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1 5I§

FEAE A BJR R TE A D At L At 22 35 G i
FEAE B R A O HRAS . AR A AR R IR AR
i COMBREW S g T (585 ) (DSM-V)
A CEPRE 226 (CSR10M0) ) (1CD-10) 2Wi A4
LR AT (Social Anxiety Disorder, SAD) ( American
Psychiatric Association and DSM-5 Task Force, 2013) .
A1 AC A8 SRR RS fch L OB, R T
fr, EB[UETHEI AT, SHammEik. [
REEEDFRFT AP (Clark and Wells, 1995; Rapee and
Heimberg, 1997 ) .

RYERALEIRPEFES (The Reinforcement Sensitivity
Theory ) , AWAZEATHZ PRI E MW, —FhE
BIETER R (Fan, SRR , )
— iR RE AT RERAEST (N, BRI ) (Gray and

Mecnaughton, 2003 ) o HACHEEE X HASREEE A 18, 7]
A PR AAT TR AT s A T U o T e, Bl sk )
BT R T ZHL; AT R B S T30 22 il g o 4
B U, S EAEAASTE P IO A RS
JEEHL ( Bijttebier et al., 2009; Kimbrel, 2008; Kimbrel,
Mitchell, and Nelson-Gray, 2010) .

A o A T v U i AR U - L B
HI B AESAE RN ( Valence—specific Effect ) , 153 1 THfL
TR 3 O ) R AR B SE S RE ( Mogg and Bradley,
2018; Schmidtendorf et al., 2017; Wessing, Romer, and
Junghdfer, 2017) . A, WFFEE MR CEMACHEE
HAEAT BRI AEST R B Z AT BUI R . IR R
SR, AETT TR AL Al T XA A AR R S AR A A
1o — SR X I S A& RIS . filan, fRZ0F
SRR, A2 $5 P SEAZ B gl 0 A5 P90 bkt

BEE: 77, NNKFHEFREEE, HROA: BN LEFIES.
VESIFM: B, B0, 77 &, BHREEENRMAEIHHRERE (1] . PEIMNEFANS, 2025, 7 (1) : 100-108.
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BT NABUE ( Cremers et al., 2015; Guyer et al.,
2012; Helfinstein et al., 2011; Richey et al., 2017; Richey
et al., 2014) . MFAMEIEE NI — LK IXEZ), N
o Pl ANAE ST A AR AR, BIRAE U ( Valence—
General Effect) ( Cremers et al., 2015; Dugre et al.,
2018; Guyer et al., 2006; Richey et al., 2017 ) . i,
TEvE TR BRI SE ( Cremers et al., 2015) BYWFSET, A5
A TR — T ] AR T 78 2 3 A U S T 2y
R

R4, S il FVAE S T o 2 X0 AT Ay 04 52 L S 434k
W7 BRTIBISE G R IE RN . — R %
RIS 3R AT: 55 2K 2 SAF ) 2 Jily o 49 AR 5 T4 19 2 g
(Knutson et al., 2001) . 7EiZ{EF, FHEA BRI
BEIZHT, HPER A BN SRR (R
PR R, NSRS . BRI
Joi . BRI ST R BRI TR 55 . E AR SR
e, PSP 2B ERE: 5%
PESAH LY, Bl an SR AR 2 R sl AT WU S 44 T % F A
SRR SORE PR, AR A (b ) X R AT T T 4
B, PRATE N TOIBERE, TN T R BAT 38 R
RPIF R — R USRI Y s &S, RD
SR AEIRAT 55 (' monetary incentive delay, MID) ; —
SRS S BT AL S MR s, BIAk S MR
RAT% (social incentive delay, SID ) o

BRI IE G2 £ IR X AL FUH A 4380
HZ% (Richey et al., 2017 ) FMIDFISIDFIMES5 %5
T AL 3T A5 PR TR RS UM A BUR M . AR5
JhFIARTHI H S M EA R g e 2 8, SRR, &
TG A5 5 T FE RS R IR A SN B, T sl P %
FAA RS ZERTE Al IR U R Tl S i 2 S R i
BYRONE, SERRB, — RIS BUH R A 2S£ B AT
FIRNFZMASE & (Guyer et al., 2006; Richey et al.,
2014) , HAESRAMINA T | KAt A B B TE
74 (Lahatetal., 2018) .

EABAEBR R, AR5 45 18 14 52
. FOEBIE (Cremers et al., 2015) RHISID
55, IR AFESTI E VL. S5 BR, KRR
TR T A5 W R 2 T AR S AR IR I S R, AR T4
ST A0 il YU F AR HE KON 25 RIS R . R
AR EF N T FRAES A R G, BT 5
(2006 ) RFAMIDAESS, HAES T 22 Rl AR U0 2 25 Al
ANEZEFIRFSE L . I, 2 Rl i
B RS BT D U, R R Z M5, FlhE
EORETFFCR RS =0 CAIBRFIBENL ) R B
R (EEutitsy) oG, RIZR. FEs. 48 B
B (Gorka et al., 2018) &1, RAERTHUAN s LALN
23 BN TR TCE AU

TELEATAE—Fh >k ( Habituation ) RN, RI24—7Ff

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc

TGRS BRI, B iR 28 Sy 23 Ok B s . X —
SIERERAY B3 (Foa and Chambless, 1978) | (3%
A ( Anderson and Borkovec, 1980; Borkovec and Sides,
1979 ) F1fzpkEL W ( Watson, Gaind, and Marks,
1972) HPRAFEN THESE . fERZHOR FIMIDELSIDIES5 1)
WHgErh, RRHUNARR | T T2 R R A
REHLEIN, #OX RARIERRAS , A SRR
SR RIS, B, 2B A SRR T
BRIBHH 5L

MAEASGTT T, AR S5 T )2 [ 1
BRI I RS B R R e 1. A ac IR
T[] BTN 46 1 S I TR 45 ) 7 AR 2T 18K ( Witthoft,
Rist, and Bailer, 2008 ) . HL#%F ( Richey et al., 2017)
HIRIFSR IR e IRAZ Il U T s by 3 BE AR AR T, PTRE
S 5 A 2 R T R B TE A AR & Bl A > M5 o R e
55, ToRA A EE BT SO A R R . St
[FIEE, R T At A A R R BB O U, I kS AR T
ANHE T VA BRAE T TUBI & 1Y SR 2 XA T s
I T A3 P e A3 AR AT o

TihN, BAETUH RN A5 whge, W r S %
TEFAVE K, R4S N A8 45 i X 2 AR U iy
SRR I AEHE ARG S, AT ATE 43 S S AT
s, AR F4141E5% (Benson et al., 2015;
Gorka et al., 2018; Guyer et al., 2012; Guyer et al.,
2006; Hardin et al., 2006; Helfinstein et al., 2011; Lahat
et al., 2018; Richey et al., 2014) . BWAEWITEINN,
FEA AR IR PN RN 28 () EURA A B ke S 00, AT
BB 22 5, EERITEA S PETEEE T (Cremers et
al., 2015; Richey et al., 2017 ) , [i7E&ERREHEE I
NEAERZERE (Maresh, Allen, and Coan, 2014) .

R, AHFSE A 2SR R X AR U 4R35
BRI IR AR &, LIRS B 2SR B
AR B FRRARET ( “BEM+E4R”  “RE
Ml tE”  “Advagk” Atttk ), MR
TEUIDOTR | RS FE A A SN (A5

2 ZR—: SRR EEERE
EEHEANRM MW

21 i

KA AR (interaction anxiousness scale, TAS)
(Leary, 1983) 7EA. B. C=Rrk#REHLLEH60045 Ko
A, A SR A RO, IASREIE1SMEE, AT
Wi E AR RIS . e 4k BSR4, B
T 15 (e EIEBERAR) 2175 (HASEERRS) Z
[, ZEFREERY, Cronbach’s o REUCH0.87, SLH—
MR R IEI T 1844 it Se (R IEE ANBA MM AC IR
H, EIPIR, FERHMER AT T IR,
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F 1 WARKHEITETENLILER (REE)
Table 1 Comparison of statistical variables between the
two groups (SD)

45 TS At FH A
FAACHEEA 21.06 (0.97) 8 : 10 27.06 (4.61)
ke84l 21.67 (0.97) 711 57.78 (4.45)

22 WESNES

AR SLE R FAMIDAT %5 ( Knutson et al., 2001) . &
P, A S SRR AR SR RS 2
RhES BT, BEX SRt HEIYE S

BF, BB, FOBR1IC. SCERTTEATT, SedHT— MU
TN E M . FEFAMGR T TS5 Z0RE, JFRIE

I H NS BB = R . el B —A4
gk, BHN5002R0, FFHURITS 45005 1R 15
Jim (N BUREGE. 27 BURHEE. ¢ BURE
$i) o Zad2000~25002F0 2 BRIRG S, 230 A bRl
(=) | BHONS00ZRy, ZHRYGAE 2 =M
WA T Eeie e, Aot G Fafam, K
Nt F 500220, i, BIMRER, FH 15002
. 5B RIFFTE1000 ~ 15002802 [0 AL E »

i I ety I

A

500 ZFP

2000 ~ 2500 ZFb

J

1500 ZF>

RSt i ik

1 —

gl

l : 500 ZEFPNZN
s A EHE

X N X

1 SERHRMERIETERE
Figure 1 Schematic diagram of the monetary incentive delay task

FEPERRAE T, SR B R BTS00 80
B, SNV VAR MR AR T5002 R8T,
B “x” AERR B, ERBAET, Ml SN EAf
HARTFS50022800), BRI AL E R, IS
PR TR ITCL TR U SONARRTIE T-5002 R0, 3
“x 7 VR B, FIETIAMET, YR R T
S00ZRbF, S VT MENRR; YR NAHIREE T 5002
o, B —IEERMEASEI R, A2t T,

2.3 EENRT

TSR3 x 2ME R IR A B Bl AE i R S
i, AR R RET] AN KOE . RS
KA I8ANIE (97T RN H AN 47T i 1
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H) o St & sanmie, Wi EH TP

24 HIED

TN 63 0 S 7 048 LA % 5 I e 4 34 v 22 114 2
I, SRIE A AR BOATE RS 251 AR IR S O i
FIT¥ 0 43 3 A i) S 340 5 oy B 1 LE A 3 g TR A
i, VIR (mirlsc g, AL se sl ) M s ml
(R, RIS ) S AR, #1723 RIRS
T EANT . TERBIM4ERE [, R Helmert i385 H]
TS PR SRR A TOXT BERIRAEST IR ( Cremers et
al., 2015) o A IO B HLER AR I A Jo R R B AN
HARKRy: ERB - 12 (SEER+&E8EN ) ; ¥A&
X IR LU I A A B i M BB T 2 R i 22 57, HEAA K
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N BN - SEAET,
25 4

SRERT . FEoB T LB AE 45 2 B4 R
m. dEZEFARE, F (1, 34) =231, p=0.138, 1EH
ToM IR, RRERI EROV B3, F (1, 34) =10.69,
p=0.002, 7,°=0.239>0.14, B EH K (Cohen,
1992) ; #OKTEA SRR T (I REFET) &M
TR N EE R TR T R A T R N . R
PRRBVFH B EAERARE, F (1, 34) =0.55,
p=0.462, FERFENTIR A, RS AAY 30N e H A2 31
I GAEH¥AREE, Fs<1,

F 2 LH—MAHRESEFTHTHRERFERE
(#REEZE)
Table 2 Mean RTs and accuracy rates across conditions
in experiment 1
[l 25 BRI PR BERIET
FAsC B 440 (70) 460 (54) 436 (50)
) H‘ S
PR Cme ) AL g4l 420 (32) 433 (34) 418 (27)
FAt R EEA 90 (9) 89 (9) 93 (7)

i ) fRALsCHE B 94 (7) 94 (5) 93 (6)

IEHR . 50 TR IES R 2R, AR
ANBE, F (1, 34) =209, p=0.158, {EATHIES, K=
BB BN A RE, F (1, 34) =041, p=0.527; JX
BB EAERBARE, F (1, 34) =1.38,
p=0.249, [FIRE, FEAEXTRAR, BRI R0 A
%, F (1, 34) =052, p=0474; IRZEBIFE A E
YEHHIAEE, F (1, 34) =2.09, p=0.157,

2.6 e

G B AT RTINS S S vk
FAAREL, SRl AR T A5 R 1) S IO 14 b 25
A o A BT 00 =2 ) (O 25 5 DA S A ) 25 5
YRR, X5DEME (Maresh etal., 2014) AYIFFLE
RR—B, A scREEE—RENT, RN WSS
WATLH . HEEREN, & SRR E 22 5] B
HAGEFASNEE N A RS (Richey et al., 2014) . HT
KX — WA, S G A R BT S5 B i it St R
BATSs . BATHUY, Frlsc 8 ARt s £ e g st
ST R iRk

3 R EdatRBEM SR
ZER IS AR ALY 00

31
ST I 1844 A LSS R AN 8 A fIRAE A MR Y

K B e — BT . PR AR A ) A

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc

VCRE, Wde3fms.

#* 3 WAMKHSITETEMNILR (REE)
Table 3 Comparison of statistical variables between the
two groups (SD)

2151 SRR Lix/qg=all] TR R
mEAtsc Ll 21.72 (0.96) 6 : 12 28.61 (4.68)
ffrtsciEHd 2167 (0.97) 6 : 12 59.00 (4.69)

3.2 SERfES. Rit. HRNES

SCHG TR ISIDILSS, RSB v s il e
o MABLIERSE, RAA N0 EEALE AR sy
PR (Spreckelmeyeretal., 2009 ) , THFLIEIFZEHH
ESHE R RS (A %, 2005) , WIEHRBHIFOmH
fL. oSk BEPEESRTEAL .. 9T MIT L IFLAOTK LA
THFLo TERBITUNAAET , Wl vy iE o BB R
F500ms, W2 I —skFFOMTEFLVE R S TR T
AT, AARPEL S N AR T500 ms, TR —KAE
SRTHAER RSt HAL BRI 5 928 —AHR]

3.3 HIEDHT

S50 A,

34 HBR

—ZR ERRALT50%, LA BE Ak
FHoA AR P14 B 07 B A TE B SR A A o

4 ERZWEAHRESZE TSR ERERE
(HRfEE)
Table 4 Mean RTs and accuracy rates across conditions
in experiment 2
PR 25 Fa ey 54 7 I e i e e
_ AR 415 (37) 434 (40) 420 (37)
SRR (ms) R
At scfEIES] 428 (36) 425 (33) 430 (27)
AR 91 (6) 89 (10) 93 (6)

W% (%
i () fEklscMzrEdd 91 (8) 90 (10) 91 (9)

e dRZERARE, F (1, 33) =0.22,
p=0.641, TEATCA R, RBIRBMFERNARE, F
(1, 33) =2.11, p=0.156, (A BBIFIL RN L BAR
ME#E, F (1, 33) =6.39, p=0.016, 7,’=0.162>0.14,
BB, S B TEA S R 5 (B A
FETHTRA ) AT 09 B 7 B BH B AR 7 v it R B AR
TR, £ (16) =3.31, p=0.004, d=0.44, 95%Cl=
[5.80, 26.40 ] , pimHEziE h A (R LBE 45,
2016) ; TIGAT3E A5 R e WA X L 2% PR 19 S o
WAHWARES, 1 (17) =—0.68, p=0.504, TEXIEXTHE
W, ROBZETUNY FRON K AN AL B S BAE YR B

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0701018
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E Fs<1,

EfE. AnERARE, F (1, 33) =0.01,
p=0.915. YEA T AT, REAKBIMFERNALE, F
(1, 33) =1.87, p=0.181; JIBRAFNA A K3 HAEFH
WA, F (1, 33) =031, p=0.580, [Fk:, TERIEX
B, RSAN TR0 K S AU s BAE R 2
F, Fs<1,

3.5 g

SR GH 3. SR S U R
TR, FRIA MR AR ST U S5 A4 T 118 s g s R T
PR TR SE AR IR XA ST IEAUR, X—
SAE A4 (Richey et al., 2014) BYMLS, HactE A
F Ak SRR

S — FNSEIS AR RTINS (Cremers et al.,
2015) M7= R T HEFLBETE. ARIES I F Ik, 7EREL
R, AT YGR Y, gl
TR B T S AR 5 = A Ik R N . PRI
PR SAES, w AR P = R ni e A 1, bR iz iy
B SERG— A S R A A — W B AR
NN A B B 25 5 . FESEES A, AR A
PV ) B R . BN &R B AL PE
RGN FR LS sT B G, A R RS Y 22 = T i Ss
AP,

4 ER=: AREBVRBIEMAELR
EIEE AR B R 2500

41 #ak
SIS = 1844 At AC AR IEH N 18 S I ST R H 1

R H R — AR, PSR . PR RE AR R
A EAHPERC .

5 WAMKHFEITETEMNLILER (fREE)
Table 5 Comparison of Statistical variables between the
two groups (SD)

2H51 R B SRR
EAt R 2172 (096) 7 ¢ 11 27.78 (5.29)
fRH B 2167 (097) 6 : 12 57.56 (5.11)

42 SCIFSS. WRit. MRRER

B4 598 —HME, A R (=M
Ho) B I TR N AR BRI, K = AR
] ) S AT 55 40 S B AR 2 e S B, 2 Bk
FRATE T E AR AR AR . bR AR =
AR A A, HoAh 5 5050 —HE IR

43 HIBDAT

5z —HE .

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0701018

44 #HR

ST PR - 340 s g s R T A SRR an o
i, dRZFAEE, F (1, 34) =088, p=0355. 7EH
Joxt iR, RRSARIR RN A EE, F (1, 34) =0.15,
p=0.699; RIFHRAAMARNMACEAEABARRE, F (1,
34) =325, p=0.080, 7EMRAEXTAA, FBRZERIM FRUWA
®E, F (1, 34) =1.56, p=0221; ISR
FEHIA R, F (1, 34) =037, p=0.547,

#* 6 EW=MAWKERZMHTHFHRERMERZE
(FRfEE)
Table 6 Mean RTs and accuracy rates across conditions
in experiment 3

[RAE 415 SEEE PR SERIGT

. At sc L] 382 (23) 386 (30) 374 (19)
SN (ms ) .
RAASHEIEZ 390 (24) 383 (24) 387 (24)

. FkacHEEg 82 (13) 82 (11) 89 (11)
IE#HR (%) o
At scmgdl 89 (8)  88(8) 87 (14)

IEffZ. dRESABE, F (1, 34) =2.24,
p=0.144, TEATCXHHRP, ROBRISRIN 000 K HANZH 5]
RIAZEAE AN, Fs < 1, 7EREXT IR, b2k
BRI ERN AR SR, F (1, 34) =1.47, p=0.233, A
R, RSN EERRE, F (1, 34)
=7.45, p=0.010, 7,=0.180>0.14, UMK, KHE5L
£ RO TE & B i AE ST U P RR 4514 T 1 IE #2560
BlRzES, + (17) =1.09, p=0.292; it EEREIATE
TR A% T (W E 50 2R BH 5 1 T AR R B A R 1
ERR, ¢ (17) =2.75, p=0.014, d=0.22>0.20, 95%Cl=
[235%, 735%]

45 g

55—, L= Rg A A AR B,
FSE T S BENIAS A ES A BRI e S S i 11
RPN T o BAFEIRA T I bRfRRE, BRI
— P B A B — MR, SN AR

E: DR = I (3 s == £ 0 s s 77 s B B R
JEPER 22 5 A T IEAR [ Sk S R R IR T
WA T W IE 60K B . = T2 T 25 4 T Y IE AR
TE RN I A B 22 ST R, IR R AR S R
B TR Z MRk L BOZHIA AT S, WIS TR
MR, G R I, X TRt ac g RAm S, &
S X T HUR N ARV E IR SR AT, A BRIl
PIFEIERNIH R T o XN, St s fE R X TARA
UM G 52 2 s, If IR AUBR T 4L 32 1%
B, FRATMEN, fESLmmpY ( “Adst SRR )
W, AR A R A S AR A R T AR R AR
I,

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc
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5 LM AR#SERENEEKAE
32 ERIE & A KRR Y 72 0m

51 #x
SEUG U 1844 Wik h A8 £ JE A AN 8 A (Rt sc R 1y

A BT T, WAETOR, PR AR
A3 EAHDETRC

F7 FHRIWARKHNGITETENLR (FREE)
Table 7 Mean RTs and accuracy rates across conditions
in experiment 4

415 AR Bt S By A
EA A 2172 (0.96) 5:13 27.33 (5.02)
A EIEA 2156 (0.92) 6 : 12 57.00 (4.79)

5.2 SEEHESFSLEATR

M i< | i 3 7 e 9

5.3 SEENSITAICIERS

RJih ., A AET I B B0 R B e S B
HoAth 7 IS5 5256 = AHI]

5.4 HIBDHT

lﬁi’ﬂéiﬁﬁo

55 4&

SONERST s PR 3 - 4 B I e A T R 2R n ==
SR, dHEZEFARE, F (1, 34) =0.38, p=0.543,
A T B, RBRRN ERNARE, F (1,
34) =2.50, p=0.123; Ji52ERFLE 5 022 BAE WA
BF, F (1, 34) =1.12, p=0.297. {EXAEXIEE, &
RIS FH AW, F (1, 34) =0.97, p=0.332,
(A BRERIAAN S EAE W3, F (1, 33) =5.13,
p=0.030, 7,=0.131, $ZUr0.14, ML EEAb T H 45 -
I o AIRA 38 45 e T 2 il AN U PR 25 1 T 19
N2, 1 (17) =0.93, p=0.364; L3 fE
FERAR AR AR A PE T 4 520 At 38 25 R T A S il ) 4%
PERBI RIS, ¢ (17) =223, p=0.039, d=0.23>0.20,
95%Cl=[6, 16]

#* 8 TWIAMAHKKERFE TR TR FERZE
(FREEE )
Table 8 Mean RTs and accuracy rates across conditions
in experiment 4
AR 215 AR PPER AR
FALSCREIEA 399 (29) 402 (25) 386 (30)
IRHLACEERELL 397 (23) 401 (24) 402 (21)

FH () FAacsEEdl 82 (17) 81 (14) 88 (14)
U I semE4L 90 (1) 87 (13) 89 (18)

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc

R AEESFARE, F (1, 34) =1.49,
p=0.231. FARTCXIA, RN TSN AR, F
(1, 34) =291, p=0.097; FAASEIFILA AL TAEM
WARE, F (1, 34) =0.05, p=0.822, [FAIFE, 7%
SRR, USRI N AN, F (1, 34) =1.25,
p=0.271; JIFEAIMARLEAEHBA RS, F (1,
34) =135, p=0253,

56 g

Pl By A B S, Bk R
S FE AR TN AR R T 55, EDE T SIS
B, Al A Rl e 2 i AN SN PR A5
TR BT 225 . RS LIE, Stk
PEAHLE, #E 2 P2 Rh T X 150 22 £6 1R R N AL i
B3 By 5 P O AT W o 10 R Ay | s S el
FEIRF MRV o X — S 5506 = A RAENIE, %
W, STt Asf pe e, WA RV He X 22l 4
TSR IARERSE [

6 LREWE

AR C CREHLE PR+ B R R
B BN IR A R R IR 4
BT CHIE R ) T R
G U R AR R E R B . 455
WO, HEALE BRI, POl G Bk BT i
&, HEERE A ST U Z M B 2E R (S
—) 5 RA R R S T U, Aotk
KRAEN U FR U B2ER (R ) o RMA
ey 2 BRI, ARA 2 fRIE R G B U A U
PEHR T (LB =FISCs ) | ks il 165
B (GE Attt ) MEURMESA I, R
TEABAT7E G BRAG T BUY 26 8 T B9 IE 0 3085 T B e il 5
WEtE (=) | Ak SRR BUM A 1 SR
i TAE 2R B A (28R ) .

# 9 HEAZrhEEFIKAER T RN R ERT IR a9 s
58
Table 9 Overview of the effects of each group of
participants in the presence/absence and reward/

punishment control conditions across four experiments

SRRt (RS
AL RIE AL RIE

RERLBET  mrtscfEE Vo X
it fgs® Vo X

AX BIA&

st mscmEE XV
fEitscfg® X X

E: VEATREREE, X ATFTHAREREE,

mt s EEE Vo X
et s X X

Forb, REERRBUS ORI 2 37 O B
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PSR IG , ka8 5 I 3 il U A i sk 20 T 5%
T, TGS U e A SO ARAAFTE . TEAHESE Y, 3
A3 3 WL e R R R T B 2R I AT (AR
ARSI AL ), NI AR T RE G ST A RMEUER . A%
T BB PR 2 B U RS TE, BEE L it
SCAE SR I B AETT BP0 5R , T LARARMAAE 25 1
ST o 3% — WA E iRtk AcfE B RS R — 20,
Rt 28 £2 B3 1A% O T 02 M B T IE AT ( Clark and
Wells, 1995; Rapee and Heimberg, 1997 ) . X FpALE
A REMRIR TR A2 3 (Stein et al., 2010) o 4]
i, B (Smoller et al., 2008 ) KINAEEE HAA
— Y RGS2KIEIN 23k K 55 i 5 R A 356 Sl
A% (Smoller et al., 2008) o A AZA &N 24
IR CREIX, RS KT G R A e fE B
F (Benson et al., 2015; Cremers et al., 2015; Gorka et
al., 2018; Guyer et al., 2012; Guyer et al., 2006; Richey
et al., 2017; Richey et al., 2014) . PUIEZEAPHE A2
I, RN IR RMELG 25 19 05 e e B A R R TRY T
FEAZRARAYARLZ5Y) (Hariri, Drabant, and Weinberger,
2006 ) o XECTEHRFAATF R LS RLARILR, ASS LR
WEAEST A BIHL L B 2 R B ShALEE IR o

BRI GEBHBINA . TR E X ET
WIRE A B S B, (AX R U A Ve 4R
Ko FERIFEFAAF /KW (Clark and Wells, 1995) AM#EAs
FEIEEXETT THUR, X REUR. Wi — Loy
B WA A 8 T — BT S BE, A48 AR
FIEM A (Rapee and Heimberg, 1997) . X4ZirshibLAl
(1RSI A2 i, AT P & L AT A
MR NS5 4 T8 ( Barker, Buzzell, and Fox ) o ASHFST
B R X PRV P il 1 —Fh AR i T e 4 5C R
A R 8 Tl AR U AT R SR, (ELRS 2l T 1)
TURPEZS 5y B 2SR TS, X A5 FUA0 Ay e ) o
INFesE o X — W S A T m L AR 2 T FL IR A
BRI AS R E R ENIE, SRR, Hac Mg
F R EEIRHNEREZE (Mcteague et al., 2017;
Staugaard, 2010) . FHAZHEEFELRITHYIARCHRIX (0.
ZeMiFer% ) B9B0E S TAEHACHEIEH (Cremers et al.,
2015; Guyer et al., 2012; Guyer et al., 2006; Richey et
al., 2017) , HIWRERR THADGTER R, W ReIE F kAR
IALESASDR (Lahatetal., 2018) .

H— AR, 13RS TR S A
SVERE T Z R, SRR A E .
MUZERS (L3 —MSEm =) , KRG -4
WG 26 A 2 B ) B R s, ks, 3K
TR AEME B BRI (FIERE) , TR
MR FAE T Z M 2R RSB —1TN, &
FEAZ $E B X G BRI s M TS sk, TR 2E
FEIRE OO S RTAHUR, XA, IR LT EAAE
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TSR ER . AT, (H ST R (52
=), AELEIRE I ) g > B R W AR,
To WLEE R B S 00 S A S R TSRO . 958 AT T
7N, AT AR SE AR A B AR AR A
. T R E N RS AR R, (&
At 2s P ) BT TR LU 22 ol TR T e A2 i Al AT ) S5 iz e
BEo X, HACHEIERITREEEN . 4580 LPR,
AL S AR IR TAET AN Rl U ) UM AR
AR T AL S B, AHH R Ty 2 1 2450 26 R 1Y
A

RFRILAFTE— LR . BB—, RIS
OFMERRI RS, ik ae R BT iR B AE
FERAE A BTARifE . X L L AR A AR IR A R
KR AR AR I 5 5 4 R A —FPFB (de
Jong, 2002; Kanai et al., 2010; Lahat et al., 2018) , B
FEFIREARRRRIANE , AU RISE R R AE it sc IS
— MG UEPEIIESS , JEAN R 3N T A8 AR e 58
HRR, B, R TEP BB (K5,
PERAEST ) MR, LBOATE A S R e
— . FUEMC IR, AHTIE A IO A S AR S R T
T ARG P BT sy
ANE, SCEGRNY B R R . HEFDR AN, SRSk
WU TR I R T 2 BRI, B
e BT SR AN RIS 2 AT A B 5
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Reward and Punishment Sensitivity in High and Low
Anxious Individuals

Wu Nannan Yang Shuang Ning Ning

School of Education, Soochow University, Suzhou

Abstract: This study adopted the Incentive Delay (ID) paradigm and compared the influence of reward and punishment

expectations on the cognitive responses of individuals with high and low social anxiety in four situations (stimuli

presented randomly + monetary feedback, stimuli presented randomly + social feedback, stimuli presented in blocks

+ monetary feedback, stimuli presented in blocks + social feedback). The results showed that for individuals with high

social anxiety, when the presentation mode of stimuli changed from random to blocked, the facilitating effect of reward

expectations on cognitive responses disappeared, while the facilitating effect of punishment expectations on cognitive

responses remained. This result was present in both monetary and social feedback tasks.

Key words: Social anxiety; Punishment; Reward; Incentive delay task
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