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iR GUE R EIE 10 FIR SRR
Z/M F B = z

(RYIR 2D B S+ 224 B, IRYI 518060)

B B AKRERRBENEAS G SR BT hRAEREEXRTEZGEA. FHAXE LT LR,
B 51 9% (feedback-related negativity, FRN)A 5 3 %6 B A% hv Tit42 % %40 % 49 s & s 4. 35 10 45k % F FRN
BRI, ERAZ I RT3 b th S HUR LA Hah E R B T RO —45 R TRMAEA . L EK
BIABABMAE G BHEE . RROFR L Z LR T RN, KA LAMNIAR T B A S H 0 TR AR AR
FRN #9-S 32 & 50; B0 & B FRN AF A &9 e T o9l w3847, MR R LRI THALATA.

KEIE R AOK BAF I, Wi e HERK, ZXTMRE

SES B84
1 RIRFREN FRRE . UETHFSE P56 TF FRN B0 0 7 2 84

PP —Fh R EIE a8, Rt EA R 2R
) IS At SRR T 155 A %) I P U0 8 I 22 U ) Y DR
(Sambrook & Goslin, 2015); 53 —FlJ& 22 55 I 14 43
BT, BRTHEE RN 3 07 1E 1 S 0t A 6 1 I 5t =2 ] i) 22
S0, BRI SR TAHCH R FRN B
(Holroyd & Krigolson, 2007; Bress & Hajcak, 2013),
AR SR A — SO B 5 A T 0 s, L AnAE B
R D J0 ) S At R R 3 B A 3 B R ST 3 S
Mk HEBR A 53 % FRN (9 T4, 759 3030k Fn
#& 5E 1) FRN il 43 . Marco-Pallares, Cucurell, Miinte,
Strien F Rodriguez-Fornells (2011)%} F3R753H %%
i FRN B AT T35 B /0 (0 & IR BGHAT T 0, 45
RERMAEIE T ANFEH, @REFERRZEDFE 20
MR, Mg RSP R R 50 Ml H
WK, RRE FIAG AR R B AR AR E R TE S
10 SR el P TP A AR R LE DL SRR AR RRAGE, 1 Gkt Tk
A2 A BRI PR I AR UG, 1 T A B
IREM T A5 R 3R B 00 145 W LAk, mT e
e 22 IR
Wi FB: 2017-07-21 I35k, KT FRN BRI, ARBE R
* ER A AP REETIH (31671158 M131671150) & TARRERIITH . KEUFRE LN
A 38 R A BT AT B 1 H (2015KCXTD009 Al (B T30 L5 107 B A % B FRN W] RE 7= A T B
201 TSCX094) . & I K # B BRI . . s
<i3;§£;&uﬁ$ﬁﬁﬁi;§$¥%%§ @ﬁ%g%mﬁTmmgmm?@&Aa%ﬁﬁﬂ
AT (2017074), BEHIA ASCHERHF A sap o ISR ORI OB, AT RAANAS £
E (16QNEC51)., Hil7 ¢, X5 FRN B ES BT A, B FRN
HAFYEE: Z2F6, E-mail: peng@szu.edu.cn BT BT A ARRT T 25 AU 124 2T A sk 7

PSR G I SR8 IR BT P SR AT S 2 ) e
INREN SR AT A E R, BN RE AR S B K
AT R R AT AL A2, AR R HF A~ AR TR
AUEIET —2547 R (Luft, 2014), BFFEEFIFHEAF
A HL 4% AR (event related potentials, ERPs), it
SR DR SR i A BRI M 4 MR B O i B ) 1 i FL 3 B,
B FRN 33X — I FL B 735 52 it R A0 fn T e 55
AAOG, Hirh FRN 481902, 7 5P SR 3
JGHY 200~350 ms [ AL BT A — AR X £
5] i %% B9 i H 9% % 4> (Mlltner, Braun, & Coles,
1997; Z=MS, 241, 2008), TS Wy —Fhi ik
oGS, XRES AR K i % 3k BR S S B AT
B E AT N B S R AT e R B
(Schonberg, Daw, Joel, & O’Doherty, 2007),

BN T B2 — A 22 n R B,
PRXT BB 2 2] 45 5y 2 B 2 07 i IR R 1952w, K]
I T AN W R R A 2 350 19 B R Ry 2 EAT ISR
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(Holroyd & Coles, 2002; Nieuwenhuis, Holroyd,
Mol, & Coles, 2004; Holroyd & Yeung, 2012). #X 1,
WA 5T B T — AR SRS o W, Foti,
Weinberg, Dien Fl Hajack (2011) 3%l 34370 Hr
% (principle components analysis, PCA), #&H FRN
(4 4 A IR AT BB TE T SUIRIA M e i 88 43 BRItz
Hh— Lz F R T Y REPERE AR LR 5 ERP HR
MEEA T, SRAMST 5453 Hr i (independent
components analysis, ICA), #F5C T FRN 45 K i
(4 22 I Bl 5 Il B A G . AT Rt A7 2 5 000 0 )
SORAK B 185 (Becker, Nitsch, Miltner, & Straube,
2014), & BRI, 32T BERP i ARA G 25 (Bl 2 v
AHEH X —BLBE, FRN AU E AL S %,
FETmi 7, FRN i A 4 Sk B 43 A & — A~k U3
FRN J8053 B S IR A 145 o

2 RIGRTUEMEBIRARAIE

M Miltner 58 A (1997) 1 IR 5 FRN X — figi B2
AN LA, FUIOCTF FRN (9 FE i B 5 24 W
T PERRE . SRALAE ST BEIS R 2 S ML UL, R
HINR, FRN SCB T X5 T 455 A DA 0
TRy A A A S e T A 3R R 1Y
1525 . shALE ST T R (MG, 2241, 2008),
TERGE 10 4E A4, T FRN LSt
B SCR T Wi & R . AR SCKAE 2008 425 MG A
AT (A B R ) X — SRR I LAt
b, TR SR Ak 2 > RIS RV 2 S LA T 1 b
BRI EOBT &, FEE S A LA T R
W B — S f g ) BB B R Y R, IR — S
A5 T 1) o
21 ZHEIEAESER

ke S BIS U, AT AN W 24 ) ok
VHEEAT R, e PR L PSR o 5eW) Holroyd
Hl Coles (2002)2R FHMER A B 2% 24155, RIAHEIR
I AR, AR SRR AR e T
TR AN ), MR B e B e 8 S5 52 BRIV S 15
IS SRR R R 2 R eSS, AR B C
(A5 R A BRAT T 22 A 42 8% o A A T3 ok 43 7 7
R S AT 45 rb RS R B B et A B e AR Ak,
KIRAER T [A] 9 S > ad A, IEME RO (D 4
B TR M S5 (R A R %) 75 & 1) i rL U8
R EERA TR MR T IEN RO
U, Mk B 217 S — A TN B 1) e % A A L 1

(Bellebaum & Daum, 2008)., [, 7 56iZ#HEIA
R AE R AR AT S AT 45 R Z B i —
ANFRE R TR, B2 ARL T 0 - B 22 ) A I
545, WHIEmRMAEIFES . R —F5 0%
B, 1T E AW A B AT MR,
1 ) 5 J A6 47 M (Padron, Fernandez-Rey, Acuiia,
& Pardo- Vazquez, 2016). H:¥k, %S4 11 FRN
X — 3 2 X A TR R 25 Y — Fh R AE, RO
A8 5 SR B 19 22 55 (reward prediction error,
RPE)WYFRAE , B A&k, 4 2 30 1E M S i 4 A 1D
TR B R F R, SiFER— D IEHNR
B W% 22 (positive reward prediction error, +RPE)
{59, AR X — S B dERE sl E 3 [ & AT
R, AR 2 S A PR A, R R SEBR 2 5N T
BB I OURT, 2375 K — IRk 9 2 B T 12 2
(negative reward prediction error, -RPE){5 5, MK
MRYE X — SR s b A BT AR, A
R FTH MM R BB T EE RSB E —1E
T 2 B O R 2 E S, DR X — (5
A% 3 At B AR 10 AT R, DT S5 B 25 ek
o X —MEFES WM T EREZERE-RPEFE5S
S QU AN /g TR 110 KAl N 1 S TR
K ACC tHZ Ty LAMHITE SR, M= A 5K
I WE ) FRN (Holroyd & Coles, 2002; Maia & Frank,
2011).

BRI — B TR I GRS TR 4y Hh i 5 .
HH S 45 SR A SR 4 B ) — o PR (B B T 4
R, B U, (HRAE R JLAE A5 i
IS AZ R T LBk, B, PR i Rk
TR E 7 30T, IASH FRN AT REF=2EF ACC., #&
i, 7B ST R A S A 55 v =, B3 ok 45
B EI, GBS XE N, PlFRE
BEBEATH F iy — B 1], B i P sk ) 72 7 i
HILEE I S 58 45 2R Ot 280 ), 7 e 15t 52 B B
Z k3t T H A Ak A R R IR i % /K T i AR 4k, Gl
id ERP Fil fMRI AR 19455 4 8 FRN i) BT
0 10 0 2R A4 (Carlson, Foti, Mujica-Parodi,
Harmon-Jones, & Hajcak, 2011), TMjiX P~ X 38 3
BHEBRXFONT IR K. B, ISR,
R E T '(error related negativity, ERN)FI

! ERN 2 IR R 0 2 B 1Y 80 ms, JE—FAE
9 ERP JJ%, J&— A% T8I0 SN R A Sk i gl 2
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%26 &

FRN Sy e —Fpe Rl imib sy I (55, (H2R
Z2 W 5 AR 3R T 30K 9 A1 il F 9B A 43 e IR T S
O3, A R T N [E] Y A B BL (Schulreich,
2016), H:r Gehring, Goss, Coles, Meyer #ll Donchin
(1993) 51158 4oF 7 5 9 $20 BE S AT 55 (B A 74
A A L 2R O SO A R IR SRR, KRBT
ERN 3X — i HL 3 o B AF 5 35 38 ek e o 38—
SN 22 [0 BRI 446 2ok R — 20 03 B A A Y e B 3R
SN R RIS W R s R 2 R, SR A
W EMMER BRI, AR BT
— M PER R o BrLL, RZEWFEIN A ERN 2
B T LB A R B AGIN g DA R R, T FRN DU Sz e 1
Je AR U T RA S22 2] i 2 (Schulreich, 2016).
55 =, BB TA N BT 05 B TN R 25 2 R B
RUZWE A FRN, (HEA BT R R 2 4155,
B3 ek 7 1 5 % W AT 55 v AN T S ) - R
ZIMR R, Thp A Mg A P sk AT g i
et B S G R BN, W B S SRS R X
Lo, oy B UM R R MAAN R, KB FRN {0 45
SRR IR, TS B R E JC 5% (Von Borries, Verkes,
Bulten, Cools, & de Brujin, 2013),
2.2 fBEHLIERY

1545 Sh LB 5 - i Gehring 1 Willoughby
(2002) 82 th ABMTAHIDF SR T B ERAS R FNAT 2 IE
WHAAR R, AP FRN HOG 4845 0 Uk, [
KB FRN WE LT 50545 T4 i ACC
FHITHS, MTIA SR FRN SRAE 192 Sl et >k i
TSR S ISR UL R 4 1 PR T 3R A
> P A9 W 5 (Gehring & Willoughby, 2002). i 5,
FRN 45Ul 700 9 i W S8 R0 1 3 T A 3L 1) 4
(4N : Gehring & Willoughby, 2002; Nieuwenhuis
etal., 2004; 258, 2241, 2008), i 10 4F A £ JiLok
2z AR T AR, SR T 1% 48 sh il ik
VLA TE D, i 3 5 B Y SRRt Ok B
Ao FEHIER, AT RE R AT ORI B W
KRAATHESF - 1548 BB BRI 25 A S
TR T G 1 45 (Yeung, 2004), i % k2% > BE
SR I 2 BT AR G TR A S R, ek
JBE 1 28 AL IZA M A B E R 952 1R (Walsh
& Anderson, 2012; Bismark, Hajack, Whitworth, &
Allen, 2013). Ak, WF5EE b K BRI 2 AH ] Y
SR ) i R AR A S B R T i R
AR K/ FRN 43 (Li et al., 2010; Chen, Wu,

Tong, Guan, & Zhou, 2012; Ma et al., 2011; Hu, Xu,
& Mai, 2017), UEEASIHLR R IR T RBn Tt f.

Shr b, RS BRI #E Holroyd
AR T B O MELE, 2L T 22k
2 3] B (Holroyd & Yeung, 2012), 7EiZIiET,
Holroyd %5 A4 FRN (X #% A Reward Positivity)
J W AN 2 i 0T 1] 2 s 4 A AR A T R — A B
B ERYZIRE, e 1A [F] A AT 55 ik 60T B
PREESS J) B 3 58 W AN E: 55 (19 DI fig (Holroyd &
Umemoto, 2016), XM & SEkR 5 R 015 25
PR 5 o
23 RE-ZRBIFUNEER (Predicted response-

outcome model, PRO model)

FUN 2 Mg {22 S BRI, RORTT NS
BRECH R LA B T SR i R — M ECR
fuli % 19 FRN., 4RTfi, Oliveira, McDonald #I
Goodman (2007)38 1 7 B 6] ki 714 55 v LBkl 72
it —FPpP A B E] S, s W BB R S5 AU
(T B C B IE#R e B8 10, S 5 P 4
SRS B T PR AL LR R, BT
Z AR A5 AR BT U 2 v 23 7 A ORI 7Y
FRN, X — 45 5L 28 B 5 £ 2 3T 800 A 0 e
AFF, Alexander F1 Brown (2011)%F % FRN R
SRR T SO — 48 R T AR R AR B
FRN X445 58 5 S U GUsk, =2 4 i 28 W i) Tt )
%2, IMi A& RPE (Talmi, Atkinson, & El-Deredy,
2013; Kobza, Thoma, Daum, & Bellebaum, 2011),
1 ALE BRI op 32 50 1 5 B AR R 1Y S Bt
[ it Talmi 55(2013)AF 7 A T PGB
AT E T RN SR BRI A, O
i IR TSR R AR BRI AR (25%, 75%)
VL R AET ST T PR (25%, 75%) 2K 78 L
T 0 PR 2R (AR MR 238 g 1 i 2 1 05 SR X ok 10 2
— AU Z AN R B0 25% 955, 25% R0 TC
HL ) LR BB I 3R (R B IE 2 L i), R
BRI R R R R . S5 R R
T Z A« TC R B (kS R), DLz b
My<To L (EVESS R)HS 2 5 K — DRI IR Y
FRN. PR, B4R 7 A TRl ol f 2
FRN i ith 2 AL 4 %) 42 B TR 2205 (absolute
reward predicted errors) : N5 52153 I 45 SR AN AN ey,
HEE R a5 R i BUH AT & i & — 1
B KKy FRN 3 F (Ferdinand, Mecklinger, Kray, &
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Gehring, 2012), ZHFFTWAFTE—E AL, N
VLI 25 T I BhHL 2 5 H SR T RIS
PR GR A PO S T R B O R4
Yo BT EIHLNA—2, B ILRR SR T iy 22
e REAEALE R,

(B2, ZAR I AFfE— 2851 . Sambrook Fl
Goslin (2015)i# 5 JT 4347 & B, FRN A BE5Z 53K
M DA B 225 R R R e, T X — R R A S
FEJE AR P300 B4 L o 2 53 AT BAGE i 3 531
Mritiorik, BR T 3HGE 2 i5+RPE B FRN A7r2Z
Ak, BB TV 2 gmih R B5 B sy, B2
BAT S S i —RPE (14 i 73 (Sambrook & Goslin,
2016). WAk, i P300 B A FRN A5 76 i ]
WHEAE—TWES, PRI A— TR
JEFIRA T WA RS, T P300 th ki ok A i) A
A %% % & (Nieuwenhuis, Aston-Jones, & Cohen,
2005; Zheng, Li, Wang, Wu, & Liu, 2015; Balconi,
Finocchiaro, & Canavesio, 2015), [, iZFRiSH)
GEMEIRTFE S — LI,

2.4 R EIFH(Reward positivity, RewP)

FR AT JLAE SR X FRN 22 5 0% 1 40 b7, AT
KIEME AT B FRN 28 bR, Mtk R
0 22 - PR A R /N AR AL, B FRN
AT BEXS T IE P 45 5 B N #Us% (Walsh & Anderson,
2012), P I+, Holroyd %8 AF7E 2008 4Fgid it T
AL TR K — M, IR X 2R M R b 2 ) B
WITANFERMEE o AT TIA A A B TR T4 55 i 7 2R
W AT S5 b, IEPERN SR R BRI R S 1Y 250 ms
LA ER SR — D HHXT IEAE 17 (14 25 5 U2 R RewP,
T ELTUE =2 A1 9 1E B S 45t 2 8] 114 25 SPAE AR L R F
i 2 N (Holroyd, Pakzad-Vaezi, & Krigolson,
2008). IAb, IZEELISIA A FRN & 5B Fl i 5
WA EAER Y, BERERT —FMfEEIERZ
S 0 22 B TN 5% 2% (signed reward prediction errors,
sRPEs), i Fl & 4t iy 5 A 22 > S A — 8. Jaok
1% A A X PRO R 45 1 199 2 1% A7 I8 4 5 28 10 119
TR 2255 HATHEGE . MR RN T £
S (R 2R B ) B — R I B A AL, R R I 1Y
PRI, WO 75 AR sk, B B R 5 4G
), BE T PR SRR B LR, AT AR
T 4 FhRRES R, SRR F/ICK R, BT
M X TR R U, &R F IR g
HOBIEE R, TCX B d R A R bt . PSR

R AR BT RS RN K 1 R BIEY, T
ARSI /A Tl & T — A EIR B 237 1E I (Heydari
& Holroyd, 2016), Jf HAEMETI M4, JoHEEH
BEHRGIEEEE, HILMiIih RewP [k
AN S — P 8 S A TR0 5% 2%, T 2 — ol 42 5 Ty
W2,

— RFNWF G R X — B 0 B BT RE &
T Z M FAFFE & T — X8 2 R U
N200 43, 12047 B AN SEIAT 55 FRAEAH 5 (Angus,
Kemkes, Schutter, & Harmon-Jones,2015), &#fiF
S 5 AYERVE(Baker & Holroyd, 2011; Shahnazian
& Holroyd, 2017), S T RIB A HRNE . bk
TER GG 20 b 220 IE M U5 & ) 2 TG 3
BB B N T N200 FOTEsh T =4 T —
A TEAR [ B RewP, (Hewig et al., 2010); i 1 5z
TR 1) 22 B e B B B T R R BEAIRTH N200
BN, IAREN R RHRIER RIER TERK
i FRN JR 4G (Holroyd, Krigolson, & Lee, 2011),
Btk WTERY RewP M43 RETE i b R 46 i b A
g, H2E 25k N200 AR sy ok il
i PCAPAE RS AT LAWLEE I 43 M1 X — W43 (Foti et
al., 2011).,

25 FAMIEL B EhE R (Positive affective system)

W JLAE I — SR 80, bR T SRk At sr
PERY SR AL TR Z A, WA B R 5
SR aE R H MR M & N FRN 2 3 —A>
AR X 1E FE 7] B9 0 % 1% (San Martin, Manes, Hurtado,
Isla, & Ibafiez, 2010). [FltL, A HF5EE R AL
FAE 558 2o B e sl vk 09 B 45t 45 S T 2 i
Tt 22 SR I ik L Y Bl s e R < A AL IR T
REEOLT, A/ — IS5 A2 A E T A — RS2 i
W&, AR IE R BE A FRN SR IE, 1M
MFTR R R B & I IR 25 AN 1B % (Mushtaq,
Stoet, Bland, & Schaefer, 2013), [Xtt, Mushtaq,
Wilkie, Mon-Williams Fil Schaefer (2016)2%74 # 1}
TR 2 SR S, AR BIIACl, FRN A GEXT
TR 5 R R U B ET—ilik H FRN 1%
TS RRIR AT A 3 T — RS 45 T S 20
R YR FRIN I M 2 30— AN 6 1E 1] (4 %, (2L

2 PCA 2—FhEE RSN T AT AR, BT R
M EZ gy, HIBREAE I B, LR
Jitko
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%26 &

R PEE RN T 229N RE, bkt nT gefE
Shy A A 5 AR A 2 IR A 8 — A B L4 AR PR A

X — SR T AR R IR MR Y Sl 27T B B
T, BN 4521 T £ 0 b i £ O e 4
JEIG BN, T KA 7E B S 14T A R ST S
BB R S N UR, 3 FRN =4 —A4>
T I IF 6] 4 0 7% 382 (Mlushtaq et al., 2016). {HJ&i%
AR P T2 3 sk I 6 s 15 28 80 % 1 R T
FERYFZ IR, 2T KB ] A sk Ak R S R =
UCIZASE T L i R I — 45 SR A R 45 R e B
B I0 S, T AS B i R B N — 45 SR 2 AR iR
FE BRSSO ax — 2% > i 8 fea, US4 )a
B AR — AN ER AKX Sh A A, B 5% & T 8R T ZL0
5 b B B AR 45 B M A R A 0 S A
T,

R ST R BRI Y 5 RO RENE B S R,
SR B 5 T AR B F AR & g T AT
SR AT AR A IR B R AR AR 1 R EA T T, A
AT, WmEGE R Pesk . il 4y
AL LS 55 4h 4 FhEE i A ] 32 2R A S Bk
7 I8 TR 2 110 2 S A5 i 98 1 DA I T e R e
BIE R RE2E ShpLE X, XAl R B IR 2K
W55, 2T WA 4 FhEe im0 X 50 5 BRI .
B, &MLl Ak 3T B I RN SN — 45 5 0 T
B R HS IR 2 R R, A A B SRS,
T 24 5 TF I 4SS 70 R B A 7 2 9K 20 A 7R 2 40 K
BT B ) (Mushtaq et al., 2016), FRiS AR —
HE—25 b A BT A RE % TN 52 35 R B FRN
X4y . Hk, BT =FERE N T FRN BE 25
itk RPE, 1EY: RPE if & RPE M4 X {EHARfbAT
AT T ARIE, AR DU ERE 5 E =R Y K AR
T FRIN S5z B 1) 381 JU 2 A 301 2 > 194 5% il i 2 e 0 17
R . BLAORE, 2 ML SR Ak 2 o] IR AR Y
N AATIXTF-RPE #5086, BN T/ i 72
ST R AR I e AR A PR A AR -
S5 5L WA R R AT T B i R A
TR 2 HURRPE A4 X E), SR TR
I AR BT — b b o WA B A R B OE
T PR 1) SRR A 3 O BRI 2 S U B PCA SRR
P 4 B 7 2] i FR B EA T 44T, AR A R iR
X TE 1 1 B 45 45 SR B i SO M T 2 4 T 25 I
PR, dn, HABE ST K A A I 1 2 )
SUN L LAY A IONS Sd = ) R S 1890 e el K

PR b1 O S NTTE N AT S e ) =
B

3 MREB=

HHIOCT FRN (B AR BOE A58 3, [HIERE
BERRMFTEA, FEBIL DB NG
FRN Flig o MO R AR B S35, L&
AR ZE B S i O X, AR B 5t . IR
T AR [ 151 (Gu et al., 2017; Ernst & Steinhauser,
2015), JfHE T X ST 5515 SEHE REE 1 /T A
T ASFEIIZ518(Zheng et al., 2015, 2017; Umemoto,
Hajihosseini, Yates, & Holroyd, 2017; Schaefer,
Buratto, Goto, & Brotherhood, 2016), Z#F I A[H
BB B o T H T L DR AR 2 ) 52 B A I 3R
B9, MBS AE SO 3BT FRN 37y
EAFAERE, XXt FRN BE A A A7 —
HIFEI o AR T FRN MELSER R AT DAL L
AT HHATIRN :

S—, BE—L Bk FRN R4 7 2R 7 0
o BT REE I R ) il B — A R AL
P A, AL BB IN TaE #E, Af E E
B, S50 SR R, BUA WS 8 SR EE
BT T3 1A BE A 80 S0 3% R 53 285 LAt i #1253 X6 T
FRN Y520, PR, KR AT 5E —J7 1l LKL
PEAb 3G T, I8R5 Bk (PCA) | A7
J 5343 BT R (ICA) 5 I 43 53 At 5 ¥R AR 45 6 1 7 1%
(Bernat, Nelson, & Baskin-Sommers, 2015; Cohen,
Wilmes, & van de Vijver, 2011), M4 R4 R4
2 FRN .P300 LA B oA G 56 (74 i HL 843 (Sambrook
& Goslin, 2015). 734k, AT LIZE i MAEA B AT
P AR Sy SR AR, SR REE . KA
AR IS, AN TEEUR2E, MG 2 AT EE FLA 2K
B9 FRN, S AH G A BRIE 58 5 48 11 1 52 i) B0 SCfr
(Sambrook & Goslin, 2016), B2 4h, ¥R FE45
RIEARFARB S, BN, TR A AT
5% FRNO 4N, 7% (843 BEAR I IMRI FIAT & I
1] 73 HE A ERP (455 BEAE 42 1 S MR B 7 = (i)
E S R [A] AR A 28 A, FE— 25 R x5 A o~
R AYINIR (Becker et al., 2014), 53 4b, A L%t
TeA5405 B R RSB AR ERP RS &, ik
5353 FEL I/ 3 2k SRR S A n T AR SR I, DT 43
Hr FRN AR S X 45
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B, KT FRN RN B B, 1]
FAEARFRRIAIR, EEAFTEMALA . FRN 7] B
U587 BA A A S D RE I HT 0 | R 2, W n] R
T TR TN TR SORAR X ARk Y WF 58 T
DL 0 2 BOA BE R AR FRN K43, i 4
PATE B RIS 3 S A T 19 AR B, AR A F
SR LA R SRR iy [0 B )22 52 450 sl 2 SR AR A2 45
MR BEATRIEY, 3 2 Hr X 2R PR AT o R
B, A H R A R T R R N AT
2] AR AN 22 5, R IIEELE PRR FRN K
A

9=, KT FRN WBLISAERE, Nz Bk
T, BRI BT AR TE AN ) 4 R 45 v X A8
() R ) 27 2 R T R o HET FRN BRI R
Z R PR T g S IR, AR YIS AT LA Bl B %
ARS8 B AR 5T LA 2 15 558 T Y FRN Y
AL LA K i B W 0 Bt AR L eI, G 2L
SN H ERP HORISE &, WF98 B ICIE B P AU
HHE 2 NG ESEE S5, MEMRTE SRR
Gk R A ) Il R G AR A, ERRTEFE 2 IA
U — AR R AL 2 2] i AR, B FRN 54k
SIINFHAE ARG &R, DA T4 43 B Ok 5 38 1) 0 B A
BHLE . E N5 Leng A1 Zhou (2010)FE K
A5 RV R A R A 2 DA I B 9 ik e AR
1k, A& BRESE RIEHr (19 B o 72 o FRN 7] REAE
17 R IE R LA K 8 Fo R 25 B80S T 8 AR
FH o 3T TUAR R BOR 8 2 (1 2 56 FRN 5T 1 I T
o Pkt 2N Tl #E 2, AN SRR (L et
al., 2010; Beyer, Sidarus, Bonicalzi, & Haggard,
2017), & A 1E(Kimura & Katayama, 2016), H
F I (Li, Han, Lei, Holroyd, & Li, 2011), #:£x M
ﬁ(Chen et al., 2012; Shestakova et al., 2013), F A
HLHl(Ma et al., 2011; Thoma, Norra, Juckel, Suchan,
& Bellebaum, 2015), #14% FL# %0 (Wu, Zhang,
Elieson, & Zhou, 2012)55 . A AR AL T LA —
IRV R R AR SR A2 2] ol B, i, £ R
3, SRIAAE, B 2% 9 BRAE % (Gu, Huang, & Luo,
2010; Gu, Ge, Jiang, & Luo, 2010; Takacs et al.,
2015; Dofiamayor, Dinani, Romisch, Ye, & Miinte,
2014; Mensen et al., 2015), 7EllfR AL LAY
A H bR, B2, RS TP SR AT 1R
R LA R i v, 52 36 R AT 1) 22 X T O A A R
F 5 vl BEAR 2 A ()R

SE
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The updated theories of feedback-related negativity in the last decade

LI Danyang; LI Peng; LI Hong
(College of psychology and sociology, Shenzhen University, Shenzhen 518060, China)

Abstract: External feedback plays a vital role in ongoing outcome monitoring and future behavioral
adjustments. Previous event-related potentials (ERPs) studies have consistently associated the feedback-
related negativity (FRN) component with feedback processing after decision making. Until now, several
theoretical interpretations of FRN were proposed and continuously updated in the last decade, including the
classical reinforcement learning theory, affective-motivational hypothesis, reward positivity (RewP) theory,
Predicted response-outcome model (PRO model) and Positive affective model. Whereas different models
emphasized on different aspects, no unified theory has yet been proposed to integrate all of the existing
experimental evidences. Based on these literature reviews, we argued that big-sample data, multiple and
complementary technologies are highly necessary in future FRN studies. Moreover, we proposed that FRN
should be considered as an electrophysiological index of reward system to investigate human behaviors in
complex social interaction contexts.

Key words: feedback-related negativity; reinforcement learning; anterior cingulate cortex; reward positivity;

reward prediction error



