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Abstract

This study used a combination of questionnaire and experiment, with 146 college students as the
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research object, using 2 type (attribution style: optimism, pessimistic) x 2 (mood: negative emo-
tions, neutral emotions) subjects between design of experiment, to explore different individual in
the presence of induce negative emotion state attribution style differences in number of counter-
factual thinking and direction. The results show that: 1) There is no significant difference in up-
ward counterfactual thinking and quantity of counterfactual thinking among individuals with dif-
ferent attribution styles, but there is significant difference in downward counterfactual thinking
among individuals with different attribution styles; 2) Different individual emotions lead to sig-
nificant differences in counterfactual thinking. Participants in the negative emotion group are
more likely to produce counterfactual thinking, and there is a significant increase in upstream and
downstream counterfactual thinking. 3) There is no interaction between attributional style and
emotion on counterfactual thinking, and the main effect of emotion is very significant. The re-
search shows that negative emotions can increase people’s counterfactual thinking, and optimists
produce more downward counterfactual thinking than pessimists.
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1. 5|15
1.1. RESSEHBSRS %
NI BB ARG, 2% 2 RAERLA )W S a2 s, XA R/, 3R

WO RBMNBEMMERNEE, W —FERAEAFRHEN, RN F B, AR T,
GSReeeee, AN G oo, TR TIRLEEE 5 LU B IR A, AT SEIRRSE, kM. “irX

Hleeeeeey W eeeeen, BRANGeeee” |, IS T B FEM ST G, ARG AR — Rl BEE R &
() B L35 Bh a2 — b [ 3552 L 4 (counterfactual thinking), iZA#% 2 B Kahneman £ Tversky (1982) & X3 H
S S AR BB A B, $%07 TRIAN ], AT BAAr A EAT RN R AT e S s JB 4E (Markman, Gavanski, Sherman, &
McMullen, 1993). AT R FIBLEFR RN ORA M HA R AR &AF, HELSREIASEREL, T
ITRFLBYE R . — kB, PATRESCEGETE 2 B AR TIRE, (e MERE: AT RS
WS Z BB %R, WREMNMINEETEEaE, KK, SEh, 2011). xFHEN R HE 48
AT DA A N AR VS B 2 N R AR SR, DRI I 3 S e EAT I U AR = L

1.2. AERIES RESCBY

HArERH, eSSBS, HREEHAEEERR, HEXKBEN—FMINVIRR, ARk
YA —E R, U 1 (2013) BT R RIT FU 3R B o BR P20 00T Je S SIS P 8 (R 5 i BT B LR
Wi, =5 )4 (2008) FRIRIT FE AR AE R T e S R 4R 5 ARV R 5 REE A RN BRI 2 A 5% o HSAN ] UL FRXURS M) e
SCREAE BAR DRI AEMR TR RE i il ) 20 D SR LA I 22, 3§ 24 3R (2012) Bk T 3 B A= 37 1) (R WL B
RV S S BAEAFAE LN, EIEIAAR, RECEEAEEEZR, FUHTRFLBEREL T
TATIREFSLBYE, WA o HRE R G 20 S IE R, R, T H XS 1 A2 0 F
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FIHB, 2 R IR B 25, VA PR KUK AN AR 35 I e 0] e S SRR 4RSS SUR R —BWe 2 i T I RXUS
J&T RS, I LE B RS R i, R R L, AR XU S 2R s B e oA — 2bE
FESEAEN AR 77 200 e g s B AE A B A R e . SR R 2. ANFRIHBEREE AR LR A7 R
T RFSLBYEA BEZS, RWE AN EAT RELEYE R DTN, RWEER T RS
T E T A

13. RS RESLBERR

— NN, TEEE AR MR R T BRI AR I — AL BE D), M T B EUE R AS BI ER
PRI, S A TR, B EAENThEE SIPLThAE. AR AL ThRESE (521,
2012). TEIES S RESBYECRP AT, MR, 7= = (2006)0F 7K, 154 xS0 B4E 5 oNA
R, Johnson et al. (1990)A1 Dalgleish (2004)55 K3, JFHSCBYEFMTELE, 2517(2008) B FL K, 154
SO S AL, BAARCRUL, BRI AE N R G A M AT IR G YgE, HRIEZE R, DL EREFLE
Ui B TE AR IS 2 AT AR T 2 P AT IS B LE, T AT s S S AR A R . (HLO RS T (KK
¥y, 2002)FH: LEEIKAKCE SIESIMCOR RS U7 FHERR, —ERNEIKITLUGIRAREYE, A
T NE RGN S B ER, P24 RAFIVEsh AR . BT DA I AU R i 15 2 2 R B o =
(1), HBPFEs RIE RAFEA—BUEOU, AR SO — 23 KT, 5K LR TR ERTE IS4,
PRUT FOO S AR R e . ARYE L B RTIR, FRATIA Y DL E AN S 7k O 3 R 17 0 30 i e 5 SR 2
R 1. T S B g sm A som, 5 RIS 48 Al AR TE 2 0 N AT AN B AT IS s i 4,
HRFESLBYE D EWNE T RE R E S 3EH 4.

1.4. BREHEMRENX

SRS R Y e — RS I S N D B R, X GG ERE FeA EAEH], SR AL (B AR
ESENFIR R A F (S, S, BAF, 2019). JFH B A E A LT A 5 g0t I 25 s 4k
ST SRS HAFAE R, TS 28X IRt B A RE M (1 %, Xy, FFWIAK, 2017). 1 H AiTZ>A fE
5 FEIX AN PRI 300 S SRR YR RO RE MR BIE 7T, DRI AHIE TR S8 S AR T 28 MR PR 200] S5 S S RB B 1) 20
i SR RE P AN SR B R A ST A A, KA R AR AL S s B HEAT LU, AT
PRI AN TR Y U1 AT AR oS 5 2 S R AR (RS2, WA e 2 s B AEFR) = AL o AR5 PB4 R IS 560
PUEAN TS 2R T eSS BRI Z2 5, PR DURSKON BRI L0 HLsmi . fmh Rk 1 ARG 48 10
ANV TR A AP B S RB A LU A, RIVIE L 170 65 R SR IR AR S S T 3, e s B4R ™ A2 ML
HE R AR o

AW ARG —ENER RS B, HATE AN RSB TR, AT FOR In 9 S S5k
BYEAR AN AR SR TT . H U, AT TEURAR . KSR 28 9 T AR 48 0] S S s R 4 1A 5
Wi, BAT—E IR, Ha, B ST DR RS A SR S BB TR, AR SEIRAT T, AT LR —
SERESE 158 3 I F S B LER RE WAL 77 T RO 7 o

2. ARF=*
2.1, #it

MERBEATIREL 212 44 KEAAESIMATI T, BT SZI62H (1 45175 & 2H) Fn g il 2H 1 S 36 ik o0 )
112 ANF1 100 N, ZJa ok BdE it ar wlob e, s R siahifs & 15 46 F i B3R S AN AR R, JHHR
TE&IFE KA 0 N, KRiFkiEgH 94 N. Ho B4 N, 4130 A, #ERERNT 18~28 5.
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2.2. WRMR

2.2.1. VAERAR RO E E) &

i) 5 K FH 256 L O FR 5258 Peterson 55 (1982) 7E HVAR U1 DA A4 F LAt 4w ] (03000 AN 40 )1 D51 07 X E R
] % (Attributional Style Questionnaire, ASQ) (-, 2014). L4 AN 12 M5, HAEY R4S
AT R &N BRI R, SN T F0 5 FMEA B o v, 35 — =94
SRR TR B R Ab REAFIS AL E o 7N AN IR A A0 A7 S () A5 70 AR UE B8 O AR Al B
TR, PISEFAE IS 3o BT BN FE DR JUAN R R F e, FAS OB, Wi b i) 5 —
KHEBBAT, ety = BRARA S — HRAESE S ZEm RN TSI, 2 mm AU
PERAR KA 035, HLAUE B A RGPS 22 (FE 4L, 2009).

2.2.2. {BEEFEMH
T FERMELN CEAEHL 5) MAE =40 8h Fr BOMAR, 2t vikiad, KIAEWIRIFHIE R AL
FIRVIE SR AV M I 4%, B M 25 S i R R 5 .

22.3. tRERTEE

%08 AR AR S W Ekman SE NERGTHIME, IFELLE B2 TG RmriE . ZHEERH 0
(BEAH) 2N 5 (L9 AY) 6 Feitsr, BB, Mar 2 MEEF MR, BAR. BR&. B, Jis 5 i fa
eGSO 50, A4, X, 2008).

224, REBYEMH

AT R B AT O R AT AN R AT I s B 4k HLER IS I N f9 A2 3% (Roese, 1993), [K] I ASHIF 78 R 1
VN S s B L . S Kahneman 1 Tversky AJF 5% 648 3t S22 25 1O AR 2 0 S A% 350 HL A R
WA, DU AR 7 3% F AR 5| R s s e i g

2.3. Rt

AWFTCRA 2 (AR RS SRR BB x 2 (1625 TEMeESE, kg pokin e it B
BN B S BT ).

24. MRIRE

24.1. SKWEE
1) BalIHS ASQ VAP M 1) 25, WA I PR KUk it
2) FrEHORIA S S AP
3) WIS K H BB = B CEASEnL 5) » @ FE R AN AMAE BT T — 2
4) R R AR T R S B
5) IR 4 R AR LB I 12, IF B OOR S 1528 BV E (B A% e S EIRE A7
17 26 7T e PR AR O 175 25 4 082
6) fHJa XS NS PR EEAT I, R HOE s R S TR
242 RESEBYERISE

HRAE Kahneman X e 5 SR 2 FAE S, o Bl i) J g s SR 4 S g AT THEI ARFE Markman et al. (2008)
Xof S BYER T R 2, Ay R R S B EAT R AT IR .
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2.5. ¥iRAbIE
K WPS #t8s: N EdE, SPSS20.0 it #k 4T 4t 04 o
3. BRE 4R

3.1. ASQ [E1 & 54

S 184 A A A R A R XGRS () ) 35 (5 AR 20, BRIy - B 78, SRR+ R4 B
KB BT HES, BATRR ST b, KA e O b s 2 =AM 2 A BaA S B, 3EaER
2 At m T E R, RN 182 Ak, Wik 1. HAERET 73 A (EmN 6 7)) FI)E 73 & (&1
53 15 73) R AR HCEM ) A= o (R A, EA7 2 R BEMER LS, Wik 2.
Table 1. Descriptive statistics of attribution style
F 1. FERE R G E
SECN e ME /ONIE BIfE PR
182 -30 56 12.6798 15.96127

Table 2. Test of difference significance between high scores and low scores
2 BORSENESEZHRE

! N YE FRifEZE F BEE
[ axzEl 73 -1.0694 7.25846 21.122 0.000
i) 73 28.9306 11.79798

gt B vl 5, F=21.122, t=-18.377, MMILE 0.1% MKV LA & EBE ZE R, Wm0 dmK
SRR ENETE, L& AR /N T EEET 6 201 NEWA, &S0 K TEEET 15 01N R4,
TRAEA [) U DR XU R 7 2 IR 25 4 AL 25 3.

Table 3. Statistics of subjects with different attribution styles and emotions

3. TRIAERNAEFIFERBIAF T

SR AEWLH
EL SN 34 (55 1 4) 33 (55 2 4)
EEAE 39 (45 3 41) 40 (55 4 4)

3.2. FHKK

XY TT A6 AT WK 2 AT B ZE IR ge vt BT dn T8 4, JEXTHEHT Z R R AT, DU
BRI 2 AR, BT ARSI A R 1 RS R A — B

Table 4. Description statistics of each group of subjects

4. BEFRABR G

1(n=34) 2(n=33) 3 (n=39) 4 (n = 40) S¥rN
Tt 2.88+1.20 2.85+1.20 2.41+1.29 2.90+1.20 2.75+1.23
P 2.44  1.50 248+ 1.25 210+ 1.07 248+1.24 2.37+1.26
LR 0.12+0.41 0.24 £ 0.61 0.02+0.16 0.10 £0.30 0.12+0.39
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Continued
S 0.88£0.28 0.18 £0.46 0.05+0.22 0.10 £ 0.30 0.10+0.32
R 0.88+0.37 0.24 £ 0.56 0.07 £ 0.30 0.13+0.33 0.12+0.38
TS 0.00 +0.00 0.03+0.17 0.02 +0.16 0.15+0.43 0.02 +0.14
ik 0.82+1.86 0.63+0.86 0.53+0.76 0.65 +0.92 0.66 +0.90

33. FEBSHRAR

X5 T A AT 5 LA K S8 T R i AL USRI B 175 28 0P 20 EAT RO REAS T A5G, K SEIRTT 4RI
(17 25 PP 23 o8k 25 U WU (R 26 PP AT Z 5 0 R B, HeAl e S T s A w2 2 . ok
MBS ROt b Marfsss W TR, BR. e, RKSERBERRRE L, e BUCk RS
LENMTEAS A Bt 5, KB, BIURAE AT A #0 B25 1AeA, BURIE A T TR, A i

B ETh, RIS 28 A I BOR 2 B, WA 5o

Table 5. Effect of emotional induction

5. HEFSUR

5% VAl FERIEH )G % S E
RPN 2.86 0.70 2.16
Mot 2.46 1.30 1.16
R 0.19 2.84 -2.66
i 0.18 1.48 -1.34
R 0.16 161 -1.45
{78 0.01 1.04 -1.03
ik 0.73 3.07 -2.34
TR A 2 2.66 1.00 1.66
MER A 0.24 2.00 -1.76

ERtiEE

1.41
1.81
1.25
1.49
1.83
1.42
1.54
1.69
1.85

t {8
12.57™

ok

5.28

Sekk

—-17.40

ok

—7.37

ok

—6.48

ok

-5.92

g

-12.43

Hokk

11.40

ekk

-17.30

7. df=66, p<0.05 "p<0.01, ""p<0.001.

34. BABARELBEHBELLR

R S S S B YRR S T BT RR ST T, S S AR S S B A R T

2SR, Wk 6.

Table 6. Average number of counterfactual thinking of each group
6. SHEWARELBHEHENE

SR B
TR A a4 G %A il
AT 2.059 1.180 1.758 1.575
AT T 1.559 1.180 1.485 0.675
SRS Y 3.618 2.359 3.242 2.250

X B S S R YRR RO AR REAT 2 (4% WIS fRHI4) x 2 (AR RIS R4l 250
H)Jr 7o W, SRR IS T EE R B BN RoR BN, BTSSR IR, AFTEEA
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PR AT RS R R F B g R B m R R R, AR AT RS T A E R E E R .
BARRAL, B RIENIELEA(M = 3.4328)7 A4F [ )e 52 L4k S B W35 2 T4 41(M = 2.3038), F(1,146) =
22.875, p < 0.001, n? = 0.138; JHMIEEAM = 1.9104) K FAT R F B4R L THEHWM =
1.3797), F(1,146) = 6.790, p <0.01, n*=0.045; HMIHLELH(M = 1.5224)/ 4 () F AT )R Fr e B4 5 3% £
FEEHI4L(M = 0.9241), F(1,146) =12.794, p<0.001, 1?=0.094, WiFEE 1, WIS ORGSR F A
P s R BAT. MTIRCESCEgER RN 2, HH AR LT RFESR BT R AT R E SR,
LA BE

TE VA PR RS T7 10T AS[R) U PR RURS AN P2 AR 1 R AT e s JB 4k B W25 72 5%, F(1,146) = 4.003, p < 0.05,
n? = 0.027, HEMUHH KA (M = 1.0411) 77 2E () N AT S 3 S B 4E 15 2 /0 F SR KUK 25 (M = 1.3562);
{EAFE R RAE A= 2R 1) BAT R SE B4R B 2R, WaRiE Bk 2, RAEXFERE, KA
PR LI AT RFLBYE . RN, RS EENIE LIRS RN E R REEY) . BT
A TN IR, R IR 2 AR DR UK o) e s AR AR A8 HLUN

BE— AR B POR A L. N AT R E B YERR A T G b, SERAE, H TR
HH4EM = 1.9104) % T M7 REFSLEYEM = 1.5224), {H E4T. MrRERBEERAEEHEER, MR
WRIEHHEN) E T REF BT R 8, SRR, TIELREE, #al=En BT, PR
SCEgEE RS, F(1,79) = 0.633, t=2.959, P<0.01, #il A i FAT RESZBY4EM =1.3797) BEL
T AT ESREBYEM = 0.9241) U TAE—RIGOLT, AT M7 RFESLEYE, ATEE S BT R
HOHYE, TGRSR, AT M7 RESL R 2 A E R EE R, IFHUEKAE
(R0 W 1 46 5 D 5 AT IR S RS B K

4. T1ig
4.1 PERBERELBYE

HT N BR VA BT RURS A — A A AR R AL MR s, TSRS S Ry — M R s i B e R, A
PR Uk oS S S S B AT S0, A 0 AEAS AR R RURS AR 1) S S S B R A A B 25 22 5. (HLSRIR I TR
WY, fE AT e FH S B YRR B, R RAEA AR BE 2R, A T AT FH S B Gk
TIHAFEZESE, R R 5 R AT RS

XTI REAR 1 RS S AR 2 ok 25 e S S R M S R PR 0 S B SR S I BBE T AT
A TR NI St g, ROAMTER 574 EAT IR H B4, SO T B XU 0 A
Wik g5 HASRE , BT EAA R XU S EAT Se S s B4R RS AN B R, e B AT S R TT TH, SR AR
MHFIFEA B ZER (B, T REFSBAEAR R U T A, LI AP RS I M A 58 1 7 A2 1O AR E
FPRFERS SN HL AT S SR8 e, Bt DURILE P2 2B M AT R SE B e R 25 2 T BAT IR s i 4k

HUCHIE A RSB 2 8 — 2 RIUERIAS R VA B8 KU AN AT S st B Ay R 25 22 5%, (ELIR]IY
WAL T AR DR RS AR _EAT S S B4 X S st B4k S B FIH B & 2 7

42 RESRESLBYE

ASCHSEIRAT TR T, WIRIEERSE T, AMERFLBELS RN AT RELBYEE L, TirkH
LY — R RTRXITIA R, ATRER i T2 55 R T A G 252 DUBMB AR 5RO £, TIAE—
SEMIREAEKIELE T, BAEENASIELT, T &R K 5KA TR A B S, vk
ERGERAM Y, AAE S FEI Y. FrEl, ST R ARG L RN T AT S g s YRR B

FAMIR ORI, NG RIS, ANTER S EAT RESL B4, BT RELBYEEF R, M
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FEA WS RIE, 8 BT RBESBAENIAR S T AT RF e, HRRERNIFAEZE, ki,
FE—RORET, AEATHRIE LR, N T8 AT E S B Y, TR T B 4 o
A ARORHE I AT S 2 s B4R B0 . X e 1 RSO G 4K 5 i S R sl 4
4.3. VAE R FIFLE R FSLR LRI

BT RAL LG B HA LR, FEHEFRRE T IMAER 5 A I H S B 4E 82, 1 A R XU
RF RS FL AR AN K o IX AT REAE DR NG 84 0 — Fh o 20 ) ELRR A (ORI, AR R IR 8] A o A RB 4 7 E AR OK
SOME, FrLABE BRAf P UR DR RS S S S B AR AR o (ELAR 0 SRR AE AR I ] PRy RS2 £ 3 T At B A
597, BEIFAMATE 22 (/2 CHE I R XURR (s . (H2 BR R EREIIIE L, A frit— BT AL .

5. B4
51. B4

FR RIS AR AR LA Fs B n BR A EREER, B MIFELBEEEFEEES, W
FHRRE G T I F B Y

VAR RS FE 5 I S se AR B RS BAEH, BN I F e B4 BB £ 508

MEGEAR, sHEMRFELBgERGFREER, BR IIEMEEAR A5 RFLY
48, EMTRESLBYgEMREE L, HRAMN LT RECBERE L T T RFEELE,

AL, NITER 5774 EAT IS YE, e DURSKON T AR TS R , AT T
2T RF LY

52. IRRE

A J5 BIRIE ST AT UM (R 175 28 15 RTA gk B OO e 3 S B AEREAT SRR 7S, 8 e s i
YNGR, Feo RAEHER AITE S5 DhRE, AT SE 4F G b MA R A i

S 3k

M=, K, FHMR0LL). EHPNMN S B4R MRS RE. ARFE7#, 14(3), 134-135.
FL2£40(2009).  JTAI M4 R G250 4 AN IF I 958, W1 SC, Bl SRZRITTE K
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