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Abstract

Using cluster analysis and latent profile analysis, to identify the basic types of rumination and
compare the rationality of the methods, and using attentional bias and working memory updating
as indicators, to investigate the cognitive mechanism of rumination. The results showed that three
types of rumination were identified in both methods, i.e., positive ruminators, negative rumina-
tors, low or non-ruminators. But cluster analysis was more rational. Negative ruminators showed
significant attentional engagement to sad faces. But no other attentional biases were found for
three types of ruminators. Neither did they show significant differences in working memory up-
dating. Therefore, further research is needed to investigate the cognitive mechanism of ruination.
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1. [ERERRH

KT 2 B4k (rumination) 5 RS E U A, BL Nolen-Hoesksema A2 [HE 78 & 108 Al N AL
HILR, BIAMRE AR ARG S 5 B TN R IR, B R R T B A 28 LI R e SR
B, TR ] RS, S AMARAE 1997 X Z — (Nolen-Hoeksema & Morrow, 1991). HAHEBIFEINA
J 4 B SRR AT B AN 5T B Martin AT Tesser (1996)iA A IE# 2 2 B 4E(E N B2 4 sz Bl B kxR,
s PR Sz 24 JE Al N RS RS R B S 25 B A JE AR W s Cann 25(2011) I\ v 2380 x4 JE 4 fil A\ FR AR PR iR
BT A DA Bk, TATAR N S 2 SEL A A A 30 J R 8L 47 T S 1 5 B o 5 5555 . 1T Feldmaan, Joormann
A1 Johnson(2008) T\ y, AR IR 25 1) e 2 JEAEAE 15 28 0 15 A 4 B i TR plerb RS SR S0 T o AT 19
R CRRRR I I8¢ I N 5 2% (Response to Positive Affect Scale, RPA)) & B ATVE A% A1

NG FIRRETL, DAMETE At FR AR e 2 A, FRATRE T A B4R 2 (BRI, TR 4 4E) x 2
(PR I8, JRgmifl T AN CRRARFNTE AR R 4 B 4E 3R ) (Yang etal., 2018). ZEERF “=
TR & 5 DM TR B R ABYE” 2 AT FRATUARIARAN AR 2 R
ARAEFE RN EIATRE T, X 7 =M B A (SRR 4 B YRR [ 4 B 4E) .
AR B (RCAR AN 2 RV v Y A S 22 SEL ) A 2R (IR AR AR R 4 SR MR R e 4 L) o o0 BRAEE /KT E v 3
AR AR . AR A AR

B ENELERI T i 2 T8 3805, AR IR — T T R R (B %%, 2013), A
W R I ML &G R (A R &g, 2019), AR PR E ST R4 BY4ERE, WA
HES

KT A BLERAFINLHI BT LR, S BYE 2 3 AT DI RE (] | A 55 e 4 AR IAZ.58) T B (i
Kaiser &, 2015; PRIR&IS IF H, 2015: £5ik), B8 % 4 4 ic4Z (20 Lyubomirsky, Caldwell, & Nolen-Hoeksema,
1998; HE NN X &F L, 2007)F07H H% B 4E(Lyubomirsky & Nolen-Hoeksema, 1995; Rimes & Watkins, 2005),
B DFERRARC FA GG, 2007); 38T B0 A 44 0 FLAVE & i ] CCIRE, FHREEE, J4SCE, &Pk,
2012), X VAR I3 3 7 I 5 DR s (Beckwé & Deroost, 2015).  F 5 e 2 B4 MG E AR AExT IEE TS 28
FrE R R, TR A4 BAE R A3 8 A7 AR S A7 4 B P )3 2 i D) B e i 9 IR M (P 0 45
2015). VM BAEE 1) TARICAZ R DhReAFAES 0, RIS 73 G0E S S B A se SR i iz W4,
CAZ R 2 5 5% B 45 B T2 (Bernblum & Mor, 2010; Chang, Ecker, & Page, 2017).

{H X eI 75 B AR T A e 2 BB 4%, 5 1) Nolen-Hoeksema % il 1 s 2 BB 48 6 o T B (WP 0|, 5655,
&% &, 2009), 1E4 RIS mE N “ RABYER ", ARG N ek 4B Rk ABgEE T,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2020.102029 227 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2020.102029
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

PR, BE R

B EER. BTIATRE TR RT53%, BIr NEIAN=RER, L, 2R =Rh 3R
Z IR EI D R ) R oK A B 2 R AR BL A o 25 8 B3 s i 1) A AR S A2 BB 2 o T A R BL 48
b, AW FE I I AN TR R IR S &4 LRI . B FE RIS A B s . BRI B AR A A7 A
T T M T A ASE 3 ) AR ACAZ IR D RE 9 A5 TR X Y AW R A7 A 5 Al TP A58 () AR AZ BT h g, IR
TR X AN T SR A O i ) AN R R A2 R B D e 22 5

2. iR—: REBENDAE: RESHMBERE IS FTEILE
2.1. R

Homi 2017 g e 1848 N, Hrh5 974 N, % 874 N\, N 15~24 % (18.57 £ 0.83).
22. fARIR

1) AR A B Sz 4 .45 £ 2 (Positive and Negative Rumination Scale, PANRS, Yang et al., 2018). i%&
RILH 28N H, B0 1L A FHEBRIESE, &2 R AHITE 2 T 5 i 124
FHMEXERIELZE, S0 E AR ARSI FERIARE 3 AN 32 PR AR AR ARG #4) AR A 44
MYEgEfs, HR 3N TFHIBTEI R4 MY . B3R 1 (AA)~4 (B2)4 it s, S EERR R
2 YRR . AT N debs, 5 A B 2 A R B A R — 2o R ECh 0.66~0.90.

2) IR [ P52 (The Symptom Check List 90, SCL-90, F/E5, 1984). ZE XA 90 M H, A5
AR AR, BRIESE 10 NMAT. BRA 1 (WE)~5 (BE) LK. AW NFEbs, HANH—
RN 0.79.

3) KA A& 18]35 (University Personality Inventory, UPI, #5735, 1993), %8 & FELUKEHAEN
X, NZFERAENOCHE@RIEEmEH. G 60 AN%H, Hi 4 NMEHRMTEE, AihA&Es. HR
56 NI H S LR L HE R AR IR . A 4 TE B, X 3R B0 LRSS B AR . R 1 ().
0 (W)it7r. ABFFHAERS IR, HANH—FUERECN 0.87.

2.3. ARGER

231 RESHER

BRI, e xt gl e AR i s 24 B AE A 7 B R AR 4 AT AL Ab 2, SR E4T
RARFNT UTRBHH =R N, BER R 6.67 Hh03) 12.30, Hhn&E i K(84%), Ui#inl
=20 905 F K-means Z82802%, Wil iR oy 3 28 AL (P AR AR IRV A e 2 L 4 ) 702 N(37.99%))
TH AR (AR e i W S 4 T4 3) 467 N(25.27%) , AR BS (KBRS B s 44 S 4E3) 679 A\(36.74%)

M LA I, AR TS IR S 4 RSB bR 7 fc e, TR 2 B 4E . SCL-90. UPI fibs s ffiK:
PR AR J 2 B A FE A 43 b T R B AR B 2 [, YAl 2 S84k, SCL-90. UPI fadwordi s (KB40
TR S 24 AR AR 7 T, WM 24 B 4E. SCL-90. UPI $RARZ AL T IM BRI B Y 2 18] . FF A5 8 AR 10
A ZE R .

Table 1. The values and differences of study measures among three ruminator types in latent profile analysis

1 RASIHN=MREBHEXYNERERHEERM£SD)

O 2L (@MY 2 Ofkzy F 7 W5 LA
A s 2 B4 3.33+035 2.86 +0.40 2.35+031 1344.78™ 0.59 D>@>0B
ERZIR 3.36+0.7 2.90 +0.56 2.31+041 843.43™ 0.48 D>@>0
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FRRR AT 3.31+0.46 2.82+0.52 2.39+0.44 672.78" 0.42 DO>@>0
W2 B 1.46 +0.27 2.27+0.33 1.74+0.27 1133.66™" 0.55 @>3>0
EEAIEy S 1.35+0.32 2.06 +0.48 1.61+0.41 443.96™ 0.32 ®>0>0
e Ak 1.54+0.42 2.52 +0.58 1.83+0.43 618.38™" 0.40 @>0>0
THR A 1.49 +0.36 2.24+0.43 1.77+0.35 554,27 0.38 @®>3>0
SCL-90 12.85+2.38 16.984.42 14,73 + 3.59 202.92"" 0.18 @>3>0
UPI 5.91+5.74 16.46 + 10.61 10.81 +9.16 218.80™" 0.19 @>0>0

**xp < 0.001, P LLE Y 34 p < 0.001.

232 BERESHER

FARRRR RN B s 2 JBAE FE dabm s SEMRIK IR0 1 & 5 8B e A Y, &5 R 4y — 2K Lk
AT 2). HAKFLHAZ: OAIC Fl BIC I s ehktasy, His#a e =8 mmm kg sz, @
R LR LMRT ¥R, 1 = 2RBIBAE) LMRT SIA] T 837K =25 AR 7Y 5 B i )
e X=FhRACN. BIRAL(493 N, 26.67%). WitkZL(82 N, 4.43%). {KA1(1273 N\, 68.88%). M 3
L0, AR R R A YRR bR o B, THARR 4 4. SCL-90. UPI Fahn s i fik; VAR AR
2 BYAEFERR A TR AR A 2 18], JE AR 4 84k, SCL-90. UPI f84ror i MR AY (AR A e 2 L4
FRbR AR, TH R 2 4E. SCL-90. UPI $EF5 7040 TIH AR AL ANBIN AL 2 6] o B 1 Y AR R AR B ) AR A
S BYERbR 7 22 e A RSN, HoRTE AR 2 R 22 e #

Table 2. The fit indexes of 5 models in latent profile analysis

* 2. REBYER S MEARESTREBAE

T % AlC BIC Entropy LMRT
1 5159.39 5181.48
2 4997.87 5036.52 0.78 160.41%*
3 4877.64 4932.85 0.65 120.88**
4 4863.10 4934.88 0.60 19.67
5 4851.92 4940.27 0.66 16.45

Table 3. The values and differences of study measures among three ruminator types in latent profile analysis

3 BEREASTH=fRSBELXBNEREREERMSD)

ORI @Y Ofis F ' [
AN 2 fE 4 3.39+0.40 2.72+0.54 2.65 % 0.46 477.16™ 0.35 DO>@=0
B 3.40+0.51 2.72+0.69 2.65+0.58 314.54™ 0.25 D>@=6
R R0 3.38+0.48 2.73+0.70 2.65+0.53 351.89™" 0.28 D>@=6
VH R 2 R 1.34+0.23 2.85+0.25 1.87+0.29 1304.41™ 0.59 @>3>0
UGBV 1.39+0.37 3.22+0.51 2.01+0.49 444.28™ 0.33 @>@>0
g HK 1.36 £0.33 2.81+0.52 1.88 £0.35 667.29™" 0.42 @>3>0
TR 1.39+0.37 3.22+0.51 2.01+0.49 739.02"" 0.44 @>@>0
SCL-90 12.38 +2.20 21.05 +5.59 15.02 + 3.50 277.47™ 0.23 @>3>0
UPI 4.66 + 4.89 25.60 + 10.92 11.61+9.10 269.61™" 0.23 @>3>0

**xp < 0.001, PP ELIR A 22 5 045 B B 2 T p < 0.001.
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2.3.3. MO IEN SRR

PR Sk A RB A W 4. SRR IG5 (2019) (AT 7T, F Kappa RECN— Bk FF,
HLNT RS MR R e bR, 2RIA1F 7 B PR ES 2 F(D?) N Rk Fa b . 455K, Kappa —#ME &3
N 0.46 (P < 0.001), BEHIWIRRo»EE T EAT P& 8k . RIS HTI S? (1.48) P T8 7E HTH 73 #7 (2.56) »
B D?(2.72)% T )5 #(4.54).

Table 4. The contingency table of type frequency distribution of two classification results

T 4. PTG REERIERITH T FIERR

) TR S THT 43 #4521
RRo M e R
AR Y VE AR {lisga! it
AR Y 473 0 229 702
MEL &) 0 82 385 467
ez 20 0 659 679
it 493 82 1273 1848

R LR BRI SRR A R, FRATTHE E A0 5 A AR 2R (B O B i R K THR) A B S UPL
SCL-90 [ BH 4G HY 2 AE — Eb B o S B H7(2009) KIHE 5T, UPI R BHYETR s AnitE l: 1) &5 >25 4y,
2) 25 EifiE e R, 3) HBhEH B/ 2 S e 12 ) . 45 SRR H B N2 273 A (14.77%). SCL-90
ERHMEFEIREN: (KT > 2. g8 HEHEEANE 763 (41.29%). B4R, K5 Hrah 5 (467
N, 25.27%) LI CE #1230 BT 45 5 (82 N, 4.43%) 5 4321/ UPI 11 SCL-90 fifi iy 45 B MO H M R B AR S
FBAEHITH AT 45 2 B2 OB KRN, SRS ATR . mHRIESrER, RIE
O LR R N S O KR N7 OB RS, AR T8, HAkuhi, £ 22249
RN B YRR FE, R, EAMEE L. Hik, ARFFCRARRSITEER.

3. fIR=: =ARGEHENTEREMICIZHIFFINEE
3.1 #ik

FEWF T — W =Fh 2R A e, SERECRT 27%, A AR AR ZR R0 I8 A5 8L 43 ol AR AT V8 0 e 2 B 4k 7593 A
fekr, MEBURERE. RALLLE S AT bR, MRS, SHIERIEILA 123 525, &
Jaifiik Hd 93 &9k FRAY 32 A5 18 N, &L 14 A\, 4N 18.47 + 0.84 %), WA 30 A(H 15

AN, 15 N\, N 1847 + 078 %), KA1 31 A(B 18 A, & 13 N\, 4N 1845 + 057 %). FT
HHRBNEFF, MASFIEMIEY, LOEIRATE. POl oe s &a 7iE SR,

3.2. SEEaMR

TERZAE AL B e 2% AR5 R rb o S A Y 45 24 k(A& 5 K, 58 7 JEK) (F1 ik
E, W, &WIEKSE, 2005), FETELERNC N EBURDGE XU RGBT . JEARIRNC . AR
F 224N (E 4, JHSLH, &FERSE, 2008), YENSEIGHIE. SEIGFETH Presentation B iF4n'S, HAERE
1 & R ENL BT, S2I0RIE 17 P00 LED Sonds BRI, SR8 iEA 1024 x 768,
JIHTHRZ 100Hz. #EIRAE PC ARAESE AL E 4 HEAT I N

3.3. LRt
R SEER N 3 (e BYERA: BN . TR AR e & B 4 ) x 2 (R AR,
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TERELR) x 3 (HEERM: . . PR =RREE LGB, 2Bt e stieRM 3 (4 &
HERT: RN L JE AR AMIR Y e & JB R ) x 3 (IR M. v, 6. i) IR & SR it.
S I T FLAN RV R S SR BT, DA R T T A 1) R AZ T T e S8 (4 56 S IO BE LA 5, Bkl £+
Ao AN SEER R ERSE 10 2l

34. LWEiE

34.1 FERREXE

KA MLREA, FHEABO, JLEILRU Y LR FiE, BB 15 RG], IRyt
FLAE, AR P M. BRI A RS FER LR “SEIRAE R, IEAERASER” . BE S
e EHER I . El AR A8 H R 1) 15 25 IR LA 45 RS .

SRR CA i FLoN B) TR SR PO, A5 T AL PO 5 R O E L B RS 5 UK . AR IR
LRSS, PR E AR A “+7  JHERA & BRI 1A GKT I, 2 E 2y 500 ZF#5~1000
2. BEEAERPEANKIEH 2 50 2 ILLR. £ 50 2R, K—KIEH
LRI LANLKA LKA “w” ). BralH BRI A A AL E, IRl “F7 R 407 Bk
S ERIEAE R R G O, A s S S AR 2000 2240, PR oy RIS T H BN T — MR
K, BARRREAE 1R .

m o m
500-1000ms G 50ms
A

T S N B RE S 2s
K —trial

Figure 1. The stimulus sequence of spacial cues task

B 1 =E&RESRHFIIE

1EFIM 7y 2 AT, BEAHTE 72 Wk, H 218 F O E R R (SR B 2, 1/3
HIR IO TR R (SRR AL EA —BY). SERI ZORPOXALAE 2 5% 60 om 4k, DEi/DIZIR, EHL
FREEh g, IR A TFAE TR F. 38 . Balsg s NS RE 1 e, BEANSRIRE) 30

il

3.4.2. IB1Z RIFHTHEESELE

ASERS R 2-back Y0, HMIE A G SRR R EDL. HkRIEE B, ZJ5H 8
W) o RAMEN TR, IEXLR P AF I 4] EfZEE 80%, A4 nldk N IERELE .

IERSLIG AL 72 Wk, AR RE S BB 24 Y. DLERNC RO G, SeEGmAE e 2 poR, Je 2
500 ms VEML AL, #2352 200 ms HAREAZIANE, 25 231 2000 ms 7B, 23 5F e 2ILEE A7 200
ms, P52 2000 ms BB, 2 Ja HILES = AR BRI AT 55 & S T R R i A 1 4 B 35 = AN
B —ANMAICAEME, MFER <07 8, ANAE P s, MRESAFBEHLEI, R 50%. 2%
TRLE S =N B 2000 ms JE AR SR, R BRI —ANANE . SEERmy, AR B IHA
MUBE%E 60 cm AL, HREGVERLGE SRR, S 7R W et miviEmf thdacse, Wik S oeds 7o F o lseE “0” 4
M “F” 4L
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. TEALAT
‘\ pibgl
500ms EN 23
200ms -
" ] e
2000ms e 2
SO

200ms

Fofle | M3
JNRTHiRE 3 i 1 A A AR

2000ms

Figure 2. The experimental procedure of working memory updating function
[E 2. iBIZRIFhSLEERE

34.3. &
F1 SPSS 22.0 AT HIA LS. RGRE M. HENK T ZRY . R Mplus7.4 Boff A7
FEFITH 7347 o

35. &R

35.1. FEMmER A

T FLAN G A S 0 2 R A3 TP A B o B N AR I S BRSBTS SIS, B 2T 150 ms
A 3 MRAEZE (1 S R HdE . ARG, THEREAR SRR E AR EZE, AR WK 5 PR, A, A
AL R R B 2 AT = R R W 7 Z 0. S5 R EoR, DAL, 2328 ¢
RN 82, F(1,90) = 6.02, p<0.05, 7°=0.06. 7202 4AE T ISR (361.91 ms) & K T Ak Lk % 4%
7R 1 SRS (357.22 ms), MD(SE) = 4.69(1.91), p < 0.05. Jo 2 L4 A 25 Th L 2B T 32 2N A 8 3%,
HFF M HAE R, F(4,178) =354, p<0.01, 5°=0.07. #—HHTRI, HHRA BT R
M4 T E T FL, MD(SE) = 5.31(1.73), p<0.01. HATHAEMAREE.

DUIRIYE A, R R 28 1308 2 3%, F(1,90)= 28.76, p<0.001, #°=0.24. ARLREMT TR
NI} (358.89 ms) i K F IR R 44 T 1) [ B2 A (350.68 ms), MD(SE) =8.22 (1.53), p<0.001. &4 &
YRR 1 R RN AR E . rE LA,

Table 5. The reaction time of three ruminator types

5. =ZfR S B4R R A (ms) (M £ SD)

TR R RPN THEE IR FARAY TR izl
[ 349.00 £ 34.51 364.86 + 36.57 374.37 £ 139.74
AR A5 346.15 + 33.58 363.66 + 36.41 371.26 £111.91
i 345,97 +£32.13 365.60 + 37.88 376.32 + 153.61
TSl
=4 342.16 + 35.71 361.55 + 40.85 351.47 + 55.67
TR il 34453 + 33.59 356.56 + 38.98 380.61 + 176.33
ik 343.71 + 36.70 365.24 + 44.66 369.16 + 126.84

VR BLIERFRARTE 99% LA I, ZHEEE T ESNTRY, T LA EAERSARE, T RIEASFHE.

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2020.102029 232 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2020.102029

PR, BE R

Continued
4 354.22 + 40.92 360.59 + 45.84 361.76 + 43.78
AR A4 352.39 +40.73 364.22 + 47.39 362.67 +42.25
rp 353.20 + 36.97 363.64 + 45.06 357.35 + 38.50
T
[P 345.73 £ 40.35 349.50 + 44.21 357.00 + 51.66
TR i 346.16 + 39.66 355.60 + 48.55 351.44 + 44.10
rh 343.03 £ 37.73 353.01 £ 46.94 354.60 + 52.89

3.5.2. iCiZRIFATH&E K RIAT 2

FeBRA G EER O LR L), RETHEREAR SRR IIEMREZ, RN 6. X RHHELLR
SE ROy AT R R IR 22 00T, S5 R o 1 4 T FLR B 1) = A8 2. %, F(2,89) = 17.08, p < 0.001,
n?=0.16. FWRGLLE S R, 45100 LN N (692.42 ms) &3 46 T 1 M1 #L(704.57 ms): MD (SE) = —-12.36
(6.15), p <0.05; P& L5 T P PEH £L(735.01 ms): MD (SE) = —42.77(8.18)/30.41 (8.09), ps < 0.001.
1B 2 B AE SRR 32 2408 S L 51 25 T LRI S BAR A R .

15 AR R 2 A0 S 3%, F(2,89) =3.19, p<0.05, #%=0.03. K451 1) [ S (577.67 ms) & & K
T 15 (558.70 ms), MD (SE) = 18.77 (7.72), p <0.05; 'EA15 5 24(566.31 ms) 2 | LR & E . K4
SR T N R e 5B @A R A HAE A B3

Table 6. The reaction time of working memory updating function
= 6. 1CIZRIFHTNEE R RZAT

bep sy e TR AL TH LAY iz}
% 687.79 £ 141.74 724.89 £177.27 702.24 +176.01
AL A4 680.09 + 152.82 698.27 + 162.51 699.49 £ 164.70
i 717.86 £ 171.49 752.79 £ 212.86 735.51+179.91
% 536.39 + 105.27 585.52 + 156.05 578.60 + 134.24
W i 560.59 + 139.91 588.24 + 136.77 585.07 + 133.30
ik 530.27 + 98.93 576.53 + 136.10 570.79 + 168.01

4. +ig

BT AR 70 R RV A 2 AR B AR IEAT 0 R A, FRAT Tt T S AR ANV A s 24 R 1) 4
RKITiE . ARWFCRIL, R ARELER A #l X 7> 7 =Fh e & YRR, HoO 3 FEKF s IR Ik
RN AR AV Y o 3K 5 RATIHE R A Al /N2 A v ) e 2 JB A 43 2R 45 3 — 2 (WL Yang et al., 2018).
B Kappa RECEHPIF K —BEA R, RIS R NBZEIRROR, X5 A =R 215(2019)
R — B AE . AFE BRI S B G, WE &AL, My, X E5MATRT 4 R — 3.
FHEBEH, WRESMITEASNZRG R BESET “B I b7 SR, )R
2T FLIRIM R B E f 6 7E 81~94%, —NEREHE 7 ZMIEN, HBEmILEM LN EE, F(2,89) =8051, p<0.001, =047,
PP LI fa R, A7 THIFL ) I 0 2R (93.40%) i 25 = T 15 X% T £L.(91.56%): MD(SE) = 1.84(0.72), p<0.05, Piz& X .3 m TP

1L(82.45%): MD(SE) = 9.08(1.056)/10.92(0.96), ps < 0.001. fH x4 BAESTY 1) E R0 K H SRR L BAEAR RS . Wi
T S B IERf 2 4E 93~95%, MR ERE 7 AMIGEN, FRNAMLOAEHEARE, WTRIESHHE.
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PERNBEE N A 28 MEERIH AT E T “ 3 L R s TR, DO B2 6 T
JE A6 R (Gartstein et al., 2017). FTRA, ZEHEFHE LS T ZE R AL HADIES .

ik, AHEFELL UPL. SCL-90 FBHPERS H e 2 B brk i AL . S5 ORI, R0 Hr ik th 1) v
P NEGAL T UPL A SCL-90 it ik H 1) SH 44 N e 1), T8 6 351 18 23 B gt H VAR RN B I T R
MO BCE MG, BHPE AR R A B 2 A R B DGR IR &, FTDASR R i 5 R A3

KT A BYEFRNFINLE], AR, R IR LA SIS, YN 2 B bEs
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