Gh, Ao HE RS TE—E BB L S AR R Y
FARAE IR (Nezlek et al., 1997), % &34 2 HEF £ 8L
S A I A P DA R ] AT S A T AR
i), b 75 Akl e 184 A e 1 28 1) AT )0 B AL
il AR EE A

S HEFAAGE AR T R FiE 4, i H 52
M A A I 0 30 BE (Baumeister et al., 2002), &4 WF
FER I, Ao HET S0 B 2 B DA R ] 2
(Campbell et al., 2006, Lurquin et al., 2014; Otten &
Jonas, 2013; Wang & Sha, 2018; Xu et al., 2020), T.
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fEicfZ (Fuhrmann et al., 2019), F5HiPL3E (Xu et al.,
2020) LA B A RMEL ) 43 Ak (Dou et al., 2020)%5 . &
B RPN TS HE R R R R AR
TN 548 1) 45— A RN B I S I, L
Tob 5% 25 B8 4k 23 HE 7 02 75 52 Wl w5 I s 25 1 17 4
RAEN o I, Ao HE R 2 15 DL AN ] 52 i 17 44 v
GEIE NATYIRANTE HE o A 26 v 9838 N8 AT T Bhik
SRS i 5% U5 TR > I 4 o o e T X B S T 2K
P SAT 55 B D (Etkin et al., 2006), & FrESHER
3RS, AR BN  E R Z T
1A% 4 (Baumeister et al., 2002), A T 7H R X Fh 14
S, B HE R 75 2 U8 T R B DA R % U5 AT 1 4 A
o BRI, TIA KB IRR A BRAY, BHE R A X R
PR 25 00 1 1 R 2 IH AR A BRI BT IR, #1405 H
X SRR 2 i o 42 AT 55 (0 i e, DATIT el 55 XF i Js
ST 55 IR, R I I 45 vh 2835 W Y RRAIG . B
Kl Z2 B TIEHE FEBH, 5 28 1 580 I A I AR HR
T ANPIARAE | £5 RECRE FI R A AE 45 17 &5 ] A1 1Y) 2 B 4
fiE(Ehring et al., 2010; Etkin et al., 2010; Etkin &
Schatzberg, 2011; Phillips et al., 2008; Phillips et al.,
2015; Rive et al., 2013), Pk, AFFAMA BT
TR BRA AL 2R R X 17 45 i 98 3 0 s i), i HL Al
A B T B A 23 HE TR T BN R SR 2 )0
FEHLA, X5 28 (D) A IR TT A B 24 3 0 3

1 fL—i] Stroop 1T 55 J& S5 2= HH T 57 1 46 wh 52
i 1Y H F 95 28 (Btkin et al., 2006; Fonzo et al.,
2019; Gyurak et al., 2011; Hua et al., 2021; Hurtado
et al., 2018), ZAL45 B HIE S REA RO = fi e B
A 05 AT 9 155 4% i 28385 )V (Btkin et al., 2010;
Etkin & Schatzberg, 2011). [fifL—id Stroop 1155 /&
T AR B TH A 1% 155 245 T L b S i — A 1 2 ] (AR
B BT, BRI 45 R Y S, TR
3 T FL 217 (Etkin et al., 2006) . 4015 mifLAE 25 5 1)
R CAHTE, BRI —E6R K (congruent trial, f&#j#K C
R, MALAE 45 51 1 & R TR, RIS gk
(incongruent trial, &R 1K), 5 C IR A 2 Wi Fisf
FVRTIRAAR LL, TR Y SO B T R 1R 28T
LAWK C W AE | b i Fgl 1% T 2 22 B Stroop
T34 M (Btkin et al.,, 2010; Etkin & Schatzberg,
2011) o AR S AT I — SO A 24 B — 2okl 2
PRI 4 PR FJE R N — 20l (eC
KR w3 IE— O GC K) . JTE IR ER A ob
ZEIR G AIR) . — B S oK (el i1ik) . BF
FERB, MRS Stroop TR 252 3 5%

H IR — R, A —Balik Z 5 1Y Stroop T
PR I 2 b/ N T — BRI Z 5 1Y Stroop THLRLE,
1 B 4% 24 ol 28 1E )V (emotional conflict adaptation
effects, CAEs). 1% % i 2838 N RN AT DA 5o 28 =X
[(cI=cC)~(GI-C)IH, BIFE 5 B 85 12 % I cl
5 cC BIZEHME i1 5 iC BZ{H, CAEs MkFR
1 28 b 2 38 W #8755 (Chen & Tang, 2012; Grueschow
et al., 2020; Nieuwenhuis et al., 2006), % 4F, H %
58 3 W A 7T B b 3% B0 AE T P % AIK (interference
reduction) [, B¢ & Bl 7F {& #F [% MK (facilitation
reduction) b THLIEATRHE AN THET 25 wh o = hil 4T
55 Hfif e S ET SR S TR S A N R BER, sib
XFTC AT L5 DR, IR S 45 (5 BT
P B 5 v 2R (G IRXIK EE el 2R 1 S iz B 5T
FLEUAE DR R TEAR) . fEHEREARIEH8 AMTTETE 45 nh
P AT 55 v il ke S v 9 3 U 25 9 gl A R 4 ) B
U5, WX TC NG 465 BOTE R, T REARTC G 1E
g f B A DBl 1 25— B0 (cC itk L iC ik
U 52 L I BT BORE R R AR (R PHE, 2016;
Botvinick et al., 2001; Monti et al., 2010),

I 5 M 4 AR X i S5 N AR T i 0 B A
i fi# B (Botvinick, 2007; Botvinick et al., 2001), i%
B A, A dnay K /2 (anterior cingulate cortex,
ACC) HIEF #0115 %5 i F2 )2 (dorsolateral prefrontal
cortex, dIPFC)TE M5 i L 280 7 H 493 15 4 o 2 1) £
&, HINAT B 2B S A D PR DO RE, T Ak
A&7 T 2 )2 (dorsolateral prefrontal cortex, dIPFC)
s S, fedt rh otk . FrHnal K= T S
N 01 P B J2 A ol 1 p 2 1 ) — 4 ) BRI . SE i
Y MO T T B2, B S R A5 S
366 )5 SIMI i B = S IR X, PR AR AR Y
HERPIRAS, B T7E Y Fir i v 0 A b g e o 52

YT 2 HE R XA A1 45 FA R AR R B
SO, SRS 2 HE R R T AN ] 1) SR W R
BRAEE IR, HIIEBISI N, AR
RIRMA T A ik 23 56 2R, X8 75 R 2 A
O B B i B i 2 T 114 A0 B 5K (Deci &
Ryan, 2000). 5HAH—3, KRR, ik T
PRI I I A AR A x4 gl e A RO B U e Je, %
AR Bk, WHRSEA RIS, JFA BT
G M A 47 AR A B O B (Floyd et al., 2017;
Hartung et al., 2015; Sayce, 2018; Sweet et al.,
2018). Zwolinski M H[F]=5(2014)kK H] Cyberball Jif
Mk B, Ao HER R AL AN BE S 55 HE R 7 AR
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(A 2598 17 LA B R AT SR A gy o 64, Tang Fil
Richardson (2013)fWF5E it R, fE4tSHEFR IS &
B BN Ak SN, BE N8 R AR 1Y AR T SRR LA
e 245 . BT A IR P E B (Baumeister &
Leary, 1995; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Floyd et al., 2017;
Sweet et al., 2018)FI#t2xHE S« (19 [ F A 45 96 15 BLig
(Baumeister et al., 2002), ARWFFEHEN, +hSfegyn]
DLYR 5 4t 2 HE T 0 26 v 9838 07 1) 5% ) LA 75
it SHEFR AL, fh S8 T HER E A
MPETEL, S BOHEFR E B D B IR
WS, MR T ASRAE Se T rh 2k
N, PRt B i 53 ) i e B0 — 350k
AR HE IR, FBLN TR A E 45 vh 5835 W AL
SR, IR AR AT B SR STk, PRI, ASBIFSE
M5 A H RS RSB St S HE R
XAE 26 wh oS I8 N I IE I R . A, B R B s
Zh XA P A R 1 MR DL A SN T L R
ATEAE S HE R ZET (PR IVEH], protective), L A] LA
A SHEFR Z A (MEEH, ameliorative) (Tang &
Richardson, 2013) I, AHBFIE#E— L4050 17104
HEF AR 3G 2 A +E S0 2w BA R E R DL &
S HEFR G IRR B A S R S B MEEE R .
B2 W E W Cyberball Ji#XkRENSH R IAE K
B HE R & 4 4 25 HE % J& (Fuhrmann et al., 2019;
Mwilambwe- Tshilobo & Spreng, 2021), Hit, £ [
FriR, AWFFE K Cyberball i 2k A1 1 fL—if] Stroop
31 2 2 A S B BRI AR S HE TR X 45 i 58 N
(52 W LA B At s FE R A At 23 HETF 52 Wi 17 4 v 5 5
NIRRT . SEE 1 B EAE S HE R IR S 1 45 v
FAE N . BBl AN AR R A S S
Cyberball Ji#x%, Bifif5 5¢ % i fL—17] Stroop 1155, &
T4t 4 Hex A9 H 388 Y #2128 (Baumeister et al.,
2002), C5 1R itk SHERE, MRS
OGN PR . HARRIN A, HEF A e gh 41 9tk
TE SN B FES 1238 BRI /NG CABs, 524 2
X 54t S HE TR X IH 2 b 53 I 1Y) R ) S A5 A2 A s
PN o B BENL o NN | -
HER A . HE xR R —HE R 4, SB)5 58
% Cyberball JiExk, FifiJ5 9% 145 5¢ s 1 FL 4] Stroop
1155 BT 3 & #iS (Baumeister & Leary, 1995;
Deci & Ryan, 2000; Floyd et al., 2017; Sweet et al.,
2018) Firdt 2 HEFx 1 B R 1% 45 9/ 717 B2 (Baumeister
et al., 2002), 5240 2 ik, #hosFEgnnT LI piHr
TR 25 M 9 N I BRI . LRI, M LAt S HE

J¥, ARG LR R BHE R # 9 CAEs fH. X 1
R 1) ALY R AN A BT B B g A 22 HE e T 2L
175 48 RV A R LAY, s ELAY Bl T BR AR AL 25 12
NIE TR RERE S AT S HE R 7 LR R T AR T

2 SEER 1. FRHRR ARG ph RS
JOL )52 M)

21 Ak
211 #ik

ARSLE IS 110 Aok, Hrp B s1 4, &«
M 59 44, AEIM 17 % = 28 (M = 20.60, SD =
2.15) i ORI s8R IO BE Y, K
B o SR A e S 90 BSR4 T BRAE DA RS B
2.5 MR EER, BT 91 AilS 5 R4
Giitortr . Horb, $EANAH 49 & (B 25 4, Lotk 24
2, HEFR4 42 44 (B 18 4, Zobk 24 %), P4
1£(20.74 £ 2.07)% . SLEEEH)E, SRS
HALE M, JESA—E R
212 KNIt

SEECR A 2 (fha R HER L H9h) < 2 (JEHT
WK —ErE: —2, ) < 2 CHATtIR — B
—F ., WER)BRG I SeETE R — B A Y
IR —BE AN 2R, i 215 B4R S i)
2, AR R3S bR R T fL—17) Stroop 1145 (1) 5 17 i
ERERZE DL LG 4 0P 535 WAL (CAES) .
213 SLIEHE

(1) Cyberball JiFxk, >&H Williams %5(2000)8]
18 199 25 B3R X ——Cyberball JiE AR5 ALY
R, LREMUTHIENN 3 HS5H
AT HRERIFR (R AR LS 5%, HRMA
AN T AR E ). SE 00— i & R 55 1,
FEAN ST Bl Re 12 2 T A B sk Ik ER (30 O I =
o3 Z—, THERR S0k X R AR U T 4 B B2 3] P I
R, ZEMA A IR A fie k. TEgnwol 2 e
IR, SULBZIE R B AR T 0 38R
SR T IR BRI R AR e T S B b &
AW, MG E SO . BRI R T EE S
VAN s

QMK B F TR SHER R
JET LY, Cyberball JiF 845 A5 BT E LA T 3
AN A BT R AR HA DR HE R T
N A C R Rk L& £/ (Williams, 2009). Hi
PIIE R H R Likert 5 SS90V E (1 = BREATTE,
5= SEE/E).
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(3) 75 >R i ip 1 #2 (Need Threat Scale) . Afiff 57 %
HERIE(Q2017) B IFETT van Beest Al Williams
(2006) % il (1) 7 K B B R Th SCRRAS . iR 3L A
20404 H, BAYERE 5B H R PEAL Bl 7 TR
PRI R IR R A R SR AR ORI A o SR A i
AN, R Likert 5 Ji5F % FE (1 = BEAMFE,
5 = TARME), O A5 BRI I A7 i 5L
A SR B R

(4)1F P17 48 1 4% (Positive and Negative Affect
Schedule) . =K F # 1 % A (2003) 8 i Jf & 1T 19
Watson %5 A\ (1988) % il 1% 1E 11 P17 45 5 ¢ 19 o SCRlR
A iz R I RE 20 S S BUN 25 TR 45,
10 MURIEMEN 25, 10 MUR TG 25, 2okl
A A C Y a7 L bR g R B AT EE . R
Likert 5 fi%400FE (1 = JLTFBA, 5= W2,

()M fL—in] Stroop yuz. SERiWFITRIA, &%
AT LA T L 43 il A 3k T At s i g At s HE
#9155 (Carver & Harmon-Jones, 2009; Dewall et al.,
2009). Pk, ASHFSE M T 112 BR 5 (2005) 5 il 1)
[ 16 1% 25 T fL ] - & 42 (Chinese  Affective Face
Picture System) ' #EHL 28 5K @& 2% FLE A (B & 4%
14 5K)F1 28 sRAGTR T FLIE (95 4% 14 5K)VE T AL
Mok, FEXSETHALIE o, 2R 4 5K E LR A
F1 4 SR BURTRFLIE 7 T 2520 5280 . dbah, BERE«s
24T T B4R 25 1A S Rk, R R
A A G P 20 8, S A T T L A S B A A
WG R Horh, Y LRSS 45 18 i 3 —
A R — B, A2 241 2 iR BT R % AL
by THTAL R AF R 28 1] B 8 v 28 5 SR wh o AR,
B A 1 = 2 = = PR 1 P
214 KKIERF

B sk B A LI = JE, F U e F A AT sE
5o AR ANE BRI, SR LA IS T b
TR . ZJE e B AL o3 e B0+ E s 2 g s HE R
AT Cyberball ek WExkEs H 5 g7 BHIHE
KU R | B A R DL SO M 4 R
Ft-5€ B 11 FL—1A] Stroop 1155 -

I fL—i"] Stroop 1F55 ML AT >R E-prime
3.0 BAMFHEATRE, TR S B0 HL R B R
60 Hz, A7 34 B AL 5 20 7E H o e 4 vh e S
I3 NGk FNE RSB P B B G Br Bt 7 16
AR B AN—FRK, 8 A iR), RA %
B IEA R R 5 85% LA gl A vl LAtk A IE =52
5, HWFFEHRHEITSS . B R Bt

2 N B (block), 454> block £37 96 NIk (48 4> —
FHAIKk, 48 A giAK) . R SE 2L X 2 —
FaA kAP gk, SERiVFIE ISR B T I 4 vh o
[ (Clayson & Larson, 2013; Grueschow et al.,
2020). Kk, AWK E2BENLAER C. oI, iC
HUAL PURPR RS, A block (Al & 45 T 9k —
AR BB ] o A R R A r g 400 e+ ) S 3R
bR, BFEIHR 400~800 ms, T3 A&+ K B
HTERE R e B — kS i g i LI Fr, 2
BURE] R 1000 ms. B 3003400 2 I B e L S Bt
500~800 ms 1755t RIFH AT —ilik, 1l
TS, DILIERS, BARGRR LA 1, ek
T R IR 22 W15 2 1) 1 S AR 1% 24 T AL
HEAT W, B 2 5 24 45 T FL A R L o o A
“PUEl, T EI TR 2 1AL D a0, s 4%
FERA ) A5 21 -

+ .
400 ~ 800 ms 1000 ms 500 ~ 800 ms
K1 1EfL—id Stroop LR IR FEK

>

22 #R

AWFFE R SPSS 23.0 # A% B AT 5 143
., # M Greenhouse-Geisser £ % 1IE H H B il
Bonferroni % 1E 554 2 [B] 1 HL st
221 BRIKELER

X} Cyberball i H <« HoAh Bt 5 A B Fn < HAth
BURHEF I 0 P A AR A 100 5B A 3 00
i H R LI EA T A SRR AR t KRS R B, FEPA
WH R b, HREM =731, SD = 1.94) b 4820
(M = 3.59, SD = 1.69) 75T i, 1(89) = —9.75,
p < 0.001, d =2.07, HEJ& AR 2k L
(M = 0.09, SD = 0.06) 5. EF (LT HMA P PIAM =
0.32, SD = 0.05), t(89) = 19.85, p< 0.001, d = 4.21,
DL 45 R Cyberball 7 kit 2 HE T B2
R .
222 FKRE

XA ) 75 SR o R A 4 HEA T A ST AR t A
1, S5 EoR, HER4(M = 46.10, SD=9.95) 7K
B B E LT ML M = 71.04, SD = 12.32),
t(89) = 10.51, p < 0.001, d = 2.23, PEIAA HEANAH
A, HEFR A AR FEA TG SR A2 3 1 5 g
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223 BERK

DAt 2SR . HEF) R A28 0 IR 2615
71453 HIHE Cyberball iE % Hij #1 Cyberball JiE Ak 5 #1718
BEiE T ZAHTI(ANOVA), 25531 IR, Cyberball Jifxk,
AL S S RO A B3, F(1, 89) = 0.17, p =
0.686, n; < 0.01, B4 FIHEF A9 0 1E A5 26
L EZS, 25 Cyberball k)Gt
B B0 L, F(1, 89) = 16.31, p < 0.001, ) =
0.16, EANHABHRMIEPEIE 21950 W 2 5 THERFR 4,
SR ILE 2,

40 s
T m B

HEF4l
30
n S.
=
3 20
#
10
0

ErEA m&%% EHEA ﬁﬁ%%‘
Cyberbal lJi# X% HT CyberballfExk /5
Bl 2 AEFSEE T AMETE Cyberball 374 B J5 (19 1F 71
HAE 451570 (M £ SE)
. ***. p<0.001;n.s. p>0.05

DAt 2B . HE ) B 28 5 X 1 1R 1 44
135753 BITE Cyberball Ji# XK i Fll Cyberball g% )5
TTEZ MR T 22081, 2R KM, 25 Cyberball iif
RHTAE 218 5B EROV A B2, F(1, 89) = 0.14, p =
0.707, m; < 0.01, HEF AL LA T ) 15 1E 24
BAEAREZER, (HES S Cyberball k)G 1t4s
TSI ERON B3, F(1, 89) = 16.55, p< 0.001, 0, =
0.16, s 2H BRI PR 4615 0 22 0 35 s T4
H, ERIK 2,

224 RMNBREHIRE

S T HERR B A S B X & o 58 3
N fERE, BRATTMIBR T i fL—iF] Stroop 1T:55 HhAEA>
block MYEE— MK . R IAKRAE R ik . &
IR B SN I B HE (B 4= 4%, 2014; Hommel et al.,
2004; Mayr et al., 2003), A<SZ55HE5FR 38.86% 1

Wo GATEERIE 1. X HHAAEH AL 18] Stroop fE:
5 R IERRIR RN R 2 (RS HESR
) > 2 GeRnidik —8oE . —80. W) x 2 4T
WK — M —2. ) py & E W &7 22 04
(ANOVA), Z5F KB, Femiil ik —3or: i 32 2500 ik
¥, F(1, 89) = 7.41, p=0.008, 02 = 0.08, M5tk
FH L — SO & B Y RN R S AR — Btk
M FRO0 B3, F(1, 89) = 176.77, p < 0.001, n, =
0.67, o U b — B0 KA & K A IV .
Fha B AR A — B s BRI R, FQ,
89)=5.14,p=0.026, 1. =0.06, HEJ& 4140 L T 42494
A, Marh itk 5 —8ul k2R TR, Jerrik
K — B Y AR — B M BARH B, F(l,
89)=7.09, p=0.009, 1> =0.07, &R I —FEL
AR EESERT IR R v g ik i, Y ok S —
HAR M ZEFE R,

FEEAEEE | e U — Sk Y Ak — 2ok
M) =2 BEAE % w3, F(1, 89) = 2.79, p =
0.099, n; = 0.03, X} =Hizg BAEHIEITo0ff, 45
K, HHHS R A —BOLR AT, ﬁ:/z;riif“%rlf'aﬁu
WK —BH ML BRI 23, F(1, 89) = 638, p =
0.013, m; = 0.07, HE— M RRLN s HT1 Bow, HEF

AT AT R B R EE el SRR Y S s R K
F(1,89)=2.93, p=10.090, 2 =0.03; MITFENEZMET
R el R Y S B I B4, F(1, 89) = 3.49, p=
0.065, m; = 0.04, HILLZ T, Haridy—BEAK
A, AR ERON A B, F(1, 89) = 0.84, p =
0.361; JERiik ik —BM: 0 BR800 W3, F(1, 89) =
18.32, p < 0.001, n, = 0.17; L& EEEFSERTIAK—
A HAE A S, F(1, 89) =0.18, p=0.669.

1L~ Stroop %55 H A IR R G145 R
W 2. XEEBRHATEZ R T 2500, SRR
B, YAl ok — 2ok g R0 B, F(1, 89) =
200.00, p < 0.001, 0> = 0.69, MK H—BHk K
5 T e AR R YR — SR AN e ATk — 2
PERZ HEAE 3, F, 89) = 20.17, p < 0.001, n;
=0.19, #—2LRRRN5HT, K ALK E R
WBEMT ol BRKIERE, F(1, 89) = 6.51, p =

K1 AEAHSBEET 4 iR LB R ERM + SD)

205 cC cl

iC il

EraauEtl 549.56 + 51.33
HeF 4 557.59 + 51.05

597.28 £ 49.07
603.92 £ 59.57

560.12 £ 47.04
570.50 + 48.33

588.68 + 50.10
612.44 + 54.12

T €= BURIKKER R — B0 ol = —BOLUF R0 T = BRI ih 588K iC = R/ —8ulk. TH



6 L piiil 2% il %56 &
T2 ARAMSBET 4FiLALBHERELREM £ D)
21 51 cC cI iC il
AH 0.03 +0.03 0.14 + 0.07 0.06 + 0.04 0.13 +0.08
HEFAH 0.03 + 0.04 0.16 £ 0.11 0.06 = 0.04 0.13 +0.08

0.012,m; =0.07; 1M ¢C K MY FE R i LT iC 1k
WHAE IR, F(1, 89) = 27.38, p< 0.001,n, =0.24,
WA ANFEAE AR AT oAt i 25 19 =R B BAEH S
225 CAEs

HRAE A (el = ¢C) — (il — iC) I Bl AE S L
Ao LR 1 38 A 1 28 op 98 35 W 0 (CAESs), %
CAEs (HiF AT AR t R 00, AWFSR A, 780
i b, g4 (M = 19.16, SD = 38.83)f%) CAEs
R THEF Hp (M = 4.39, SD = 45.55), t(89) =
1.67, p = 0.099, d = 0.35, WMiFEsEIRF L, #H9H
(M =0.03, SD = 0.10)F1HESF 8 (M = 0.06, SD =
0.10)7E CAEs 1343 EAFETEN EH 2R, t(1, 89) =
-1.36,p=0.179,
226 FHBERRIA

FRAEA(CT — DT BRSO B R R
TN, X TP R AR AN (B 2R 1 7k 57
FEAS t K56, AT LB, NP = 8.60,
SD = 30.71)7E K i 1 i P AR sk s i 2% KT
HEFRHBER(M = —8.52, SD = 33.93), t(89) = 2.53, p =
0.013,d=0.54, 45 UL 3, MiHEAH4HM = 0.01, D =
0.09)FHEFR X (M = 0.03, SD = 0.08)7E£5iR %
BT AR AN 3 25 (1, 89) = —1.24,
p=0.220,d=0.26].

30 - .&é}’]ﬁﬂ n.s.
25 - mHF4A
20 + .
g 15 ¢ 1
@ 10}
2:l B
20 T .
2 5|
B ol
_15 N
_20 .
s L Ci-il iC—cC
Bl 3 AFFEETEEE S BN I A TP R AR50 FAE s (%
AL (M+SE)

H: cC = HERWERN —BUAW; ol = —BUlUE itk
il = A5 IR A i 2 5 iC = ih g5 —Eik . *: p < 0.05;
n.s. p>0.05,

227 {RHEBEIRILAL

A GC — OB RTE S I A 15 R
AR SR RRAR AN, I XA R S A A 7 ST
FEA t K0, AW R I, N4 M = 10.56, SD =

26.19)FHEF XM = 12.91, SD = 25.95)7E i
A 2 2 ARG AS0ON TG J 3 25 5%, 1(89) = —0.43, p =
0.669, Z5HLULIK 3. [FIE, FEESIRFE L, H9HM =
0.02, SD = 0.04)FlHF/+ 4 i (M = 0.03, SD = 0.04)
1) A8 3 e ARG 250 0t AN A7 7 Bk 2 25 7, t(1, 89) =
-0.63, p=0.532,
23 itig

S 1 R Cyberball i xEHITH fL—id] Stroop
EAFR TH SH TR B MG vh oG N . 250
1 R R, HOR Ao Wi CAEs /T2
YN AN GRTE SOV I Y T R AR RN 2
KFHEFA, W20 2 1 R HE R g9k 7E = n s
R RO T 25 . IR R IR, 4L
S HE R XA A 28 b 28 35 0 1 R AIGR: B F THE
TS, AR TS sk, 4R 5
MIIF5E R IAE—2, RIS A RHE R B, AT A
NI BEZ 2451455 (Fuhrmann et al., 2019; Lurquin et al.,
2014; Wang & Sha, 2018) . {5 B AV, TEFHRFE
R B B S HE R X 28 v 238 N B o SERTAE
55 W], CAEs 7E N I 2 i T A4S 45 b 58 518
NERLN L, CAEs FEFSIRZE I OB T AN 24
98 3 I8 RN B HETR M (Alders et al., 2019; Etkin
etal., 2006), KHIt, TEARMIEH, thtSHEFZEmW T
ANRTENG 25 v oS3 N R BE, A S A AR
2 bR IE L A TR

S 1R, AESHERBEL T AMARR L phosiE
I o U T R — AR I i 1) A\ ZE 75 2 (Baumeister
& Leary, 1995; Deci & Ryan, 2000), [ k& Bl
IR, NAAE AR ARG T I Ab iyt 25 G &R, Xt
VA i B 5 SR A A0 B R A f R S 06 T ) S AR
PR SR (Deci & Ryan, 2000), K58 &9, Hib
T IR 5% 19 A 2 A 25 2 g e A A5 b 185 n U1 ) R,
R AR IS . B0k AR RAG 25 01, Jf-A B
T b A4 AR B O (@ B (Floyd et al., 2017;
Hartung et al., 2015; Sayce, 2018; Sweet et al.,
2018), FET U, 7E5256 1 MOSELAN b, S5 2 ekt
SRR 15 BB A8 Ul W HE TR I 2 b 98 3 L 1Y R
i, IfiE— P S HE R AR IS 2 At 2 3 02
A& AR R DL A S HEF G R 5 8 1 4k S 82



% 5

HEE SF Ao RN R 2 HE R X1 45 b S I Y B ) 7

R A UEE

30 S2Ee 2. AR mgyRETTAE S
X} 175 4 1T 938 I Y R i

3.1 FHix
311 #ik

ARSI SE 140 0k, Hp B 3s &4, &
5105 44, R 17 2% 23 F(M = 19.60, SD =
1.27). FrAaXn M 808 IEAL D RN, CEE
o5, Bl /E AT MFE Cyberball Wk, bl
B LT FC B 5 —48 Cyberball Itk (Game 1)
) e g SCHE T 450, 2 )5 T8 B AL 43 BC 21 28 — %
Cyberball Ji# t%(Game 2)FEN sl HE & 4 1F, AWt
OYIE 4 U1 NNl B -HER A HE R
g HER—HERR A, B4 35 Ao FrA sakEksm
IR 1, SCEAS AR, A SR A LS H Y,
IE AT — 7 BRI . AR SEE R F 5 925 1 AR R A T
AR 14 2R EE S, RAIA 126 2804
W ASHT, Hrp B 30 &4, &tk 96 44, Y-
YN4H 35 N HE-HER 4 31 . HER -4 29 AL
HEF—HER4 31 Ao FI4EIR(19.60 £ 1.27)%
312 =ZIi&it

SCERSRH 2 (Game 1: HEJF vs. H240) x 2 (Game
2. HER vs. 329N x 2 Germilik—sbE:. —5. o
28) x 2 CYHETR R —EhE . —3. ohR)MIR G T
SRR — B AN SR — S BN R &,
Game 1 il Game 2 A8 AR K 2R o AR S48 b5 o0 1
FL—i#] Stroop 1F 45 Y SN I 5 B R R L K A5 26 wh 58
T8 V80 (CAEs)

313 XBHMBESRERF

SEYR R REI SIS 1, i8R 2 h, B BRI
A SR A R A R R, ARE T
IEfMMEE 2R R, 2RV BLS] Game 1 A2
N HE R 4 EFT Cyberball Xk ik &s a5, #ial
MR IS 5 5K g i 3 . PRG3R DL SOE B
TR, B TR T2 %8 Cyberball JEXK

Game 2 4505, #AHUIHS TR B R | H390
Rty R UL R OE RS g R . el e i L
1) Stroop 1E:45 . Game 1 45 3 £ i fL.—1] Stroop 1T:55
SEMKR AL 10 s34h, Hi, Jl T1 (Time 1),
T2 (Time 2). T3 (Time 3)4373]3%/~ Game 1 Z |7 .
Game 1 ZJ5 LA K Game 2 2Z J5 B9 = U & 5 8]
32 #R
321 BRIKELER

X} Cyberball Jixk Hre HA B A FF Fi HoAth B
FAHERFRF M AR A IR H ST 2 (Game 1
HEJF vs. 3E40) x 2 (Game 2: HEJF vs.340) x 2 (&
BflE) . T2, T)WE N7 2200 &K P, Game 1
[F(1, 122) = 37.18, p < 0.001, . = 0.23]F1 Game 2
[F(1, 122) = 104.13, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.46]1HY =R
W, MERTE A Game 1 WIS HAE B3, F(,
122) = 152.22, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.55, &A% 54T
KB, FE T2 £ F, Game 1 fFERN B3, FA,
122) = 151.79, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.55, Game 1 34}
H(M = 3.61, SD = 1.66)AEIK AT H &5 i &
R THIFAWM = 7.26, SD = 1.66), 1E T3 %44 F,
Game 1 FHEPNH (M = 5.55, SD = 3.27) 4R
W H B SHEFRAHM = 5.10, SD = 2.82)EF A
F,F(1,122)=0.66, p=0.417, M [E] F Game 2
A HEAEH B2, F(, 122) = 216.59, p < 0.001, 2 =
0.64. fAIERRLN 3BT KB, 7 T3 %&1F T, Game 2 [
FRON B F, F(, 122) = 271.74, p < 0.001, ., =
0.69, Game 2 HEZ42H(M = 2.84, SD = 1.48)J# 4
A H S BT R ZH(M = 7.90, SD = 1.94),,
TE T2 %44 T, Game 1 THEGIZ(M = 5.31, SD = 2.49)
AOPRIAG AT H S SR ZHM = 5.38, SD = 2.46)
LSRRI F(1, 122) = 0.02, p=0.883, 1A, ATF
FEAE ] oA d 25 1) O s se AR . S5 2R L3R 3.

X} Cyberball JiiEaR H 41 (14 32 W4T 5 422 05K L 4]
17 2 (Game 1: HEF vs.3299) x 2 (Game 2: HEF
vs. EAN) < 2 (IHEIHE] . T2, T3)A9 3 & 47 225>
Mr &3, Game 1 [ FR00 3, F(1, 122) = 77.91,

®3 AREFMHMNERBE T MR ER FHESREZM + SD)

- T2 T3
WANTH B ek L PANTH B4 BEER LA

- 3.63+1.54 0.32+0.08 2.97 +1.65 0.37+0.15
N —HE R A 3.58 +1.82 0.32 +0.08 8.45+1.91 0.08 +0.07
HEFR—Hah 7.34 +1.82 0.08 + 0.05 2.69 +1.26 0.40 +0.15
HEF—HEF A 7.17+1.52 0.08 + 0.04 7.35+1.84 0.08 + 0.03




8 N H

L

%56 5

p < 0.001, 1, = 0.39; Game 2 1 ER0 W%, F(,
122) = 154.23, p < 0.001, 7, = 0.56; M+ B [a] 1) 3
WO, F(1, 122) =9.60, p=0.002, 1. =0.07, il
HAFEIA Game 1 WX HEAEM W3, F(1, 122) =
147.20, p < 0.001, 02 = 0.55, A BARGN 43 BT & PR,
fE T2 4 F, Game 1 BYEMN BE, F(1, 122) =
425.87, p<0.001,n2 = 0.78, Game 1 FHEHNHM =
0.32, SD = 0.08) F WL 5 o H2 Bk Hu ) o 2% & THER
ZH(M = 0.08, SD = 0.04), TM7E T3 &M T, Game 1
RGN M = 0.23, SD = 0.19)FIHERFRZHM = 0.23,
SD = 0.20)Y F W He 52k Lo e i 25 5%, F(1,
122) <0.01, p=0.999. il & i} [E] F1 Game 2 Y ZEH.
YER 3%, F(1, 122) =222.08, p< 0.001, 12 = 0.65,
TRT FRALON 4 BT KPR, 7E T2 2545, Game 2 HHgH2
(M=0.21, SD = 0.14) A1+ 4 (M = 0.20, SD = 0.13)
() FE R A B Bk HL A G 3 25 5, F(1, 122) = 0.31,
p = 0.58, IM7E T3 £/ T, Game 2 [ FE R0 B 3,
F(1, 122) = 241.28, p< 0.001, ; = 0.66, Game 2 1
QM = 0.39, SD = 0.15) = WHR 7 19355k LE 1)
i THEUR (M = 0.08, SD = 0.05), 4558 5% 3,
BEAR, ASTFAEAT AR oAt 5 25 1 3000 s 38 BAE H
322 FEKE

X} Cyberball JiEx%H 4 i 0 75 5K WU 15 43 164 7
2 (Game 1: FEJF vs.4%E49) x 2 (Game 2: HEJF vs. 4%
gy x 2 (MEEEFE] . T2, T3)AWERE M E 200k
B, Game 1 By ERN BE, F(1, 122) = 34.84, p <
0.001,m; =0.22; Game 2 [ B30 B 3%, F(1, 122) =
9521, p < 0.001, n = 0.44; - a] 1Y 2000
#,F(1,122)=5.47,p=0.021, . =0.04, JNFm}a]
Fl Game 1 R HAE 3, F(1, 122) = 132.94, p <
0.001,m; = 0.52 [ HARLN S #7 AP, 78 T2 454 F,
Game 1 (19 =200 3%, F(1, 122) = 125.61, p<0.001,
M, =0.51, Game 1 FHZHLHM = 61.41, SD = 12.19)
()7 SR UM 53 3 = THE R (M = 38.25, SD =
10.82), 7E T3 M F, Game 1 Ay FRO 0% B 3,
F(1, 122) =3.14, p=0.079, ., = 0.03, Game 1 1§
LM = 51.86, SD = 21.31)FF RIS MK T
HER (M = 53.77, SD = 19.74),, il 42 i} [6] Fl Game 2

HIAZ EAE B2, F(1, 122) = 243.50, p < 0.001, 12 =
0.67. Tf BN 43 Hr &R, 7 T2 44T, Game 2 1
BN (M = 50.02, SD = 16.41)FIHEF4L(M = 50.76,
D = 16. 4T KBS /3 0% 22 5, F(1, 122) =
0.77, p = 0.381, m; < 0.01. 1fif T3 %0F T, Game 2
B ROV B3, F(1, 122) = 298.12, p < 0.001, 2 =
0.71, Game 2 HHEZNZH (M = 69.64, SD = 10.76)I1)7H
K55y B % m THER AWM = 3535, D =
11.67)0 25 ULF 4, BLAN, ANAFTEAT T oAl 2 25 1
FRNFASHAFEH .

323 t(EHERM

XIEPEE 1554 T 2 (Game 1: HEFR vs 3240) x
2 (Game 2: HEJF® vs.3290) x 3 M EAFE]: T, T2,
T3)RE W T 225007, 450 &8, Game 2 B FE
WOV 3, F(1, 122) = 442, p = 0.037, 1, = 0.04;
I B A ) 2RO W, F(2, 244) = 18.39, p <
0.001, n; = 0.13, WA H A Game 1 B2 HAEH]
3%, F(2,244) = 17.68, p<0.001, 1. =0.13, #—
T N AT R, E T1 24 F, Game 1 H1$%
P RHE R AR EMEESE RS TR EES, F(,
122) = 0.82, p=0.368. £ T2 54T, Game 1 i3
WO 3, F(1, 122) = 11.91, p = 0.001, . = 0.09,
Game 1 FIENA B IEVETS 461500 o 2 THER 4.
TE T3 45, Game 1 "P3EgN 4l FIHE TR 410 P
HR TR FE 2R, F(1, 122)=0.55, p=0.46, &
IFIE] A Game 2 RS BAEH] .3, F(2, 244) = 45.42,
p < 0.001,n, =027, fAlPARLN 50T & B, Game 2
TR 2 FHE R 2 IE RIS 2615 07 T1 45 [F(L,
122) = 0.08, p = 0.781FI7E T2 &/ [F(1, 122) = 0.30,
p=0.584] ML EER ., 7F T3 £ T, Game 2
B =N B3, F(1, 122) = 35.22, p < 0.001, 12 =
0.22, Game 2 H 2N ALY IE T 2515 43 35 5 THE
JRdH o A5RWLE 5. MO, AFEAEAR ] HAD 2 1Y
FRONHASHAFEH .

XS 26 75 5 0 A 7 A DN a7 25 40 B, R
K, Game 2 I RN B, F(1, 122) = 6.58, p =
0.012, n; = 0.05, WEHFE]FT Game 1 B HAEH
B3, F(2, 244) = 11.26, p< 0.001, 0 =0.08, i#—

x4 AEFGMNERBETMEE KB 2 SHFEHESIREEM £ SD)

21 5 T3
g4 A 60.46 + 12.08 68.37 + 12.21
R A 62.48 + 12.42 33.23+11.75
HEF - 37.41 +11.32 71.17 + 8.66
HEF—HE R4 39.03 + 10.46 37.48 + 11.38




555 0 W IREE A AR AL S HE R R 45 R 28 3 B Y RE ) 9
*5 AREHEFMUNERNETMEAEBESESNEHESHRAEZWM £ SD)
15 T1 T2 T3
EPE ks IEH il EPE Uikca
Heoh—fah 27.31+5.53 15.03 £5.27 27.00 £ 6.12 13.54 £3.91 28.11£8.11 12.57 £3.91
- F A 27.84 + 6.89 16.58 £ 8.07 27.97+7.22 14.16 +5.53 2129+ 7.14 18.90 + 6.91
HE w2 28.59 £ 7.15 15.59 £ 5.23 23.28 + 6.78 17.21 +6.70 30.34 + 7.04 12.79 +3.17
R —HEF A 28.58 + 6.07 16.45 + 5.99 23.94 + 4.86 17.39 + 6.63 21.90 + 6.26 16.42 + 6.27

A 17 BAAKN A3 AT 2 I, Game 1 20 20 FHE s 4111
TP A E T1 2F[F(1, 122) = 0.06, p = 0.804]
T3 £E[F(1, 122)=0.71, p=0.403] F ¥ L # %
SO TE T2 44 F, Game 1 B9 EROV 3, F(1, 122) =
11.31, p=0.001, 1, = 0.09, Game 1 F 4411 1
PENG 415 0 B E IR T HER A, A A Game 2
B2 BAE ] W3, F(2, 244) = 13.45, p < 0.001,
ny =0.09. i —2LrHr R, Game 2 HPHEGNAH FHE
J& 40 B RS 251907 T1 & [F(1, 122) = 1.25,p
=0.265]H1 T2 4 1F[F(1, 122) = 0.29, p=0.591] F
TR E S 7 T3 %MFT, Game 2 [ F 500 . %,
F(1, 122) = 27.78, p < 0.001, 5. = 0.19, Game 2 1
A TS AR B AT HE R4, 45R 0
F 50 WeAN, NAFTEATART H Al o 25 1% 32 R0 528 B
YERT
324 RERE5H#%IRE

[FISEas 1 A7 BRI s, A 5250 3 5 B
37.93 %M1 IR o 2% 2H 2Z 1] S g B A GE T H 25 SR L3k 6.
XiF W17 1 FL—ir] Stroop 4155 AY 1E A3 YR S5 W B
HEAT 2 Gleritik —80E . —20, wh3) x 2 (Harik
WR—8t: . —30. %) x 2 (Game 1: HEJF vs.3E40) x
2 (Game 2: HEJF vs. 424900 & I 2 22500, 45
LI, AR —E ) BN B, R, 122) =
322.20, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.73, MWK E—BERK
R BRI I o SRR — SO Y m R —
FEAE HEAEM B3, F(1, 122) = 13.67, p < 0.001,
ny = 0.10, SERTEU R —BOX U H Se it i
SRR, YET sk S — B0k i 22 5 R
SERTIIR —8E . M AR —EE A Game 2 19 =
WA HAEH R, F(1, 122) = 4.69, p = 0.032, n, =

0.04, HEFRHAM TR, Jeril h—8aiik
i, AT stk S — B0k 2SR, A
AT HE R4, Semrialk o i oSy, 2 i o€
Wk 5 -k 2 R E K,

TFEERSE, RN Game 1, Game 2, &
T YR — S0P 22 i R — S0 Y DY 5 22 BLAE
B, F(1,122) =4.64, p=0.033, . =0.04, Xf PUIi
L HAE AT, S5 BoR, Game 2 LA
if, Game 1. SRR — B0 24 ik — 80 a9
SR HEAERAARZE, F(1, 62)=0.85, p=0.362, 4
FR IR — B R B2V 3, F(1, 62) = 148.11, p <
0.001, m; = 0.71, #pEER b —800 ks &k K
B o BEAR, ANAFAEAT A HoAth 5 25 1 23000 538
HAEH . #HELZ T, Game 2 JHEF &40, Game 1.
SERT i R — S0 A R — B =5 BAE
A3, F(1, 60) =4.36, p=0.041,n, =0.07, %=
TAE T — 40, KL Game 1 NIEANS&1ERT,
M ER R — B0 A e TR — B s BAE A B
¥, F(1,30)=17.96, p<0.001,n2 =0.37, #—Hfi
PN BT R, FEEE-HER AT il ki
g B 20 T el R B RN, F(1, 30) =4.57, p=
0.041,m; =0.13; cCIRWR Y e iy i I 2 48 T iC ik
RN, F(1, 30) = 12.72, p = 0.001, n2 = 0.30,
Game 1 JHEF S&AERT, MaTK — 2otk fsemTt
W—EHEMZ B ERARE, F(1, 30) = 1.92, p =
0.176 MATIAK —EEr B2 B3, F(1, 30) =
80.53, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.73, 78tk Hb—2itk
R . A, AAEAEAT A HoAth (2 3 1)
FRN AL HAEH .

T fL—iA Stroop 1155 9 IR R i T4 R

*6 AEAEZET 4R EBEHRMEFHLERM £ SD)

451

cC

cl

iC

il

RN A
N A
Her -
Hex—HERF 4

556.51 +47.33
546.62 + 53.59
545.13 +53.20
536.66 + 52.59

601.13 £54.29
598.42 £ 61.98
594.85 £51.47
582.27 £ 60.98

555.53 £48.00
565.89 £ 61.94
546.09 + 54.28
541.36 £ 55.89

599.16 £ 55.52
585.98 £ 58.44
585.89 +£47.87
576.96 + 63.14




10 L il 2 i %56 5
RT7T AEEHEHT 4MIXRELBPERELERM = SD)
215 cC iC il
R 0.04 + 0.04 0.15 + 0.08 0.05 + 0.04 0.16 + 0.08
g —Hew A 0.04 + 0.04 0.18 +0.08 0.07 £ 0.05 0.15+0.07
HEF gl 0.04 + 0.04 0.13 + 0.08 0.04 + 0.04 0.12 +0.09
HeR—HE R 41 0.03 + 0.04 0.15+0.08 0.04 = 0.05 0.10 + 0.08

W3 7. XPEEURAFMATE T 2 00T, SRR
B, Game 1 FFERV 3, F(1, 122) = 6.44, p =
0.012, n; = 0.05, LN HLHE R AR R T & .
MR R — B R0 W, F(1, 122) = 325.18,
p < 0.001, n; = 0.73, PSRV L —BuL s &
TR AR R, eI — B Game 1 BYZEH.
YERh% B3, F(, 122) = 3.76, p = 0.055, 1} =
0.03, HEJFHA T, Jenirh Rk S —5
K2R E R ATtk — 8 Game 1 1938
AN R, FA, 122) = 3.89, p=0.051, 1, =
0.03, FEHNAH L FHEF A, Jeatrpsilik g —
TR A 22 S R, SE AT R — S A ai ik — 2
PERAE EAE B2, F(1, 122) = 14.42, p< 0.001, 12 =
0.11, FeFii vk A —BOR AR L SE Tl wh g ik
U, MR RIS — 2O B 22 7K . Game
2. SeEr IR — B E AN R — S =i s B
YE 3, F(1, 122) =9.94, p=0.002, > =0.08, %}
U H AT 4R, KB Game 2 ALY ST,
AR — B BRI 2, F(1, 62) = 151.92, p <
0.001, n; = 0.71, TR —Frk: A etk —2
PER R BAE A WL, F(1, 62) = 0.22, p=0.64, #H
W2 N, Game 2 HHEF S AR, S ETalk — S A
RN —Z s EAEH B3, F(1, 60) = 22.59,
p<0.001,n, =0.27, FHF—LoHrrILEHRER, il
WHYFS TR R W E LT ol IR IESRZE, F(1, 60) =
10.85, p=0.002, n2 = 0.15; 1Mj cC WK AAE IR K T
FART iC IR B ESR R, F(1, 60) = 15.02, p< 0.001,
n, = 0.20. MAL, ANFETEAT AT HAD 2 Y =000 B8
L HAEM
325 CAEs

AR AR [(c] — cC) — (il — iC)[FHE Wik 7E S 1
I RIS DR 5 1 1 28 i 9258 B &V (CAEs), Jf- Xt
CAEs {H#17 2 (Game 1:HEF vs. fE40) x 2 (Game 2:
HEF vs 9N T 22500, AR oK, TERRE L,
Game 2 19 FR00 8%, F(1, 122) = 9.94, p = 0.002,
n, = 0.08, 7EJZ W} I, Game 1 Il Game 2 AY3Z H.
YE 3, F(1, 122) = 4.64, p=0.033, 1> =0.04, i

— 3 TR BN A3 M, e BHE TR — 2 4 4 Rl —
AP CAEs HI A W& 227, F(1, 122) = 0.80,
p = 0.373; MiZM—HEF A0 CAEs H 8% K
FHEFR—HEFR4, F(1, 122) = 4.60, p = 0.034, n, =
0.04, IZ&5RALR, SR A SHE R X E R
I B 175 2 wh 23T N I RE IR, SR T i — 25 X At 2
Pl A AR VR R S vl B VR L X el — 4l
H . R AR R A =4 80 CAEs
(B UL S AR . F el HE v —HE R 4
=9 CAEs {HA AT BN R 7 20001, &
WA 2N A . - HE R A AHE R —HE R A 2 )
f) CAEs {HAFAE i % 22 5%, F(2, 94) = 5.10, p= 0.008,
n, = 010, HE—PWP LA IR, B9 —HEF 4Bk
Ay CAEs {H W3 K THEF-HER4, F(1, 60) =
436, p = 0.041, 02 = 0.07; FEH—HEF ALY
CAEs 8 2 3 KR THMN—E94, F(1, 64)=9.92, p=
0.002, n, = 0.13; TWHE 4N A FIHEF —HE s 49k
Y CAEs HIXA W EZER, F(1, 64) = 0.89, p =
0.350, #E—IEA . HE R A RHER—HE R4
Z Al CAEs (HIA ¥ 25, F(2,92) = 0.58, p=
0.562, WAL, ANFEAEATAn] oAt b 25 0% 2800 5 52 B
EM . 5L 4,

50 .

JZ BiRtCAESs
- N W A
o & & o

[=]

10t HF- - HefF—
B HeF 4 HeR4

B4 ORI AAET SO I i) A7 2 i 58338 % 3800 (M + SE)
#: *p<0.05; ns.p>0.05

326 TFHFEERM

MR AK(CL — DI BETE SO I RS 1%
T EREARRON, X TP BRSO A 4T 2
(Game 1: HEJF vs.FE40) x 2 (Game 2: HEJF vs.E90)

Bl
22



% 5

HEE SF Ao RN R 2 HE R X1 45 b S I Y B ) 11

(7 225001 S5 LB, TER NS b, ARAFFEATA]
WE W FERON B BAEH] . TERTIRFE b, Game 2 1Y
TR0V B, F(1, 122) = 6.20, p=0.014, n2 = 0.05,
Game 2 "THZIZ HY T-HEREARRON b K THE R 40,
327 {RHEREIRIA

FRHE A GC — O3B AR SN o R i %
B R AR ORI X AR O R AR R N (R AT 2
(Game 1: HEJ¥ vs.3Z40) x 2 (Game 2: HEJF vs.3E4H)
7 22500 S5 KB, fERNAT I, Game 2 i3
WO, F(1, 122) = 5.56, p = 0.020, n. = 0.04,
Game 2 "2 B AR AR ARON b IR THER 40,
Game 1 fll Game 2 W32 HAE 14 B3, F(1, 122) =
2.63, p=0.100, 02 = 0.02, HE— @B 35T,
R IR AN — 4z 9 A RN HE R — 42 9 A e AR 2 B AR
WO FIA 2R, F(, 122) = 0.07, p= 0.787,
Tz 20 —HE 240 5 04 A1 2 A AP AR ok 3 K T HE R —
HEFR 4858, F(1, 122) = 4.06, p=0.046, 1, = 0.03,
TEREFIRF L, Game 1 9 800 B ([F(1, 122) = 2.77,
p=0.098, n, =0.02], Game 1 H 4420 B4 JEFAAIT
RN THER 4, Game 2 A9 800 WL, F(1, 122) =
5.07, p=0.026, 1. = 0.04, Game 2 FFFEANZH AY{E
REAT 00 b I T HE R 4.

ORGSR, FE RN AR S HE R X AR I
A N S i i VAR A S A e A P o
oy B Ry VR R e s B, g -0
20 FEN—HE R 2 ANHE R —HE R 4 = 2 el 0 £l 2
TRANAE VL Fe e — e a4l . HEFR — 329N 4 A HE T+ —
HE TR 20— 20 w3 i) 2 o IR0 1 3 ) i 4 7 B[R]
R0, KRNI . e —HEF 4R HE
Jv —HE s 2H 2Z [a] %) 41 a3 3% ARR 3800 A7 7 0 3 22 57,
F(2,94)=3.98, p=0.022, 1> =0.08, FE—L WML
BN, BAN—HERF AR 0 fE 2k B A AR (H
KTFHF—HEFR 4, F(1, 60) = 4.52, p=0.038, 0. =
0.07; H2 40 —HE T 21 Bk 0 £ 2k R AP S350 07 (E f 35 K
THEN—EMNA, F(1, 64) = 6.46, p = 0.013, 0, =
0.09; T Heh—He g A FHE R —HEF 40k 4 i
BN A 2 22 5, F(1, 64) = 0.60, p = 0.440,
A . HEFR IR AR R —HE R 4L =2 Y
PEFEFRARRNAAE WA % 255, F(2, 92) = 0.35, p =
0.709,
3.3 itig

SCHE 2 HKRRH Cyberball i Xk 1 i £L —in)
Stroop T3 % 28 Tk S48 2 P8 5 4k S HE R X
SE PSR IE NI o SRR, e —HE R Al L HE

J¥ —HE R 48 7E S B b FR 30 K Y CAEs,
TN —HEF 4 HE A2 98— 4% 98 H e s i R B
HHRIY CAEs, TMHEF—HEFR 2 A4 90— 94 2 1
I CAEs HI A % 22 5 . AN, 4290 —HE w48k
TRXTE SN IR P AR 2 A ARG A8 0 k3 R T HE % —HE %
P, 9 —HE v B AE SOy B B AR o BEAIG
BN S 2 K TR - gl ok, miHE R -HE R A
Fz gl — gl 4 9k HE B R s A 2 o R AV AR I 1
A E XS TR TR b, 29 —HE w4 .
HEJF —HE % 4 M98 — e g il 2 o) e AT e 3 22
St o ARG RV SRR ARG B A S gl B
AR AER, &R LA HE s 2018 44 vh 538 L 1)
FEAIK, X AT REZ Tt S 3 0l il HE 3  E AR
N BREAG, AN T A S gk v HE R 4 T
ROV IR, BLAb, RN ghd . HE R B2 gh 4l
HER—HER4HZ [0 CAEs HI%A 55, %44
RULW] Tt S HEFR R IR B A S A B A %
HEEM

EARE R, SERiiisE R, CAEs 7£ ) iy
b SR T AN A 2 p 9 3 N KON AR B, CAEs TE
B IR b R T AN 28 vh 98 3 N A50ONE 8 T A
(Alders et al., 2019; Etkin et al., 2006)., AH#F5E & P,
b S B G R T At S HE TR XTI 2 a5 3 N 8 5 I 4
RAETE I b, MiARTER R b XNt
s T HER F LG L ph oS aE AR EE, AN
S B HE w1 28 v oGE N R MERR o

4 BEihe

55 45 w538 I 2 HE AT IR 3k 0 4 i e U A
TR Y T 2 wh o8 23 A0 1 X6 Bl i 1 2 vh SR AT 55 1 it
Yo AW E KR Cyberball i X% A1 T £L — 1]
Stroop 713X % 284 E 2 HE R X155 28 vl 58 38 1 A9 52 g L2
Rtk 25 F 0 J2 35 R T HE R X 2 v 29838 o A R T
SRS 1 A5RE M, AT AA, BHER A
FMHE T H 2R S T R,
Z TR 25 DL BT D R 28 o R 25 SRR,
AWFFEH ) Cyberball i Xk BE 54 07 & 9l 0
FhaHE R BEAh, 5 5ERT S K B —E(Egner
et al., 2008; Etkin et al., 2006), JCIESZHy 1 ¥b 250
¥ 2 R FL—id Stroop WAL, JeRiikk—zk
PEFY AT R — 0tk i 22 BAAE AR 3, YAtk
14— SO AR A7 B STk — B g .
AW e HEBR T %/ S S AR SO IS AT U
R T WEMWIEL M IIE N, XEHERR THEE )R )
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5N R A AIE 5T 45 R i B Y AT BE P (Mayr et al.,
2003), bR PER, AR HTHFL—17 Stroop
W A 1F 4 v 9 A A o

TG 1AM BAE S HE R BEAR T AR B 45 op
GEIE N, T H A B AP LG R B T AL S HE R T
To KNG L5 A7 B T P00 Bl 5 15 26 b 984T 55 %) i o B
o XHATAMERA—2, Bt SHER AR
AOIAFN TN BE(Fuhrmann et al., 2019; Lurquin et al.,
2014; Wang & Sha, 2018). #H2xHEF ) [ B 4877 8L
W, #haHER TR R AR, T IEER
AR S, BHER 1 A SR K B IR A T
TELEVRY, 3K — 1 2 R o AR 2 AR A PR A A ¢
U5, IR MR TE T Z R 2 AR 55 B R
Bl (Baumeister et al., 2002), S£5; 1 158 i Cyberball
WAk Z 5, HEFs 29 e 42 g A il s T S 22 /A
IR RS, S BN TETFL—1 Stroop
55 b i g Senin v 2 0k B TA TR sk 55, AT R
R T X6k Bl J5 2 35K YR B v 2R iR B RYCR (Botvinick
et al., 2001; Egner, 2008; Smith et al., 2019), {H154E
B, o HER At S e SN b 2 v
SEIE N OV I 25 S G 0 2 . XA R FE R R
JRA A )1 2 1l 538 ] e 7 B

A, S8 2 KRBT AR S HE R TR 3
AL A R R, REAS DR W HE v 351 2
M SEIE N RIS, RIAEAE SRt S HE R X
Bl TE 45— UL 55 AR HERRAI o BRI, 42498
—HEF* 21 LeHE R —HE R A g E S B B e i
KNG 4 vh 938 N 3N, 2 90 —HE % 41 Le $E 9 — 4%
AR W e VAL R s T AN O 2 R UL S TR IV
AN, T HE T —HE T 2H RN 42 90 — 42 94 A1 X 0 1 4
PIVSEIE N AN A 0 25 o 1A R AT LLd i A2
HEF B B F A 7 B 0 HE v S — 22 1 R A T
B A SHEFR W B IRV BSOS R P TR, 1 EL
SRIASIHLTE F FIE T VER, RSk &5
M A~ AA K6 5 Y5 Y 43 Fid (Baumeister & Vohs, 2016), HE
e -2 R AR e Y, AR E A S LA R T
[F] R A e e, AR 2 ) Sl AL B R AS ) T 1)
B (FEPR 2 4%, 2013; Meng et al., 2017; Yuan
etal., 2011), BENH M EFRETIHSEBEWNE,
AR BN R BRI 2, B HLREAR, i
AR SR, I BRI 2 54T 55 T RIS
B BRARANARAE S i v 28 Bk b A g i, R
RN 25 ph SR IE NN . A, FE SR Z S
ZPirt SHER, RIS 2R SR, BB

fEm, SR EZEERES I EARAES B,
T4 5 AR S i o il b I R ], BRI
PR B S — B0k AR R, R TE RG24
SR W BN o TR HE e BRI 28 A 2 HE e
J&, BIRMMARIERSZ B 0 B IR, BB S PLE E,
S A A B T8 R S8 AR AR, DTS2 A A SE i
P AR . R, FEARBRSE TR R B
HEFF —HE e 21 00175 25 vl 98 338 107 000 K T — e gl
H, /N TN —HE R 41 091 26 v 538 8 3800 o

EAREERE, FORBATRI T AT L
e m At e R 2 i 48 vh 28 N RE ), [EIfR
W B AL 2 HE RS Ja WAt S H e A e 8 s Bl HE R
1% 45 w5 38 N A AR DL Bk 25 HE R A I AL S 2 ah
FE % WY S ol 2 B I e 5 ) 15 28 oy (BRI 1 &4 R T
W 2 1) il 25 3 22 55 9800 ) A S R AC TG SR g . 31X
51789 & B I A —3(Tang & Richardson, 2013;
Zwolinski, 2014), X Fh2E 5 m GEJE i1 T Bl 930 fe
HIRAATEA R IS, 5907 A £ T, RTAE
TR 3 SCSCAB R R S s AN, 155 ) 4RI
IRFR o TEXFP AT 5T, A T30 175 24,
AR E L FEMATR E L E3Z (Butler et al., 2007;
Pfundmair et al., 2015; Soto et al., 2011),

S 1 R A HE R BRAR T AR A1 45 9 0
N o KEUEHE R, 7T fL -8 Stroop JuxzUrh, SEHT
IR A 1 2 P 9SO TN R LAR, Al
A5 25 i 2 1 U R 1 & e 98 9 T A9 LA BN Y
T — SO U A £ 2 AT, DA 7 A 17 26 i 98 365 1
(Botvinick et al., 2001; Egner, 2008; Monti et al.,
2010; Smith et al., 2019), TifL—i#] Stroop Y H A9
i 245 1 53 I RN 2 A A TC Y 1 D0 R 52 B
1, Wk ALy tE e =X, I8 TN BRI 4
LM% (Etkin et al., 2010; Gyurak et al., 2011; Hua
etal., 2021), I, 280 1 B2 SRR SHR
Me) " PN B & 1Y o (AR R, Zou 55 A(2022)
BOR YA 58 BURE 2 HE R AT 55 05 1 [ A2 AR 0 1 2
Fiffo BERKIM, SRR TN BRIE AR .
FREER 2 SR AT BEE Zou S ANMBER
I3 1 02 A 3 Ak T, A IF 5 Y T AL — A
Stroop 1 =S A S Al b 51XV A 1 i S A
R A TA AR, DA VR TS A B A 2
MR A f#R(Botvinick et al., 2001; Egner, 2008; Smith
et al., 2019), FJREMIE )2 H aifbRkmbl . Bidk
TR, AL HER XA R P B 45 1A AN TR Y 52
Wil HOR, X EASRII G — 2P UE S
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AT K ARG 3 T At 2 HE w9 3 3R
Lr TN A A IR e B, T H A B TR A
HEx SIE4 nBUZ B C R, BRI S HE R ok
ALO IR SR T AT T 58 S 1 KB, Aok
TR AR T AR A5 25 b 5838 1 o 1 Rt Ik 4E = 1
S HIARAE | 5 SECRE BRI 4517 26 ) J i AT
TR B 1 25 v 58 38 N 808 1Y % K (Etkin et al.,
2010; Etkin & Schatzberg, 2011; Rive et al., 2013),
2k B IR, FRATIHED S 45 vh o1 7 i FRAG 24T S 4
JRo RN 2 R AR AT RE RN . 4R, X — Rk
W T AR B — 2R . A, S0 2 IR A
T A HE R R R S B A R E L, AR
BRWHE R G 2 vh o338 N I RRAIG o iR PR AE LA
W, A A AR AR AR B S T DL A
NI E U RS T b S N 1] 3 e S | 9 -2 3 )
% & 5] XU o

wE, AMRAILANANREREFER. HF—,
ARG, fhHEFR SR IL Cyberball JiExk K5 %
(o 8RTT, CL A WF5E KB Cyberball JiE ki & i4t 23
HEFRIEREB - S AE—A~/ NI Z T 2K (Mazinani et al.,
2021), HETHLEE P SHFSER L EFH
HSZ g 2 HAR A, ASRBIBTIE AT DL TR
P2 HE R ey 5% ma gl HE SR A 04 26 vl 9E3E L 2R
H HT 5245 25 vh 5338 b 1Y SC 5 yu O/ 2, A4S
% flanker {E55 (T2 % 4%, 2015) ., {524 Simon {155
(Xue et al., 2016)h S 1# 44 Stroop 1E:55(Clayson &
Larson, 2013)3% , 1M AW 52K H TH L —17] Stroop
RS KNG 45 vh 5838 N o AWFFEIE5 182 75 Al L
M) 2 FL A I 515 2 i 538 N Ve SR AT A
W, AR BT 5 3 e 3R B At DN A7 28 ol 53 1
10 2 — 2P % Bt 23 HE e R 28 1 98 38 N 1Y 52
Mo 55 =, Ml BURAFSE R IR, 1545 vh oty £ 2
A 07 7l (Anterior Cingulate Cortex, ACC). &l Fi
il j7 2 (ventral Prefrontal Cortex, vVPFC) XA {—#
(Amygdala) =% fixi X 45 5 (Etkin et al., 2010; Etkin &
Schatzberg, 2011) o ASHIF5E 2R AT Ry 52 56 To i % 454t
S HETF W ey 52 e B HE R 251G 4 vl 52 38 N A B 2R AL
il o AT ST AT LA R F B e 25 0] 43 HE R 1Y
L) RE R AL HRFE AN I W) A THR o 550, 1548 o
G4 T AL 1l 58 v 2% RN i 5 i R PR S 0 B B B
(Xue et al., 2016), AHFFE R HAT R 250 To k% 554t
S HETF A e] 52 e B HE R 25 78 15 00 8RN i 5 figk L
PSR B A1 28 9838 N o AR AIFSE AT L)% TR
FHELAG 3¢ v B 1] 43 258 04 =544 4 G FL 57 5 AR X it

[RIREHEATERT . 2B L, BARSELS 2 R T S ign
AT DLk i HE R 5018 2 v o338 N I BRAIG, (H At 24k
JR 7= A 1) 67T 2 M 7E Game 128 5K 31 Game 2 FFER X
— BRI NS AR T AR B M ANTERE . I,
AW FE ] AN A SRR — 2l S5 Aok % g8at 25 42
PN 2 oS5 N2 . 57N, ARAE Grueschow
% N(2020)Lh 2 Clayson #1 Larson (2013)A9HF5T,
AWFFE R HBEDLHES 14 77 = 2 B fL—18] Stroop 1T
5 SEE AR, — B A v SR B A 2 A
[FfY, 1 cC. el iC il PR IS B 1 80 If A
SEA A Hak B b . ik, RS i sea] LL%
JERHIABEPLAY RT3, §7K cCL el iC il il
PR I ORI R R AR R G LT, B 5T
WAL RS BEA A EMNE, B, g R,
B A Xk 2 HE R ) BUR A A7 7E 25 57 (Hawes et al.,
2012; Hwang & Mattila, 2019), 7ESZ56 2 #2584k
KB, Lot NBGEZ T 55 P T, SE5 2
MY 4518 = 75 i T A YEE AR, ARSR A
B GV PR A e R g Bt s HE R X 2
PG I I Y 5

5 #Eip

AWFFER ] Cyberball ik Al fL—id Stroop
31 2 o A SIS R T AR S HE SR G 4 el R a8
7 (R S M DA B At 3 VR TR . a5 SR & B, 4t
SHERR S I 45 w9838 I A7 2L SN I
AR S, R REAR T AR 015 25 vh 58 38
T 425 HE T AT A 4k 25 482 90 RE 8 U I 3 15 4
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SHEFR 54 B Z B R, 1 R 2HE
JF AT 2R B0 BRRUBS SR HE v A7 1 26
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Abstract

Social exclusion is a very painful experience that threatens people’s physical and mental health, potentially
increasing their risk of developing emotional problems. However, the psychological mechanism by which social
exclusion affects emotional problems remains unclear. Studies have found that an impaired adaptability to
emotional conflict plays an important role in emotional problems. Therefore, the first objective of the present
study is to explore whether and how social exclusion affects adaptation to emotional conflict. After a person
experiences social exclusion, social inclusion can promote positive emotions and lessen negative emotions.
Therefore, the second objective of the present study is to explore whether and how social inclusion has the
potential to regulate the effect of social exclusion on adaptation to emotional conflict.

The present study used the Cyberball game and face—word Stroop paradigm to explore the effect of social
exclusion on adaptation to emotional conflict (Experiment 1), and whether social inclusion had the potential to
regulate the effect of social exclusion on adaptation to emotional conflict (Experiment 2). Experiment 1 used a
mixed experimental design with 2 (social situation: exclusion, inclusion) X 2 (previous trial consistency:
consistent, inconsistent) x 2 (current trial consistency: consistent, inconsistent) format. The consistency of the
previous trial and the consistency of the current trial were the within-subject factors, while the social situation
was the between-subject factor. In Experiment 1, participants were randomly assigned to either the inclusion
group or the exclusion group. Experiment 2 used a mixed experimental design with 2 (Game 1: exclusion vs.
inclusion) x 2 (Game 2: exclusion vs. inclusion) x 2 (previous trial consistency: consistent, inconsistent) x 2
(current trial consistency: consistent, inconsistent) format. The consistency of both the previous trial and the
current trial were the within-subject factors, while Game 1 and Game 2 were the between-subject factors. In
Experiment 2, participants were randomly assigned to the inclusion—exclusion, exclusion—exclusion, exclusion—
inclusion, or inclusion—inclusion groups.

In Experiment 1, the emotional conflict adaptation effect in reaction times of the exclusion group was lower
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than that of the inclusion group. In Experiment 2, the inclusion—exclusion group showed a greater emotional
conflict adaptation effect in its reaction times than the exclusion—exclusion group. There was no significant
difference in the emotional conflict adaptation effect in reaction times between the exclusion—inclusion group
and the inclusion—inclusion group.

In conclusion, social exclusion has the potential to reduce the individual’s adaptation to emotional conflict,
while social inclusion has the potential to regulate the excluded individual’s adaptation to emotional conflict.
These findings contribute to understanding the relationship between social exclusion and emotional problems
and provide a feasible program to mitigate the risk of emotional problems caused by social exclusion.

Keywords social exclusion, social inclusion, adaptation to emotional conflict, emotion problems



