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Supplementary Materials
Affective Picture
Sixty deviant pictures were selected from the Chinese Affective Picture System (Bai, Ma, Huang, & Luo, 2005). These pictures were arranged to form three conditions (20 pleasant, 20 unpleasant, and 20 neutral) based on valence and arousal norms. The identification numbers of the images are as shown below:
[bookmark: _Hlk143768260]Pleasant: 2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 18, 20, 21, 40, 45, 52, 88, 94, 98; Unpleasant: 154, 157, 169, 171, 185, 205, 206, 228, 240, 254, 256, 270, 280, 284, 471, 541, 569, 573, 577, 580; Neutral: 306, 388, 453, 483, 521, 614, 652, 653, 696, 712, 713, 722, 739, 810, 816, 828, 839, 841, 843, 851.

Identifying Careless Responses in Survey Data
The online survey includes the following questionnaire:
(a) Demographic variables (3 items: Age, Gender, Sexual orientation ([heterosexual, homosexual, bisexual])
(b) Problematic Pornography Use Scale (PPUS; Kor et al., 2014; 12 items) 
(c) Problematic Pornography Consumption Scale (PPCS; Bőthe et al., 2018; 18 items)
The initial sample consisted of 662 male participants. All participants had no missing data (as the questionnaire couldn't be submitted with missing data). Four participants were excluded due to not being heterosexual. Meade and Craig (2012) proposed five methods to identify careless responders. Since the purpose of this study was not to use all questionnaire data but to screen participants from the questionnaire, we employed more lenient criteria and used the following two methods to identify careless responders:
(1) Response time. The questionnaire survey platform recorded the time taken by participants to respond. On average, participants spent 244 seconds (ranging from 29 to 1433, SD = 172) to complete the online survey. Because ensuring response quality is difficult with very rapid responses, we excluded participants whose response time was less than one minute. A total of 16 participants were excluded due to their response times.
(2) Mahalanobis distance. While univariate outlier analysis may have some utility for identifying extreme cases, multivariate approaches such as Mahalanobis distance are much more appropriate, as they consider the pattern of responses across a series of items. Based on the chi-square test (α = 0.005), 6 participants were identified as outliers and subsequently excluded.




Table S1. Covariate analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) results for SAM ratings and ERPs components with anxiety and depression as covariates
	Dependent Variable
	Group
	Picture type
	Group × Picture type

	Valence
	F(1, 83)=20.46, P<0.001, η=0.20
	F(2, 166)=7.55, P=0.002, η=0.08
	F(2, 166)=3.04, P=0.067, η=0.04

	Arousal
	F(1, 83)=0.48, P=0.49, η=0.006
	F(2, 166)=4.26, P=0.026, η=0.049
	F(2, 166)=0.41, P=0.607, η=0.005

	P2
	F(1, 83)=0.57, P=0.45, η=0.007
	F(2, 166)=0.76, P=0.466, η=0.009
	F(2, 166)=4.46, P=0.014, η=0.051

	P3
	F(1, 83)=0.37, P=0.547, η=0.004
	F(2, 166)=3.89, P=0.024, η=0.045
	F(2, 166)=4.15, P=0.019, η=0.048








Table S2. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) table for the P2 component
	Independent Variable
	df
	F
	P
	η

	Picture type
	2, 170
	5.45
	0.006
	0.060

	Group × Picture type
	2, 170
	4.09
	0.020
	0.046

	Laterality
	2, 170
	10.88
	<0.001
	0.113

	Group × Laterality
	2, 170
	1.01
	0.353
	0.012

	Site
	2, 170
	43.49
	<0.001
	0.338

	Group × Site
	2, 170
	0.92
	0.355
	0.011

	Picture type × Laterality
	4, 340
	3.40
	0.013
	0.038

	Group × Picture type × Laterality
	4, 340
	0.39
	0.788
	0.005

	Picture type × Site
	4, 340
	0.64
	0.551
	0.007

	Group × Picture type × Site
	4, 340
	0.69
	0.523
	0.008

	Laterality × Site
	4, 340
	2.46
	0.072
	0.028

	Group × Laterality × Site
	4, 340
	2.35
	0.082
	0.027

	Picture type × Laterality × Site
	8, 680
	1.18
	0.318
	0.014

	Group × Picture type × Site × Laterality
	8, 680
	0.77
	0.573
	0.009




Table S3. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) table for the P3 component
	Independent Variable
	df
	F
	P
	η

	Picture type
	2, 170
	66.91
	<0.001
	0.440

	Group × Picture type
	2, 170
	4.92
	0.009
	0.055

	Laterality
	2, 170
	18.49
	<0.001
	0.179

	Group × Laterality
	2, 170
	0.34
	0.652
	0.004

	Site
	2, 170
	209.71
	<0.001
	0.712

	Group × Site
	2, 170
	1.10
	0.303
	0.013

	Picture type × Laterality
	4, 340
	6.24
	<0.001
	0.068

	Group × Picture type × Laterality
	4, 340
	0.22
	0.918
	0.003

	Picture type × Site
	4, 340
	34.86
	<0.001
	0.291

	Group × Picture type × Site
	4, 340
	0.29
	0.780
	0.003

	Laterality × Site
	4, 340
	17.13
	<0.001
	0.168

	Group × Laterality × Site
	4, 340
	0.18
	0.900
	0.002

	Picture type × Laterality × Site
	8, 680
	2.56
	0.017
	0.029

	Group × Picture type × Site × Laterality
	8, 680
	0.71
	0.646
	0.008



