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AL FREMARG ) BE L, ARG fok L R FHon . RIEF 2SR ATE LA,

AEAHER G S B AAT A AFAETT A5 A ZA M, AR IR R A A A HE R I T #169 SB AufT A 4FAE.
EHE R DR ERAREAARLIN, RER SRR IARNLEFRNE T — RO RAAL THALHFENE
W G Aril s e TidA2 . RERPFR VA B R AET R AR A Hml, AN T iEA T B, WEASHFAAZMN

B, TR HEF B 69 SR A AT H RO ALK,

KBIE AARHF; FERMEEAER; AR RIARL; REM%
SEE  B849:C91; B845

1 3|8

NE R SMENY), A BB
P Fe 8 AU AL 2Bk 45 (social connection)f %
3 (7oK (Nezlek, Wesselmann, Wheeler, & Williams,
2012; Williams, 2007). Bk, XA L
UGS PR BRI AURR, — Bt 24 &2 3k
W, AR BURLLO PRERG 23 BB . AR HER
K RE— B 3B A7 AE (AL S BR ER B G, 1
MRAFE S (social pain), #h£HESF (social
exclusion) & H§ H 9k 5 — 4k 2 B4 o Al A 7 HE
FFoidad, — AN AR IEJE T R OC & 7 5K 32 I H
B AS R (GR, B, 208, 2017;
Ay, B yKiE, 2008; Williams, 2007), 644 (rejection)
FH % (ostracism) & 175 & #1259 1Y P A Az 00 2%
AU, HEL TR R R B A D] 1 SR W 4R 4 45232
JHCIB A 142 AR SR A At AR SRR 14 2400 0
HERRAE SN (Williams, 2007). 53 41, 84 BFIEH R K
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Yk 2 HER PR B8 FRAE R 330K 75 (stressful situation),
X b R IR 35 T RE 45 51 AR (Wang, Braun, &
Enck, 2017),

AR, B IR N i 2 e A AT ST 4 R
W&, 5T il o X A 20 S AR = o i
KRR SHF LS, IEmASHR S
B IRAAT A N . N A 28 X HER B
AR AR BRB A T ) A B R, IR T
B G0 5 DL BRI ik (KR, R, X
G, 2011 FEUR, XUBE, AR, 2011; FhgEg, H
VKIE, 2008). K5 JLAERFSR &A1 IS5 Lo 4 i 4
T2 ST, S HE R 0 B R 2
ALt 30 0 MR O 22 0T 0 A B, 0 H R i X 4% 40 Bt
Tk R e, AR A AE Gl [al A A T
fift P LB, A A 2 HE R B0 BRANAT N RN
B R A 2R, AR Bt S HER A &
P22 0 B R 1 22 F PR AR

Rt s HE R BA W Betk, ARSI HER
3o 25 W28 7 HE R DA B B 1] 6 3 4 2 HE A
AR W X, BN RCA SCERR R HER
FEAN R BF8] By Bz )00 BRAT SR FRAE S L I #1134 47
MEEMAHT . Bk, ARSCUISHER 2 i 7 2
B B} (] #5780 (temporal need-threat model) (Ren,
Wesselmann, & Williams, 2018; Williams, 2007,
2009) 0 FEAl, WAt SHERXANME B2 =
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BB, S5 a AR R A G Ik R 28 BT, N =B
B BERR B T 52w Ak 2 HE e 000 AT O 2 B R O
s S A, ST AL 2 HE R S RO BT
SR BN B 22 1) JEL i

2 FEEMDEEER RS MR CE
1T AFHIE

2.1 FEEEERE

Williams %8 A G K kL 2R R A0 3 S
7R e ST, AR HEF S O BT S AR A A
PR 22 S e SR BOE, BN T2 S R e ]
#i%Y (temporal need-threat model) (Ren et al., 2018;
Williams, 2007, 2009). 41 1 Frzs, 7 2wt
[EIAEY 32 =B B St B Bt (Reflexive stage) .
B By BE (Reflective  stage) LI M B & [y Bt
(Resignation stage). ™A 22 HE & Ja 1 26 ik A R
SIBTEL, ZPBL B B AR BT A
VT T B A AR DG B DO R A o TR R, AR R
BRI R AR A A B S AT
SRS T B2 B . B R RCE R B, IR B
A AE 3 — FR 51 85 33 1T B HE e OB S Ok
AATT RSB 7 2 A W R . SEAR AT R AR A
SATH o BOEWFIE K IZ I Bk AR T —Fh
N ——B 45 B, BIAT S sz 3R e e 2 e A
AN B AL 2 S AR AR ok, FORAMAL (Ren,
Wesselmann, & Williams, 2016). /&, SHEFIK
IRFFEEAFAENS, MRS A =R B, &
S5 ZL e R YH AR TE B RO E AN (B
2.2 NEIMEERLIRIT AT AIFTRHE

T s S J0 My IR 1] A5 Y sz S5 B B 1) F 5 245
LA — 2, At R S B R 2,
R, AR RIS SR A A SRR
A TREAR, HEWIS R AOETE 4. ERR T R
B, R SHER SR R EZ NN B, R
TR BEA R 23 R AN 5] (9 47 SRy A5 27 % 25 HE

JFo BRFREIA LML TN Tt SFR
S ) A A N B, AT AR S B Tt
ANBAETT A S . I JLE R B SR S E i
MORBE(E S8, R, 2014) L0 HH 8 (Knowles,
2014; White et al., 2016; Will, Crone, & Guroglu,
2015). Knowles (2014)if i — R 51 1 5L 5 & 9, 4+
SHE R SR A AR A T ot i ] DU A R TR,
B HE R & 2R B0 R0 0 S R B BE T (Knowles,
2014), White 55 AR AL A EH 5E 1.0 B IG
S5HSHRXRR, AT EILEZHFE, O
Bl smEEs, SAEZ2H0HIET
(mental state language), N4 %05l A 438,
S H B EE ST 4 E 45 1% 32 (White et al., 2016),

{EAF T E AR, Ren 55 A (2016) & BLakHEF A
WAE R Bl i AR 4 R N, SR AN A
ib o s SEik 113 Z9EE R HAAE D 2%
A% F 251014, AR5 58 1 25 45 BRAT: 55 (Cyberball
task)o P45 HRERAT 5502 H At 2 HE R SR F A
TRz — SRER, KA I
PR AT AR HE R S5 172, BARFR LN P )
PIASAAE 32 B0 HE T e B4 5 i R 46 472, il fT]
TEFE TR R AR S ] T — A N SE . BFRE
IR TR R SR A 2 I SR It s, B IR 46 I b,
HB I —FP B ARAILE, kA0 A7 B TE 2 i SN
TR & BRI IX R OB 46 e N R — B i B )
(moving away tendencies), X% 0 ] HFp &
SCE AT AR A A B iy, b e il 2 T 2 R
(Ren et al., 2016), &5 F WA 2] T HAMAH SCHFF
i S+, Hales, Wesselmann Al Williams (2016) % ¥,
MEZ BRI SHER IR, BT B
BT LAROERHE T G A 23K (Hales et al.,
2016).

WA RE 2 57 B HE R G 02 iE GGR  B B
BElgmE . . e, EERMES, &5R
FOANMAE R I RA, gk, &,

R > RN > mERE [ g
FHE R MR kAT
e T i it
U R AR
il ik B
ARSI ~FAME

B 1 75 g Rl (204 ) Ren et al., 2018)
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Martin, Smart Richman il Leary (2017)R FH T k2%
G W o AR B S O AT A S HE R B,
R THSHER AR B R . M e85
TG T R mAER . BRI 4 . AR TR R
U JeB R A Bt 2 b (6 R SRR O B LR, SRS A
WEPIEL T B EE, SR LIS T =
A H, B — L0 BE AR IR 2 IR R R 3 LA
MY BEELR AT o B U WA 2 HE R XA R 52 e L
RO, golz2lHRE, BMENRA G aLakst
HEFRHEAE, o2 HLO B A 171 THT % 1 (Martin et all.,
2017), Oxman-Martinez %¢ A (2012)%] A= 1 75 Jin &=
KEY 1053 44 11~13 % By is ROLFE AT T 4R &4
FRAR IR A, 50 A 1/5 1)L A FREGE 8 HE
FFAESN, 1710 BJLE A FIBSE AL I0r, BT
BT (R A7 B HEFR, B2 L3 s Bk b i 1A
LAY B ] A 45 S5 e BRI e I 32 HE e i L =N
kWA SNt 41 413% ) (Oxman-Martinez et al.,
2012), #EoHER SR SITARE IR, JUHAETS
R, S AMAR R Z B HE R J5, 23w & 340
BB 7 10 K, TRA IR IR EESEAT R, XA R
B it R 2y T B R T 8 T 2 0 IS R HE R
(Starr & Davila, 2008),
23 HoBEREMNTEM RN
MSHREN — it SR aGE R, W
ZE| TR USRI, B
AR AL S R R E AR AR, JU IR K MY
K&, At s HE R W K ) SR R I A T R
HIRFE o 428 W3k 1 & SR AT TR AL T 2 1)
ek () 76 B #0025 18] 5 280, tean QQ. Ul DA S A
WEHARC AR TENAFEWHZ T EZ —,
BT 3 BH I 45 438 T LA R0 T S I gk
A8, ARMEBU IG5, I JLAEERE
Do 28 LR (1 L o R R, T N A SR 3 LT IRl s
HEM A it R Z B R, BEEM
25 rh AL S HE R XA R S I B B s e . [
WHFZE R, 40 Chiou, Lee £l Liao (2015 #ik4>
HPH, —HRAMEHAZ RIS, 5—H
WA 55, R AT M4 R Bk HE R AE
5%, SRR M A SE A B AT 55 AT LU RO AL
SHEF WIS R . B AT 7 % T AN [ AR
At 22 il E XA s HE R B RO, B e R
SR, —ARATR T2 I St B RE
FH W 284t 22 AR B &322, o) — 2 A SR IRl

FFIE FEAS R B Bl 2= W ol i) ) SR 37, SRS REaEA T
A E RS X B HE R4, 455 & P R W 4544
ZAE B 2T 2k Bt 3g G, TAETE
S I HESR K55 (Chiou et al., 2015), Lin % At
R, =B ZHER S, Mtz
AT DAAR G i DAHE TR A 9001 52 ) R i ok
(Lin, Li, & Qu, 2017), FEAMIFFEt A& BLHEF i
' Facebook 4 fif F T LUHS B A~ 20di A 1H R 75
Z M (Knausenberger & Echterhoff, 2018),

MHIRZF ERZ BTG, IRDERT A
HHhRELE, HESEFAMSE LFKHE
B AR D T 3R 2 AR R 45428
B AT, LS B R HE R R B R, A2
R RO AR M 251 2 2 )5, QR T
A a1 1) O s 2 ) | 7 i 2 ) it
FY N S A [ T 0 T P 4 i AT Ak 5 i g, AR
28T PR SE 4 A 15 3 (Nowland, Necka, & Cacioppo,
2018), —MiX} Facebook FH i sh4#1E i 4341 &
M, HOFEEMGAZ PR IRN . &5 BN
250 B A KON IO 28 TP 25 B A5 R A AT AR I i
AATTAE B S A 3 v 8 A 2 HE R 8 I O DL R B S
By o0 #AR Ak F R X 77 3 (Ophir, Asterhan, &
Schwarz, 2019). #HLPEIr A, o T g 4 Tl
THEF DA, o R EARE AR, &
BB RE T 2 iR 4017 R, Mif1vT e AE M
e FoRIFJE R, ULk 54, SRR R . N
SR 27 HE R, SRR RS B = 34, A S
TE W 2% R I AL AR AT Sy, IR e S A 9
PRI, X675 20 A ) 4 4k 38 4 A5 0 64T 20 BT T LA
R — S0 B AR R bR AR 1L, Sh T AR
AR AR T R e p B . ARt M ETE N
X7 BRI D, o O AR R — A&
e

3 HSHR &M B A A 4R HHIE

RN AR AR RETIRRE
FEosHERFR OB N A DGR R X 35 Bl . K& fMRI
WEFERM], AR A2 HE T 09 S R AR 2 il X
I B /i 0 9] B2 )2 (anterior cingulate cortex,
ACC). Jaa Bl Bz |2 (posterior cingulate cortex,
PCC) . i & (insula), J& M F1 2 S0 00 i 0 it Bz J=
(ventral and ventrolateral prefrontal cortex, vPFC/
VvIPFC), DA K35 #% (temporal lobe) (Wang et al.,
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2017), HH ACC fil PFC i X AT 8 54 & HE+
B, i K, B Eisenberger % N B K
O 3L T #0401 52 22 (dorsal anterior cingulate
cortex, dACC) 54 & HEFR A 1E %) 5 R (Eisenberger,
Lieberman, & Williams, 2003)LI2k, WF58&E X%
g —HA KEPUL

SRRSO, BRI EEAR AR
S 30 >R FH %) 5 3k 2 S S B B e A5 5 R At s HE
FolRMTFEREN? FREFEANA R, BRI
BRYEA BRI AR B HE R B3z, R R4 S50
A U S s, RV RR TR HE
Jf, WoRB TR R . PN T R S 2
5 vl g Fa i AR 5 1 ACC Fii IX A9 0% 84 ACC
I DR S S e e o 2 A T A S SR AR B 7 AR
dACC S#E&HEF MMM, T840 HT (meta-analysis)
W 5%t 5 A 15 31 — B0 A9 45 2R (Cacioppo et al.,
2013; Rotge et al., 2015), 5, #h&Hw)A R E
B B 10 BRAT SN R AIE 1 22 0 S =2 (B AR Y, B
Tl NG S RS . AL S SR 4 AT R
BEAHEA T 7 Will 55 A (2015)8 & BAS [0 A
SRR T 0 HHE R 2 X HE R ORI AT o B
W2, IR LIETT A SE 4R B 1 ki
STy, i B ILAT 50 BRI A O X 1
A R (Will et al,, 2015), 55 =, fRZ SCHRERR 4
EAERrZ R R, S A ARSI M (A R,
WA SCER IR IR 20t S HE R S R M B 1T A A
AT R BIA AR IR T B8 A 25 #9 #8 & AE T 2 7E (Fossati,
2019; Olie & Courtet, 2018; Schwartz et al., 2019),
R A ey 2 50 DA K T At S HE R 5 1 A9 17 1 52 T,
SR IpAN RG2S

Wi 5 F 5% VTR I O 285 A A T f R
2, R PR ER MDA A T DX 0 AS R DA AR R A 2
HEF s B, T 02 - 0E 221 AN ) il IX 22 1]
HIThREE M — R . (2 H R %A SOk
X Fiki P2 5 4t S HEF 0 S RAEAT 2R, Bk, n
Bl 2 Fras, AN SE 5 4% (salience network,
SN). BRI 44 (default mode network, DMN)
86 T PO 24 ARG DX 11 e, 25 A A S HE R 0 BRAT
SRR, RS HER 0 IR AT R AT
3.1 EREMLE

5% 5. M 4% (salience network, SN)&Zt£iAHI
0] A ROl e o ST e e V[ )
(anterior insula, AI), dACC. 75{-#%(amygdala).

JE AN BORAR (ventral striatum) DA K 5 00 9% 55 X
(ventral tegmental), ULAk, SN & ¥y K Eifg 5 Fnis
PN Fr figi (dorsomedial thalamus). SN Hi F-~F K
YR, 3 9 ) I = R 4% (ventral attention
network, VAN)%[]‘%!EZ W]ﬁ%(affective network, AN),
2 A7 B 5 S A I M AE DL B 26 I T (Kaiser,
Andrews-Hanna, Wager, & Pizzagalli, 2015; Seeley
etal., 2007), SN Tl EZS NP, 55—
1%y VSV E ) N S I ST 0 I BE U =g Rl
ik gshFE B, UHE — 28R R R, i
TE R U R, IR0 AE YA BE M B TAE 1L it
(URETP Q8 S P ) oy S S o i

mPFC
rIPL
precuncus
SR BB B
Gl =
wamn (e |
\ S
A PEC | e
ﬁ lﬁ] ﬂ%"ﬁf pre?;feus
PFC

L2 Ak SRR A5 0 B 19X 2% vk DKl X 14 b 26905 Bl A
e R R4 R KIEMECR K (ventral striatum), 35 {1
Hij 411717 JZ JZ (dorsal anterior cingulate cortex, dACC), ¥/ #%
(amygdala); Hij I & (anterior insula, AI); BRI M4 32
Fyh I At [m] 5 )2 (posterior cingulate cortex, PCC), #ZH]
I (precuneus), Wl /i i 1 Jz )2 (media prefrontal cortex,
mPFC), T F/Ni-(inferior parietal lobe, IPL), i THEEA X
(temporoparietal junction, TPJ); PHAT 5 4% 32 ob & 5
HMIF 47 Bz )2 (dorsal lateral prefrontal cortex, dIPFC); HAl
ki X 40,45 I8 #1M 7i7 %% - )iz /2 (ventrolateral prefrontal cortex,
VIPFC) i Aif 077 [7] B2 J2 (ventral anterior cingulate cortex,
VACC).
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GRS ARG B, SRR
EAL 3 3 T HE AH 5 19 ik X (Goulden et al., 2014;
Menon & Uddin, 2010). SN F &t H 1T il 15 322
W RAL BN T, s . A . B LLRIR
MAF, T dACC W sk £ S Flnp 2 W4

SR, 3 AF ok K i pf & AR F 5T Rk B
dACC 5 n] LB et 2 Hl e S S B Bl 2252 B
R R A ARG, T L 3 R AR 6 R A B AR
= 3t [\ 49 B & ML (Eisenberger et al., 2003;
Eisenberger, 2012, 2015b; Kross, Berman, Mischel,
Smith, & Wager, 2011), Eisenberger 25 A\ 3 i i X
Neurosynth %38 % Fh Y 10000 4~ IMRI BFFE 4T T
FE 1 2 0] #E H 43 BT (quantitative reverse inference
analyses) f1 G 7+ 87, BI#f T R A& mN T 5
dACC IR RBEASR, THAAT | ih 8B 5 B m T
5 dACC 3035 WA 3% 4 5% (Eisenberger, 2015a;
Lieberman & Eisenberger, 2015), Aid A1 L 0
FEEX I T BEE, A dACC 25 TIRZIA
FNFEHRIAHSER N T, 17 dACC BT 5 AR I T A
MEEE T & T Kk SN AFSE HF Xt dACC /E Y
Zhit, Wik, 8 dACC IR A2 HET R A 1A
I FE bR & —Fh AR 19 T 9] (lannetti & Mouraux,
2011; Iannetti, Salomons, Moayedi, Mouraux, & Davis,
2013; Wager et al., 2016), HATZZILIIALE 1L,
XoF AT A DA G At £ i 2 3 T e ok A T T - il Al
BVEN SN By E BT, 1 H 55 | i A RO
SN R DIAR G, dACC St AE R, B4
HIG B 0 dACC PR 70 5L, 485 Hop ik IX i) 3%
AL RE N DR P RIS .

17 R 2R 5T G e i k2 HE R SR B B A H
A AT L b AN RE T BRI, A
S HE T SO U G S RS A, Il DX
N TR Ay, T AL dACC ARG [l b
#f(middle anterior cingulate cortex, mACC)7E iz (¥
A EEVIRAE, DI AL 322 b 2 2t i
S ) 1757 H R FA SR HI A A dACC LA
& mACC J5i[X (Martelli, Chester, Warren Brown,
Eisenberger, & DeWall, 2018; Wang et al., 2017),
MR I T AR SHER, N
dACC TEAL 2PN AT: 55 v 52 3 67 T S 45t IsF 1) 98500
FTEU Je g2 vl 5 A T (o 3K 30 15 0 ST B I T
A—2), (HRTERIRN N EHFAT 55 b £ 20
R AR . AN, tESHE R MRS R E S

VIPFC & fAHSE, (H 208 M SeRAR T LU 5 98
T AR 56 AH 5 B DX 119 38005 7K - (Premkumar, 2012).
ZAH 2 -V i A 28 J2 ETE B T A s HE R
RN T RE R 2w, (R AR DL RS
Al 2B R R AT AR, TR TR 2 BB 5T UR
N,

BEAR, T R At S HE R R ARk A,
TR O AR, DRGSR A 15 7E B,
M AL, W2 b At 2 HEF B 1Y IR R,
HEHIAL, Berger Al Sarnyai (2015)%} LA g E;
AR Rt 2 HER fMRI B AT BRI 404,
25 R IR B R D HE R BOMEIR 2 SN
MRZORGIX, JCHGEF R B, SR T A
{=#5 dACC LI K AL 193 BE % 3 (Berger &
Sarnyai, 2015), TE#5 5 B R AL 42 HEF
BARAT AT LA AR —Fh 2 A, MMM SN
BT IX, SN Mg X 3G K S R A e = & 5
S PRK T s A0 A5 HE e 4 7™ A v R U

SN Sy £ 53 A I 0 3k 9 A0 A5 B A B i
Mg, AN IrEEETRAGO, BIECH
WEFE A LI B 2 dACC ZE—ERE &5 T+
SHEFR RN T, EIFAREDL dACC HATH&HEF
U, TERREUL dACC MR R 484t &
HEF IR R B0 AR B I HE B o R R IR 7 2% dACC
PN B S HE R A G B BRI M 4 R, A
RETE ML b W A LT R . AR RIZERIAMA, AnoR (A
RLBOIR S, SN IZRA &, 403E dACC 1
B ER G W] RE XA 55 77 A RN R 09 B g, PR Ot K
dACC BUEKTF 124k B3 IH R T At 2 HER B
EC IR R, AT SRR IO R — P R E
3.2 BIAEXWLL

MR, BOIAR R W 25 B AR BRI
™ 2% (default network) 3 Bk I R 25 M 4% (default
state network) o 4 MR T IMENFIT 55 I, — 2
Jigi IX. 4> ) BH 671 38005 (deactivation); 24K
TTANAEAR S5, A0 T RSB, 33 8 i DX 1 T
SRR, XA RE R E 5545 2 0HEC
149 i DX 2 B M 46 50t 2 DMIN (Raichle et al.,
2001) . DMN [ #% 0> il X A5 PCC AR M- (precuneus)
AN ETZ % JZ (media prefrontal cortex, mPFC),
R0 06 X 5 AR N B & 00 BT 3% YA
%, o PCcC 5HEMT . EEIRBHZFIA KA
ZHK; mPFC 20BN B EEMKIX, 750
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K BRI Z4h, DMN it & AT R4, Hbi
PN 75 %5 B 52 )2 (dorsal medial prefrontal cortex,
dMPFC)F 2 Gt & XM 17 )2 (1ateral temporal
cortex, LTC). itk (temporal pole)FI3Hi ik & X
(temporoparietal junction, TPJ); P+ R4
(medial temporal lobe, MTL)f1 & T T /N J5 B
(posterior inferior parietal lobe, pIPL) . JI§ PNl {ij %
I} iz )2 (ventral medial prefrontal cortex, vMPFC)l
1§ I (hippocampus), X 2£F & 58I X 7E 41 25 A A
rh#R i % B EAFE F (Andrews-Hanna, 2012),
XFRERE ARG, thSHE R R e S
Z—iiE ACC MBE I i 2+t s HE R s
Ui R R 3 B o AR 7 B (R AR T, R
AR AT RN S, WA oE A AT B B, R
ZAFRE, S HR A S XA AR T AR R
M. X, Bolling 2% ANFFX AL 2R B985 — 4>
BBz, st S HER RO S, Bt
FIBR ) IE B4 W RR, B Ak S HE R R R0 56 S,
T T SR Z I E R, #mE %
ACC fEAH S HE R IVERT o AT AR 4l Damasio 1)
1% 25 B K AL SR T R IS 4 o I B, A
— B Bt RS K (innate) R B AE 25, E2W L2
% F 5t (limbic system); 25 —Fr B M E Z0A
MS 5 MRS . R EM, By
[7] j7 JZ (ventral anterior cingulate cortex, vACC)J¥
6 S5 — B BE IS 4, 11 dACC AT S i
MRS B4 . o TR vACC #EFE 2 HE
JFHRIPER, ML vACC fE R FEAT A, KA
OB BEAZ T 53 H7 5 15 (psychophysical interaction
analysis, PPI), % %54l X 76 AS [] 9 .0 B 7% 3h
B DhRE A L . S5 A, MRAE W HEF o 2
H1, M vACC #| mPFC. rIPL FIFZHTH DI %
P TR, XL X R JE DMN (A% 0 ik
X SRITAMARAERL N i S B e, AL vACC 3
JL (] [F] (precentral gyrus) . B AN & (bilateral insula)
DL J% A g 52 /NI (paracentral lobule) Y B RE i 2 3¢
U TR, XSRS IR ER I, P R R AT
%5 hZ B4t s HE R I, AT RESs A AR R SR
ftasHF AT, B3 A A TE a8 GOk R,
IR DMN g 30 T R G, I B S 3 vACC Al
DMN L fE a1 38 (Bolling et al., 2011), ©F
W55 & B vACC 5 DMN Il 42 5 8o T4
K, RN GG AR T B 14 32 5198 (Greicius

et al., 2007), 1 VACC 54L& 3EM (social evaluation)
A % %) % R (Rigney, Koski, & Beer, 2018),
M VACC 5 DMN AHICHE DX /Y i £ 1 &, AREFIY
VLA THERAE 55 B A Bt S HE R 484, W LLA
BN SCE B B, 7 AR S S 0 R
B, IR AR S DR LA 5 DM 1% 4%
TR, AR ACC TEAE S HER th /R & TR
IR . (HRZFR A KM G H R TE %
DIy dACC TEPIFPE 55 P 22 5%, LR JIR 199 2%
TR AR, TR R MG — TS, Rk
E 7

R BB AT N R N B SR,
Moor % A(2012)7E—1 fMRI #f5¢, %57 =
AAEIE B L E T AR R IIR A 55 Pl 2 4t
S HETF I 10 R 06 D) 24 35 3l 5 =22 S5 I 2R 2 i e v
IEEAT AR DG, 4 R R T A A I B HE
SRS s N BRAL AT N BRI, T LRI
& 53|74 (superior temporal sulcus, STS)FIZM
Hij &% M JZ JZ (lateral prefrontal cortex, 1PFC)LL
DMN i) TPJ #3568 B 2 HH X (Moor et al.,
2012), 2 )5, Will 4 A (2015)F] AR L il S 56 R,
XA S sk i R e AR AR 4T T IMRI
i, BRENRE B SHT S G2 HEF FH R
TR B R IR A B A DG B FLph 2 Rk . S5k
L DMN H 4 TPJ Fl mPFC YIS 1 54452
NHEF G 0 At AT RO, AR Bk
J¥ 5, TP Hl mPFC i & B2 {1 Y Bl it B8 fi ) - 32k
PRI HER # (Will et al., 2015), TPJ fl mPFC J&
DS K B X, WS & )2
T S T e 2 B AR Y i SR B B, AR
BNHEFR UG, H0 3 IS A SCHR IX A TS KR S
AL AT A RBE RV R . B BZ
MAT s e 2 WO B, s i Fw, Xz
BOF SN RE 1 1428 52 T+ 2 HE R 6N AE
LEAT RSO Y G B, XL RN 7 /D AR 0 B R R
BEAEENILE L,

— BB 5E L ] 5 K WAL 2 HEJF (long-term
social exclusion)X MARI M, NG &S KR
I (loneliness) o 444 Y 23 5 AR N 1] 35
AR B ORI, 2 T B B A ] AR
AU IR B, 7oA IRMURE, FRILL AR . Ek
H B UG 47 o Che 55 A (2014)i 1 333 241K
B RAEA B 548 T+ &3 H- A DMN X R,
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AT RSB IEA T T RS MRT 4, IR
SRS R 2 3R R AR A
Fo FETFRF 0500 Th BE I B2 A2 L 43 AT 2 TR,
SR AL S TR = I aA, H DMN R
SPMGIC, G PCC. BEE{H . IPL LA N PFC Z[H] 1Y)
P R, R L X S X 2 ) R TR 2B
(synchronicity) 8 {2 & 345% (Che et al., 2014), %F
Y UL DMN PN BN DX A 328 30 1A 0 ) 5 ) 34 5
A LA AR N PR FR 0 & AR . IR AR K Y
AL TF B HE R MR R, DMIN Hp 3k 26 i X 114 328 3
PO [E] 2 P25 PR, DMN 2 ABERES P REE
(R %% 2 —, SRS AT A A EHV LR,
DMN () 32 $5 7T RE 75 & A 1A HE SR A T o0, 3L
NS

A DIAETFSE R 0, DMN M 25 AR 2 4% .0 X
WS 5 T A S HER A G g5 R I T R,
KW Z S HE R L N, DMN R 4% 11 %
BlOaSEA WA, HAl, WMEHCHITRE S
BT 2R, HEARE—LFEE., stE
W R, BRI R A T 5, HREE 2L
T vACC 5 DMN A5 X i Dy R i 32 &,
RERSAT B T ACC Fedt 24T T TR A9 AE H,
ORI AR — A 5, HK, DMN P
PR G X 22 ) DA ) Al Ay DX 11 32 2 3 B2 T LA
FH A T30 A PR I K S DA Bt b 25 HE R 14T R
JIE o 346, AR M5 T BB AN R] 52 B0 450 4%
FFELEZIMM EE LMK S DMN 454, ¥
MRS . 4 AR R S HEF AN 2 ML
3.3 HHERXMLE

ARG % 58423 HE T XA () I 45 22 7] 32 38
PERISZM . Clemens % A(2017) #E#iAt S HEF
FIR RS THAS MRI i, R EET
SN Il DMN X145 2 [1] 1% 32 38 1 75 Ak, 25 2 % 2R
DMN 5 SN i) —26745 & (4n dACC)Z I i) 3% 4%
WL T YRR, 2R SHEFR R, MAMN DMN HH
K HIRS A0 BRI TR T
SN HH B g e b Al BN LA (Clemens et al.,
2017). [HAEZWRIE I A B 5 5 AR HE T i
i o i X 45 22 [ 3 s Ak, kA 3 HE R S R
O IR A5 AT fi SCE T R 5] TR Z K, N i
FEEE R Rtk — 2 50 0E

B T 28 0 M4 FIEBR AR M 45, 4t 2 HER iR
P AR 22 A AR 3G 9 45 A I DX, A AT 4 i) 1) 2%

(executive control network, ECN), ECN £33 &
B HMI AT AR I B2 JZ (dorsal lateral prefrontal cortex,
dIPFC), mPFC 1 IPL SE[i [X, 51540 T LA R
il B8 028 DIAR G, HOAR O il DX A 0 R 5 0
AR TT AAR 3 09 52 WAL 25 HE - £ 98 5 144 . Onoda
S5 N(2010)id i IMRI Z 5415 | Ik A R AZ 24
23 HE R I TE S5 I B OGS X i 48 Ak . 45

K AR A R 52 B 2 HE R S R e R A
T A e, mEARA L mPFC Al dACC
Z 0] D) e 7 4 R I B AR DG, I B 22
FNHEF 5 H ) REE B2 3R N 114 5¢ (Onoda et al.,
2010).

— BB L IO TIRE AT A
W9t 2 HE e 28 73 2 A5 LA K Annf 52 e 28 0% SR A 2
RBP4, Lbin ACC-PFC W%, 5% & BLA 0 43
B3 1 LB AR B ERAT 55 v 23 7™ A= TSR A 0 v A
%, dJACC F1 dIPFC (385 F2 B S AR, T H. dACC-
dIPFC JEil Pt 390 7 ek . X BB TE AL 2 HE
L1 23 B AL 23 15 28 0 AR DG ) 2% i 2
AU (Puetz et al., 2014), LAk, — 3018 5 28 i
Hi| 4 (repetitive transcranial magnetic stimulation,
rTMS)WF5E, TERORBEAT HBRAT 55 I, L 1T xh
dIPFC #4171 Hz WISk, 45 ks
¥ T (personal  distress) #1232 P Y B 5 21
o A, TR AN IR A 5 DU 35 A o e A
SR RRON, NI T dIPFC FE4E 23 P A Y
25 rP 1 T RE R SR (199598 22 (Flitzgibbon et al.,
2017)0 75— fMRI HFFE 0 A B 1 3 1 w2 4k
JF &P 2 AERY) ACC-PFC %5, Park %5 A
(2016); 1o et 2 G 0 H 5 HF k28 05 )L 3 A T
2L, SRJEIC sRABATAE ST 1% 2 S AT 55 )
) I0G 94% 1155 O o 8 3 3 2 R SRS 78 (dynamic causal
modeling) 3 #7771 LU T AN [R] HE 5 28 173 3 T )
T 4 AR It , vIPFC-ACC 78 #J % 18 M (effective
connectivity analysis)i25 5, 45 R EZ IS HEF 4
I3 JLFE vIPFC-ACC B 3% 18 P4 23 1 i) X T 14 155 4 1)
B RE, I HAB ) T XGPS 25 R R R, R
VIPFC-ACC P24 AT LA Sz Wt 25 1l e 28 %) 1 26 in
T8 (Park et al., 2016), ACC-PFC YT/ RE i 45
IR LI, T2 M4 04 % Sl M 5 Ak o HE R 2 0
AOG, TR AT h A S R 2 A, ok
RAEHFAL S5, 2 TE HA S 264 55, ACC-
PFC 442 k= % . {HJ& PFC v dIPFC 5t
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S e A S A v g B A B, i
L Z W SEUESE T LA S

4 RERE
41 HLHRHHOETRHESERNRRTRE
T R

i 3 S JLAFBIF 5T 1 8 BN 23 Ay m LA B,
Wit 5 19 245 R S BOARI JJ, NATT 22 SRt 1)
2%, TE M ALY I 2 At 52 v o GO B B S A A 2
PR, JUHORTET D AETEAR T, I
KB o YT TR A 2 B HER
9 97 T I S QQ L TR | U AR A SR R i
ok, HEA L ASTEM AR R IK A AR
R AN, WIS S e (AT T I T X
o flE e, AR R I 26 B AN A 7 A 45 B X
W45 F), SRR R R AR A K, R
AT A AR A 22 1l e A SR T 5 56 1 31k — 4t
o ARRMETEN M IR QQ. AR L Bl AE I
K, S8 A B TE AL S A B R R e L
TEJEA BT S Al LI &t — B R RO B i i 1R
BELEES, T LA R L o A A AR 2 A 2
HEFR, LLRCHATAE TAE SRR IR B Br . X 28 7]
A 5 2UA] LR A O SR R T AR R it — 2T
AR RO T AL BR v, DT VA B2 ) b o) 8 52 4 2 ik
T8 2 AR B 5 T P O

O I A AR 52 B HE R i 2 B ) —
FAT o S A A —— R Ak . FHLEPE T A,
FENE T, S SO St B BUR 2 75 A 4R
TE K e A h 1 2 A oo fE R e R B 4, U R A
AT JLAR 9 265 8 B 2 I 1, LT BT
13 E f R AR B T 2 AT, A R BUE B 1 L
77 HEDLT 3 REARZ R HEIF KL,
AL 45 47 A 5 BOM O AR 3 e 12 S ik e B
AT B O BRI R, AT R AR T B ROk B
FEH E I % N PR 5 L, A I SCAl
T RATRNX — [,y [ Py 22 A0 Bl B
B OC TAR B R BN 15 =
4.2 B4 At 2 HE R ORRAL S BT ST AR BT Y

BB

i XA HE R AL B, SO AT L
Ao M 0 245 T 02 W AR B R R T 1 o RRBFSEAK
SR 2 S 2 R ML Y LA R
1o Hi—, Wl R 5 4 A 2 HE R 5 A 1 20k

ol i 36 4 A 6 1 B AL AR A AR PSR TR BRI AR
AR, 40 ERP, fMRI } fNIRS %, Z5 &4k
MR =R M EIAPER DB FEE X S A
KRS HR MBS, A B L ESIE, 150
AT AESERE A L . R B ) RUBE s o] RUEE H R
R4 o0 5 ik, Ak s HE R A [R] B Be 1 2R ki 1 2
AT T A MEAR Y 6, 38 A A G ) 4% 37 B A e (]
s ] b AR AT A S HE R 9 S At 2 R A
Kb, LHRE ACCEMSHR S B &4
MR, DU A LISk ACC FEf & HE R his
HAENGIS,; 5, Huohk 4oy S Ee s m
o HEF S ROE B B AT OO Z S M 4 B,
KRARFTEFA A H R, LR IKE
KAHELIER, 5 W2 AT 5 %) 5 22 AR
TR, LA AR AR 2 Mkt S HE R EA
[ B B BTN N AT A =X, 3 T4 B L 5 1 i AL
i, 38 I 2 s SR AT S A SR AT T 2R
=, fL&HER &5 K0 HE R SRR ZEPE, T
W B iy I L A A 2, 5 B 5 TR U
K Hr ik, B8t S HE w25 B BT N IR Y
CERALE, A0 E e S HE R BB B 45 AR
AW B i 20 B AR Ak, SR E B 54HER IS AT AN
IFi) 242U AT 55 15T i 0 2% 155 20 1) 6 S M 5, T R B
S AHE R 4805 A G B4R 2 1l 2206 B AR Ak .

BEAR, AR 8 A 52 00 2 g ) £6% 7 oA ok sl 7
AT LAHATES G, AW R 3Z BIHE R G O 3
PRV S X1 P 205 3% 12 A8 0 55 A PR 28 I 25
IR B SYIAOC, B A HH OG5 35 AR 4 A DG B
AR TR 2% M 2 L 2 (network  neuroscience),
4t 2 R Bl 2 BL 24 45 A (Bassett & Sporns,
2017; Danielle S. Bassett, Zurn, & Gold, 2018; Falk
& Bassett, 2017; Schmalzle et al., 2017), A ~th4&
%8 23 1 oG o0 2% T LA i — 08 5 kA e — e, A
H a8 FAt 22 AR RS RSB E B, 456
S = A 5T ARAT B I U245 05 B, DA 4T 9 AR
HATHE SN LB AR5, R DAt 20 F 2R X
N B2 58 I BT ST . 12 A BT R TR 2
KETRAGRRIUE, R GERSIAAH LR
FRIBN—NEEF I, ARIFRT TS H
W&o T8k, K B2E | AT M E R
G, FIXOR[RZE R R BCE, A TE O R ST
BRI, IR EA S HEF B RALE KBS T
AR
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The psychological and behavior characteristics of social exclusion
and its brain mechanisms
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Abstract: Social exclusion impairs our basic needs of belongingness and has serious psychological and
physiological effect on cognitive processes, emotional well-beings, physiological responses and behaviors.
Under the framework of the temporal need-threat model, psychology and behavioral response to social
exclusion can be divided into three stages. With the development of social media, new psychological and
behavioral characteristics of social exclusion are presented. From the perspective of brain network, some
key brain areas of default mode network, salience network and some other brain networks are involved in
emotional and cognitive processes at each stage of social exclusion. Future studies should focus on the basis
of temporal need-threat model to investigate the brain network of social exclusion and predict the
psychological and physiological response patterns after social exclusion.
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