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[Abstract]

cial rejection, psychological pain, and cognitive flexibility in deliberate self~harm behaviors in college students. Methods:

Objective: The aim of the present study was to explore the incidence of social rejection and the roles of so-

A total of 500 Chinese college students were selected by random cluster sampling. All participants were required to com-
plete the questionnaires. Based on scores of SEQ, participants were divided into two groups, high level of social rejection
group(HSR, N=117), and low level of social rejection group(LSR, N=117). Structural equation modeling was used to explore
the interactive effects of these interested variables. Results: (DThe HSR group had significantly more deliberate self—harm
behaviors, higher level of psychological pain and lower cognitive flexibility than those of LSR group; @ Scores of social re-
jection were significantly positively correlated with scores of deliberate self—harm attempts and lethality; @) Psychological
pain mediated the effect of social rejection on deliberate self~=harm behaviors. Furthermore, cognitive flexibility moderated
the direct effect of social exclusion on deliberate self-harm behaviors. Conclusion: Being rejected may cause college stu-
dents to hurt themselves deliberately by inducing psychological pain. High level of cognitive flexibility possibly serves as a
buffer against the effect of psychological pain.
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