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1 miE
1.1 AR Y

Bifi 5 At S AR AL A LR Y H 2835 22, 4138k
Rz M5 1 985 1947 0 (Appel et al., 2020;
De Oliveira Santini et al., 2020), JGitJ& H # A= 46 A
WA 6 B, B N AN [F] 25 25 R R
A (Cartwright et al., 2021; FExit, 2015), HHEEAN
ASCRT L T X6 T8 55 AN () 5 %5 B i N A 2 2 AR e 5
OFF, A PIEEEMAE . QQ . MM A A A AR 5 A
[F] ¢ RBHFA MR R N5 R . B, 75X
SRR TN Z T MAntb p R, HASIESR T By
FAAS PR FR A R U AR B2, JUHE Y R
A B 0 Wt (He et al., 2017),

F1 38 5 RN B ) DA R B R A T IR
IR SEM, AN [RAEAE G R Uk R [ At 25 3

BL, PE 5200 74 2% & 1) O AR AL 4% 2 (Liu et al.,
2021). HHHI, A DBIFGFE TR E 5T E
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BRI DR — A EE N R, IR TR
X L ARAEAELR PRS2 MR . B4, Dubois 55 A(2016)F1
Chen (2017){RFE T H#WE S NMZEMCR, K
BUAR LU AR 25 BE X G2, 1 9% 38 O JRE AR 1) g o3 285 R X
AL 7 {5 B, . T Olson 1 Ahluwalia (2021)21 %
BRI B 3 43 0 v 8 8 R G 43 S B R LY IE
TET LA, P A Sl Al A8 TR R R 1 2 %
F L 1 2 BB A O B AL o DL B RIS IS T
SRR BERR L 22 R 1 AL R AT R, BRI R
SR X O UL RE R IR R, T A S, % 0F
G SR R o SR (T B 2, B TR
M ZREPE, Y IE T P AT, X 2R E R N
] 5 W T % 2R O B T 0 2 0 D IR R R R
FFRAIRTE .

ARWFFEIN Ty, T 2R WO R I 2 8 %R R
W EREAR D D LR R IE, Z BRI S 52
M o 33K A2 PR Ay 38 e 11 4873 52 O e o ] LA Bl N
TG T o 3 DR R 25 14 AR At SRR R S O Al

[E KRB 5 4 1 S I H (71832015); 1 R4 BF9% 26 BB BHOIF I
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NBHL); el 2 58 17 3 O, N 9k
PR H FIE R 0 F 2 Sh AL AR I IRIE S 3ibL)
(Dubois et al., 2016; Alexandrov et al., 2013; Berger,
2014; Chen, 2017), X PR SHLIH: ] 5200 9% 35 1Y
GRS RS, B T2
FERIRBERE R RN, RS DL B B 2 A 2
R U BIOCER, A H TR 85 B2 4 (1] fn:
BEAE AR 2R BE XS R (B AN SR A, T2
TEATE 2 70 rp 25 20 5 B 0 e (il - 53 JU) ) T i
ARE I BIE S SPL, A 2% N0 7= AR O FI
Ft Y 27 5 8, TR K Rk P, B
A 1 e PR AT

EN NI LI RIS N EP SRR KA NSl
S R SR R ) U B e, JT R R N 7R
LR RN 50, UM ST : (DR 1ok
B T ML R IR Y U B, X AN i A
FE IR 78 H 2R 5 BE 0 AR M 2R o ()47 1 A
L4 2 B b AR AP A AR 5 S AL R 47 B FRIE R 3
LA Ph S HLBE, Fh e 1 Zhl wh 58 e 1Y 3 I 5E .
(3)5835% I HUE B AE DG T 5 o I A% 9 e JE 2 11
T AR i, A ARG BT AL A
FEA BT H S M oEE e . ANl A R
SEBEE, A7 BD T RS [R) S T 2 AL Rk
R, ATk SRR S BT TR
AN LT B B AEAE, LA U TE AR 2 3 LI
T, WA B TR SR A SR S R A A SR
I Y i
1.2 X#Em5RIZES
121 #ZBETHWOBEREENREN

A 0 2 B A 49 1) B 01 A e, 4
(R AE R M A A 2 (B e L 7 it IR 55 B AR OG
5 SRR 37 HE AT AL 36 32 It 19 7 I (Loureiro, 2019;
BROGAE AF, 2022), THARE B DML EE . O
18 A1 25 3 LA K 0 A g 22 o 2 A ] — LG TR Y
RS, M Eith42, Anderson (1998)fH /8 T 1%
GErY LT H AL R vl 2 B R S AL R
BIEZIR U BISCRLISK, MHRHFSEZ AT (Hu
etal., 2009, 2017; Han & Anderson 2020), # A M 4%
IR, T8 2 ITEL DAL RE T LA TR & B
TH 2 H0 OGBS R TR ARz 8
£ (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004; Karaman, 2021; Liu
et al., 2021; Parra-Lopez et al., 2011), i, Karaman
(2021457~ T 11 B 2k L 1 A% i T BE A e R g
it 22 R — S0P i 22, A s AR RRE i AN T ) T B

TR R T DL, i AR BN 2 B A
PEFEDTER . AN, Liu 58 A (20210158 & BUAH b T3
WHEFEEME, HEEEAREEMSTEG T
R A, AT A FE TR A N T i R
HZMIEY, WA A BRI E . H
S, LT R W5 DT I A [R) 25 9% 2 56 &R 0 A%
et B s e, A S IR B 3K e A 2 B9 PR
KR PR3 T R A b A5 SR % B RE, I Tk
U A S A T 2 A T [ AN [ 06 R N B LA
e AR AT REAAFERCR 22 57, i — [l X R 4K
FRE RGP0 HR L) S AR T 9 8 O B R DG 2

F AL 36 BB Z AN R SRSl . 1H B A%
FRBIHIL, HHE A F O R Rt P R ILAS Bh AL FR
4i, LR85 (Dubois et al., 2016), AHFFT
AR SE A 2 3 1 BRG4GB IR s ALA s fR4P
) 25 LA R AP B FRIE S ahbl . PRl AR #5
AL o B 0K B O I 2 R IO SR 5
ZFAR, IS BN, &5 fhiJ (Alexandrov et al.,
2013; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004), iy H KL S
SALINE I 2% 5 AN B B AR EE A 5 50 a8
BEriR R IWIE S i, AR B B3R TIE 4,
B B I S (T 52 22 45t (Berger & Schwartz,
2011), & Bk, TEIH PRI T, TH o 1t
SEAH 1 T 2 R A ) At N AT AR B RT BRI
B} 52 BRG] AL sE ), R ) 1) ip 58 i B e
E TS LR,
1.22 ABREZE.IIVNHREESOBEESERE

N FRE % B (Interpersonal closeness, i FR 4 3&
B RE) S AR S AR 2 D) S B 0 BB O R
(Dubois et al., 2016; Gino & Galinsky, 2012), Rij #HF
g8 IR N B 2% 25 FE R 3 2 A > 7K F- (Dubois
et al., 2016). M APRESE Z DS, A5
PR AR, . m S AIKOE, R
X8 SCHAEM L LI AR, FEARARBA S
At Z N, BIHanBa A A . KA EE B Fa
AN Wb R X G E OAETG BT AE A ER
RAFL T BT ATRA RN, 1 - [F] 5 e
A, B R B BEX G O FR R . AL #5 i
BRI, BN % . BTSSR LA

MR RIS, T 2 0 1 RS 4 S
o3 B P AR 25 SRR I A FRIE R 3L
PR [ LB S o PrAl A S HLXK 31 2% 40 8 B
B SR IBE S 55 M, LR AT 9 T
fifg 7= it IR 5 B ST R, DA B AT R S Ok
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(Clark & Mils, 1993; Cross et al., 2000; Dubois et al.,
2016; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Presi et al., 2014;
Yoo & Gretzel, 2011), I R H% 2 5 52 5] 4 BH.
TN RS BIE LB L BT, 15 2 30
O3 T B R WL 28 13 J 23 B R A I AR ) W) 3K
W PRIE R B 55 1 IR ShALI EEAE R .
TN, BIE LIPS IR M B, 51 2
H AN]SR B O R X R, PRIE S 3 Lakik
I B2 EASTH] (Chen, 2017; De Angelis et al., 2012;
Tassiello et al., 2018; Zhu et al., 2008), FFhshHLIE
JEAN [ A 2 ) i 9 SR ik 3 B, T S E
(U Y 28 St LA E A (5 Sy = - A
Xof v SR X G T B I ARIE S s Pl R, SR
s NSHHUIE Y o ek, 1T S SO AR Y 1 AL
FEEI . BRI, 78 A5 55 85 B0 G I 264 7 B
SR RS S d R, BT AT 9% 23 7 A s 1Y)
TRIER L, K hy, — 5 A FEBA A N5, T XS
TR R R T 2 2 RO IE R 1 4
W DL K 7 Sl i W £ U 25 (Alexandrov et al., 2013;
Presi et al., 2014) 1 511K 3% % BE X G2 1 58 11 B AL
AT IR, PR ED R A FRAY [ 4 B, ol
AP AR BRIE Bl 0105 —Jr T, T2
T B AR g 2 R RN G T iR B AY Z2 R LS — T
(Zhu et al., 2008), #E47T A FAETHHIZSTIAK, FTLA
ENGAE MLt A A1k

Ry T HE G b A TR 2 R R R ] 1R B T Y
WAEDL, BT & Mzhplh 5 SCHk, A5
{#iF SIM 5 #I(T = 3xC—D; (Priester & Petty, 1996;
Yan et al., 2021)iH & ShHLh AR EE, Horp T A5R3)
PLIh R FEE, D J2 £33, C 2R ahpl. AT
ST RIS S S iL, (RIE L BhbLE h
GBI, SIM FEHY ] LU W o e 58 Sl AL B AR AL R
JE KSR BE, G R sh ML T AT K, Hak
Pent, e Ak . SIM F b B E 5Kk )
(T)=2& M2 G AL (C) I = A5 25 B HL(D) I 2 1E
AL PREL(HD T = 3xC—D; (Priester & Petty, 1996;
Yan et al., 2021), X ERFE, SR SIPLMAIE
BN HLER HAT HE T 10 5 9k E S HLE T Y b S5 5
FERF, “3xC-D”HYMH TR, WRZNHL b5 1y
FEER, WG 2% R A5 B s T H e Ly B
SRRk T B A T R MU Rk 55 (7 ) JE TR TN
FREHER G, RIER AP, 5 E PR
NBIHLZ R T e i wh SRR, & 1 2
DL AR 7 JE R, DRIt 11 ARG 4% S B e Ik . i

T THT A R /8 26 55 B 0 e i), AR S s Bl /),
N L5 PR SIHLE sl s /DN, 1RG4
o L, AT DL R

Bk 1 RS RIIESR T, SRR S 0w
BRBZNAES URBXR, BIENE, % E
B AR R, AL G I AR, T A R R
B R SR AR Y 0

% 20 SEE X DB RE B U RISC Rk
LAt AR 25 ShAL AR 3 B 3R IE 42 sh LI w58 2
TR .
1.2.3 BRFEMIEAT R

TH 2 ¢ WOAR A AT B i 10 S 5 2% 38 44 9N
HCBCA il B p sk, 3 A RIE & 32 3140
RN 1S AT B 2 LA D PR A, PT S v R R B 4
TEFE B R A I S A R R R L
R, PRI B 5 T AT A 5 e S 2 R 11
e REIE LR A EEMILE L, AN,
TR 00T W) I 20 W %) B¢ AT 7K SF- 4 R0 55 288 3 6 11 it
ARG RIE M U BIOC R  BAROR UL, AH LR AR TIAE,
YN TR 5 AR R 43 2 R R 28 B (9 An ok B2
B, HIESINRRMAE A S IR KRR,
R 156 1 3 B 2 T 1) 91 2% 28 D AN 235 ) [ FRIE
%, WAL 4 P55 (He et al., 2019; Kelley &
Michela, 1980). 5 ubIRET, 45 5% Wz Feok 48
e o AT, T SR AR A T AT, WOk R AL R
fs AL, T AR R BRI 55 Hh A B FR A Z T AR,
5 B K S8 R (Bougie et al., 2003; Gelbrich, 2010).,
PRI, AR AR5 9 0 78 2R % 2 D0t SR P vy B AT LY
T 2% X SRR AT G, T B R R sl
W, SIPLIP SRR AR /N, AL 4 N T B O
WM B U BICR . ft, AREFoE4H:

% 3 BR ST 5 X LR B R
FUBICR, BUBSCRFAE TR THUERE T
TERETATE N T, DLk = R R % e
LRk N

B REL T AR 5T B FE A AR

MG 6 NI LA RS 2K 1 L
TH % R W G AR 55 )V R bt RS AR % 15 5K
55 2 R BHmIcE 1 LSRR MG RETFAL . H sk
VR R ORI 4o 2 2 BE#R Y\ Oy 2N 2 gk
s 2; S8 3 LA 2% 2 M (1 Al 55 ) VE S il it
B ASHE AT 5%, 4 57 RIS BF I 8 3 i AL
RO T PRI, DA HE AR [RS8 i 25 o T S B4 A 1)
Z 5, it —A 5 S0 S (MHm s g 2)3R 5%



%7 1) PO A5 TH IR RGBSR AR o5 25 80 O AL SR U B 1179
HRTUE
H3 LRGP 3
H2
H2
HIRMIEIE T
SPNGS- 2 Al PSR R
(fKvs.Frvs. i)
B wsrsm

AFE AT 5 TR % E S N B IR Z E W U
BICRBABAEES . LB 4 DIHTRMEAE
) VE Ry RO RIS R % 3, [R) i 4k S0 4k 3 15
SN ERRRIL T . Ao By E N REA S E
Ll JH A W 3 (Credamo) 4 55 1 3 76 48 1 55 i) 45,
M [ /MR ASTE Ll 3R 2 3 (Prolific) 55, #iA7E
5T LI I AR 2 A5 B R AR o [ P R 4 ok
H A E P, AR TE 18 B 60 2 22 0], FEAMIEAR
HTYERE%, FERTE 18 3] 55 % 20, WAKF
FPOY #R He A 3 4, AR 7 BRI R a2 I TH
AR, R BN IUE [P SE, NSRS
A AR A9 nT e S g5 s i, PR S 58
BOE T R fIRIE B[] BRI L 48 531 T 45 i T 2o
U, AERSCEAE 2022 4F 5 H~2022 45 9 H 58,
FIT A S B REA GETH B (CANAE IS . WA IBUOIE AN
PRI ) UL T 2% R 3 e B B 1

2SS 1 RSN ORI
A U B F 200

2.1 FXWigit

SEHS 1R H SR I0 R  FE FRALRE E Y
U RICHR, Wik 1. ffiH G*Power (Faul et al.,
2009), #E B EMEKF o N 0.05 HENE £= 0.3,
FRE 1 - B =08 MG, ARENEDTE
111 A9 S 550 AR S50 L5 24 300 45 143
1y, Hh B 53 £4(37.1%), FIIAER K 28.65 %,

SCHS 1 CRABA E 3 K Pgk R, B
TR B ML 53 E B = A AN 7] 2 9% B N2 CR %
I vs A vsam) o LI BHEOR A E A e & T
A AN AR 1 — U ) AR 55 0T A DL 2 AN 43 X
WA, AN 5L 20 e S 4 R H7E 3 25 B 1R 3
WA A2 S 1 PR T MR R A A
WA BRI 5, RUE AR B E R KRR
&, SO H 2GR HAR, TUE 1L S ) 25 [
LA TR, . & =R RR AT, 753X
AR AT RN R B Bl R BE 58 BN R B )

9N, W T ESME P TP BT 1SR AR
U, DR 25 s BT 3% A B 2

B TR AT A1 ) A T T T 2 2 W) S 56 b
B2 5, FE—A Bl UL A B — MK/ R R
FERIUE R AR B, IR % B A b A= Jm Rl
B AE DX PRI, o 23 28 3 Ay 53 () 20 i 1% P )
T, 10 25 2 B N 2 B U A A B ) PRI REE i I 3k
308 2 PR << TR R o A AT TR AR K AN
(RTG53 . < )t AT TR S 30 YR AR i T 110 VG )1 il
ST REMEAE R S, 9 AR TLRRR R, £ = 0.96),
5T B C WO ML R S & (Leung et al., 2015),

SER RIS, BRI T A O R B R R A
e 25 R 1) O A i R L 2 2 U 1 0 R
Ifi(Dubois et al., 2016)A“ifF ], I A PRI XA
GRS v A B A N/ ) = DR O v ) 3 3 ) /2 2
R NWIRE R A R R A ZEE? 2 (1 = “— 548
AT, 9 = “HEHFRUL™) o i 1 BE I S R Ay <Pk
Xof PR A iS5 (R AR anfaf 2 > (1 = “JEH A
W, 9= “dER R JFLEMIRXT L 3 A4
BRI T AR TR &5, SRS T
UNEE 2=y
22 MIRGR

(DFER DK 56

AR 20 S R R — P R
TR A S 25 S (F(2, 140) = 134.24, p < 0.001,
ns = 0.657), S EEELA (M « = 4.46, SD = 1.50)
FHEG, IR % B4 3 T AIR(M « = 3.68, SD = 1.63,
p<0.001), FHEHEHADELERWMs =798, SD =
0.84, p <0.001), KUY Hob, =HZ MY
W 22 RN B (F(2, 140) = 2.79, p = 0.065), A
W T R R DA 2 TR L AR ™ A 2 S i SR AL

Q) FER A

BRI R E TR, AN IKOE I R (S
oy R4l = 1, P = 2, B = ) ORE
B BA BN BN (F(1, 140) = 69.20, p <
0.001) 1t & ) £ M &0 (F(1, 140) = 8.58, p =
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0.004), XJELAAT B, T 2% 35 1 X) 2R % R X 5
(M4 =4.98, SD =2.07) LR35 FE X 4 (M 1= = 6.89,
SD = 1.72, #(93) = 4.91, p < 0.001) 1= 355 B X 4
(M s =7.88, SD = 0.89, #(94) = —8.92, p < 0.001)H
NEEAFROM, 8 mE 2 s, B, K, &
SRR RE A ] 22 el W 3 (1(93) = —3.51, p = 0.001),
X—25 5 DR S 458t — 3, A B R SR
WIE R R, SRR ALY D LR B R
AR AT RE S B A R A R BRI R S R o INTARAF SR
SV B R R MR R U B R,
R SOFF F B S U BE R, Wi A FE R SR
RN AL

Z: 6.89 7f8
B,
%6_ | 498 g%
| %
4- _
’ TR TR FEREEE

K2 AFEZER T B H A% S (L5 1)

T IR R RS AL R R ]
U BIXRR, mMAER AL LR, ALKS M
Lind fl Mehlum (2010)42 7 3% U RIK K (bR,
il SPSS 26.0 F A H B4 {1 “EReg 1.07, LIRS
BE SRy F ARG, R R DR AR i AT 3 0 TH
VA5 HT, LIRSS U 2 80N 2 75 T« 25 3 R,
REE R R AN HEER = —9.13, p <
0.001), % FEF I REBCNIEH B EPB = 2.41,
p < 0.001), HZEEPIHH 1.90 (95% CI = [1.8162,
1.9673], AALE 0), 728 f vy w (B 9 34 RRAF 5 A
KU -3.41 ~ 4.46), SR 1 —3 X EWRE R
R U RE BRIy U B A Rl o
¥, B 153
23 NG

SCEY 1R TAES IR R R ME, REE S
MG IR ) 52 U ARLOC R, HIVAH L 23 25 B2 A %)
R, TH 9% ORI S 2 2 R 2 % B X 4 1
AL RE R IE 5 . AR AT oY O G uF B R &
SN FRRAT A B o A, (HSEE 1 HERR TR
FEXT IR 25 B0 o AR SE 5 1 BB W R
PR 5, rP R B AR 38 ) A S

MR, A [ R T [ g Y 06 R T BB A AN TR
FOBRAE, 1IN AT RE 245 [R5 D e 5
L H RSO R A S MR WO R BN R A B
Hl(Chen & Xie, 2008; Gardner & Martinko, 1988),
JITLASEE 1 RSS2SR AT e PlX SU R R A g HK,
S T RIS I R I B, X — AR RAE S
P i WS B T kR e, PR, SR 2 SRICT
BB 25 5 AR\ T R AT B i 5, i — 2D i
RS O RN USSR, JHamR b
AL

30 S 20 PRI K 25 AL AN OR
A =E 92 SSIIRGEEE 3= iy

3.1 ELIWigit

AHELSEES 1, SC50 2 4 bR B X S0k %
WA A, TR A R HR™ it SR R SR R s, DA I s
DTG S AR B X LB 45 F A5 G*Power 1154
Gk, RFNELTFE 111 KPS 5%
5. SEHG 2 A3EIA RS 155 4y, Hh B 60 £
(38.7%), “F-H44EIE A 30.08 %,

S 2 AR 3 AKPCRER: K vs. s,
EDBR BT, T B B AL A Fe B = A1
o SEBG 2 A SRR ) Ay W S I 1 2 R T HLAAR 36
NG SIS 2 I AR RO R AR A R R 5
R 1, Wb e iy T4 Ak, 5556 2 B
SR SR B ML v 5 TR B TR S 0 B 0 1 AL 1 R
s M AL R TR A TR A ROV, PSSR 2. 55
HRIZEY 2 X HUOR R RN S L 1 AN,

“H i R 4 ok T A A, LR R R AE
PREGTAF I D, A — 3 A R, X —
A FAPUEOR R I A 40 SR BRI, R KR4
FERF AT .

S 2 A AR A AR dE I Ay 5 S S0 1 AR AR
), SR TE F A3 R BRI o 2 S B T AR b A
F] 25 (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2004)FI{% 5 [ KIE %
(White & Peloza, 2009) 9 2% 5 Kl AU, 4351
T2 0 << PR Ay R AR L At 7] 4 15 3K = AN I 1
iy B FRARCR AT, AN S5 A2 R R Y
251775 4 AN TEA] (0= 0.9 1) FI<PH g R AHJEIR [ 4
() —T PR A 3R OO0 R 0 B 1 7 I T
A5 4 NEA] (0= 0.85) Y [F] B AL .

3.2 I8 2 MR MES TS
H TG SCRE PR BN I, REsEus 2 W
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PVEEAS S5 T SRR3R T N B 3 5 X D AL R R 0 U L5 e 1181

KB RS H R P R B R 1

&1 OXE 2 WEREST S

FEE BRI 3.65 (1.60)  4.45(1.35) 7.56(1.13)
PRl P 25 B HL 7.10 (1.42) 628 (1.72) 7.61(0.77)
T4 AL 3L 4.62(1.77)  5.70 (1.48) 4.07 (1.26)
BBl R 6.75 (5.46) 10.83 (5.25) 4.61 (3.89)
PTG 1 = I 6.36 (2.01)  5.24(1.73) 7.54(0.92)

T 155 N O bR e 22

33 LW 2HRER

(DHFERG K 55

FLRIR 7 20 T SRR, = 0T o 25
BERAIAA B Z R (FQ2, 152) = 117.37, p < 0.001,
ne = 0.607), ShEEEAMIL, (REEEHEE
FAK(p < 0.001), FFEEEHAREERP < 0.001),
SRR T

(2) RN 5 Hr

PR R T 22 T 4 AR I, SR %% B X 1 AL 4
R A BN RV (F(1, 152) = 38.96, p <
0.001)FIERIERL N (F(1, 152) = 13.40, p < 0.001), F
Ja X EE AT R, T B TR R R XS LA R
BEREERT42(1(102) = 3.07, p = 0.003)H1 5 35 %5 B X 42
(1(102) = —8.43, p < 0.001)FE A JE AL HE T

() AR 43 B

ZHFE I 22 TE R EoR, SE%EXH b Bh
HL(F(2, 152) = 12.46, p < 0.001, 07 = 0.141)FI{EIE
SEHL(F2, 152) = 15.58, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.170)F
S ES o AT PR LL AR BT, AT 2 P RN A (]
PRAB N SHHLIIE S BLI IS L. 15, REORER
FELL R BCRT ¢ Ke g, rh R B R R A\ B
HLRERIE G ahBILEEIE (1(52) = 1.63, p = 0.11), K%
B H (1(50) = 16.78, p < 0.001)7F1 15 3 % B 4H
(1(50) = 7.90, p < 0.001)FEAb N ShHLIY LA TE 5
SIPLSR . XL TR SE T ARG R, B i
SR PTG % W WP SATL K AR AR, T T X
I 535 %% 3 R 1 S % R T G ) Hh DR At N BhHIL & 4 32
SRR HR, 9 Z B 25 30 L s,
o AW R TE 2 S L AR R 9% 4 (1(102) =
-3.40, p = 0.001)FIE L% B4 (1(102) = 6.02, p <
0.001)5i; 1Mij H 2 25 3 21 A9 Bl N sh WL B AR 3 2%
ZH(£(102) = 2.64, p = 0.009)F1751 3£ % FE4H (1(102) =
—5.04, p < 0.001)55

FEF A7 G S AL g Sk, A

SIM ##Y(T = 3 x C — D; (Priester & Petty, 1996; Yan
et al., 2021))IFBEAM R H RS A IPLPR
FREE, Hob TREVLEFRE, D ZEJ8hL, C
SRS, MR ST AT T At A sh AL £ 530
ML, PIEG LR S shil. XF ol oS FE 215 4
(BRI R 7 2250 W R, SRR HA B AL
RE(F(1, 152) = 38.11, p < 0.001)FIL MR (F(1,
152) = 4.81, p = 0.03), WN[EFUY, 2R AR
BRE(1(102) = —3.88, p < 0.001)F1 5 3= 55 B (1(102) =
6.84, p < 0.00 LA TSR shHLsh R . K 3
IR T SEF R ShAL . BRI S shAILLL K Wi 3
BLIR S AR JEE 11 5 0
10.83 PRI AT 22 BB

iy R B ERESEN
10 N e Sl GeRE
9 /// \\\
gt 710 7 \ 760

- 6.28 \
7 Y675 1 570\
il 4.62 \\ 4.61
‘q H
3

KEE AR FEEE

K3 RTEZER T B 2E s HLA S L rh S L BE (S 4 2)

AT 20K g R At N S AL R IE 2 s AL o
RBEEAE LR R S RSO0, AR SR
] PROCESS Bootstrap [ Model 4 (Hayes, 2013)if
17 T 2250 A a3 Ar, Hh s Bk 5000, Bik
M5, B RE = A 25 % B A I ki 300 1 (DA
HORE I NS, D1 IR = 1. oREE =
0. R R =0,D2: fIRERE =0, TOREE =0,
FAREE = DIENHZER, ShlrhRBEE R
A, ARG B AR AR i [RIERLON A 45 2R i
N, PRESEE DX L R RS2 h g
HLIRFRE (B = 0.52, SE = 0.18, 95% CI = [0.2047,
0.9109], AL 0y iy, I, 2% X g
5 T G () S ML 58 R T AT S 2 8 X 4 T i
FEOL O ML AL, RIFE, SR A R %
JE(D2)Z [a] ) 2= S i SIALsp AR BB = 0.79, SE =
0.20, 95% CI =[0.4139, 1.2046], A& 0)F4r, M
IR L e 2 8 BE X 52, T 2% 8 1D ) T 5 9 B N G sl
HATR L A, MmN S AL fk O
Mo 25 b, ik 2 1930508

SEH 2 TR E] TSR 1 A EO R R
I, FRIEI TS D1E 2 R IS, TS [F] 55
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B RIS R B S ) O MR R U A 5k 29.49 %,

Ak, i HARBIE T Sl b 28 2 B e FL )R A R A
B, Rk 2 MRENE . X — &MU, AR
R 1 R BE XS 42, T 2 T X b S BN R R
W4 shblik, 5 FEZMPLIA N ShHLAH B v %,
TE R KB 5K F1, PO A S5 A 23 AR
LRSS (R ) B AE R, DA TTT 3 SO b 28 2% FE X 4
B B 1 R R R B e (I . BeAk, A T HEBR AN [F] 4%
SR B R i 2 S A SR A S, FESEES 2 Z
AL T — I I SE 55 o 5255 2 R
R BT HLC AR R T S g, A
FIA L 180 iy, Hrh B E 68 £(37.8%), 11
W 3021 B, GRS 2 —E, H P )
HORB R (M v = 5.03)HCEREXN R M « =
6.54, p < 0.00)FIFEEEEXZM s = 7.86, p <
0.001)E AR RALHE O, U 8IS RARIH ST . Ho3h
MLh o A8 BE AR AT AR L #5 h A sdos, BARGTT 3,
FRAIR R %% BE (D) R H A8 176 2 S Y 22 = 2 s L
MEEFRE P = 0.52, SE = 0.18, 95% CI = [0.2047,
0.9109], A& 0) A1, 1= 3% B b R %
(D2)Z Al i) 25 S Bh L b R FEBE(B = 0.79, SE =
0.20, 95% CI =[0.4139, 1.2046], A& 0)Fsr. H
U, B HHERR T A% X —Jo QAR HE R T4, 34
TSRS BE R By AR RSN

4 SEEG 30 2R R IEEERY RO

4.1 gt

T = A S50 A AR e R T = R
AL T 2SR A i AR IR TR 1 Bk 2, {H
BT IR sg i TR . %8R4 A2
R LRI — R, B DR EL T
S PRGN, DRSS 3 B4t 8 i s R 0 iR T T
I A AEAR AL 2 1 38 BA Az 3fe 2 /35 38 I A/ SR B AT
FE PRI A 2ok A rp o 22 AMEIRSS . 5256 3 SeHUY 55
AL B9, VLA S A I AR )
FEERRMARE, HERBIERLERS, A
AT, R, A6 SRR BIE Y Ak 2 ool i 25 A
ALK, T 4T & a1 9% 3 AR A v] RESEAT IR I,
RN DT ) o SR RE T HLS . dde, R R
it 348 R AR AT S AN R, 4 S NI SR iR A T 48
J3 e — > F et A PR IG5 37 ) & A T
AF . AR, i G*Power ITE SR, 45
2 /ADTE 111 A0S 55000 . AR SIS 5
ARG 126 4y, Ho B 47 £4(37.3%), FH4E

SEES 3 SR FHBANE 3 K FCRERE: K vs.H vs.
DB BT, R SOR B SR A T T N BRLAR
5SS 1 ARRIEARL, TG D P25 i B S v 1 B 2R
2 [ S AH R RO B, B AN TR S B0 20 B
REEHLE B SCFIRATEE WG, FRIe AL CHLIR A2,
FEAFEAIL R B — A~ B A= e %58 I A /o5 B I
R T TR R, RIS SR . 2R 5, # AR
By (1 B2 [ 5 A S ), SR 3l S R A
FHOC AR 5 925 2 AHIF
4.2 WRMESGITHw

T BE S B RN T I, RS 3 AR
MR EGITHE R E T RIER 2 .

®2 XE3HBERESIT SN

FEE BRI 4.07(1.54)  4.76(1.11)  8.28(0.73)
P AR 25 3IHL 7.03(0.88)  5.87(2.00)  7.67(1.17)
B AERIELH 4.86(1.20)  5.98(1.28)  4.42(1.67)
BBl PR 7.54(3.75)  12.05(5.28) 5.59(5.34)
F L 2 I 6.71(1.28)  5.28(1.70)  7.81(1.19)

T 85 N b v g 22

43 MRGER

ATy 22 0 A R R W], PR R A AR
JE RGN 25, F(2, 123) = 157.87, p < 0.001,
na=0.720, 5HCREEHAML, oA RET
(p = 0.02), ERFEEHEETS@P < 0.001), ¥
R Y]

(2) R 53 HT

HNR T 200 BoR, 5% X O LR R R
A B30 RSN (F(1, 123) = 55.29, p < 0.001)
FIEAMEREN (F(1, 123) = 13.05, p < 0.001), % Fb 2347 .
7N, T B X P S R G A T R 5 4 X
%(1(81) = 4.35, p < 0.001)F1 75 356 BE X 42(1(82) =
—7.94, p < 0.001) A B AL 1A%,

(3) A B 53 BT

ZHNE T ZEE R BN, JR%ESHAb A Bh
PLF(2, 123) = 17.04, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.217)FIfEIE S
HHL(F(2, 123) = 13.66, p < 0.001, n; = 0.182)F &
ERW  HEATPRURT LEAAT, DLT AR 4 PN R ] AR
NSRRI S h LIS L . 5, RROR%
HNMECX ¢ KR, HoR% B4 M O A SIHL
FRTE G2 shHLKSE AR BL(1(40) = —0.23, p = 0.82), ik
SRR (1(41) = 925, p < 0.001)F 25 36 % 5 40
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(1(42) = 9.68, p < 0.001) LA AN ShHLIY EL AL TE 5
SIHLSE . 452 2 1) B BHE 45 S X L R, R
HINRIE L NPLIALE A («(81) = —4.10, p =
0.00 1) F /&5 57 %5 BE 20 (1(82) = 4.78, p < 0.001)3%; 1M
rh SR 2 R AL ) AR Al N B BIL LA S % R 4L (1(81) =
3.42, p = 0.001)Fl= K2 FELH (¢(82) = —5.05, p <
0.001)55

X BIHIL h 5 B BE AT 43 0 B R 28 07 22 4 i SR,
SR R B I 2 RAUV, F(1, 123) =35.51, p <
0.001; {HERMERN A B, F(1, 123) = 3.46, p =
0.07 2% B LUAIR R 25 BE (1(81) = —4.50, p < 0.001)
B SFREE (1(82) = 5.58, p < 0.001)HA HiRAZ
UIREIERY T35

HEAT Z AR o BT o Tl EZ 800 1 45 2R R,
rPIG S 25 B (D)X H A A% 485 3 IR 1Y) 25 5= 02 Hh Bl L
MRBEB = 0.71, SE = 0.22, 95% CI = [0.3312,
1.2023], A& 0)h A my, Bk, 19 953wt g
55 B ok S ) S AL b SRR B LU ARG O 2 R N 2 T
FECL O LR S EAC. RIRE, SoRE A R %
FE(D2)Z [l ) 22 S ML =R R BB = 1.02, SE
=0.27, 95% CI = [0.5391, 1.5895], AfL 5 0)F4r,
FHEG R SRR BEXT G, T 9 35 X v R 2 B X &t B
FHEGR IS IEFEEE, AT AN R AL 1,
L, B 1. Bk 2 — kA5 I 5HIE
4.4 ING

SEHS 3 B S AR R T SR B RS RN T
ABATL S T X T PR, T T R [ AR B
LA T, TR T 2R % 5 1 LG =
FER) U BISCR ML R B A i A 2k . Hor,
PRIE S S HLFN LR At N Sh ALY w58 R 3 T A 25 [m] B
HA RN C 3 ARl 3= L 3hHL(Hoffman, 1976), iX
Fhh o A — @ w1, R, 28 F3CifE—a
FREE 3o T IS kA ASRTE, R T 32501 4h
PR DL R SR W DTREE o 2ROk, ARFIOI RS
PR AR RN, i — D8R R % B 5 A%
T = B R A N TEAIL B A, B A S AR
HEDD S AT A RS

5 SEE 4 AR TULHIA TR

5.1 =XWigit

SCHY 4 () H B R TE R T TG B, KR
IR E TR (R 3), [RIAS i — 25 i B F 5%
Y M 8 G*Power (Faul et al., 2009), %58
FMEIKE o 4 0.05 B £ = 0.3, ZikE] 1 -p =

0.8 MG, BERBRHUEDTE 111 AHikS
5055, SLhR 298 44 H [ N M AR A B S
TEI 4, BAE 121 44(40.6%), SEHAERN 29.40
%o AR 3 CREE: K vs. P vsaimy) < 2 (B
Foiht: K vs.m) Bl 1T, S Lo
FeEl 6 44,

A R T — RN E WA 55, R
PR R DT ERGN, A4 P25 DL I 4% J o 5 v %) B
R 20 AEITR A BRI A, RSP
PrRE—2

B AE AT A ] 5 R REOR R R R b R 2
J&, MR SE BN F AL B R A IRIE 2 3L .
PRI R 25 S . 25 % BB Ll R R R AR
RN I A, Horh, SR 9 i R R A
TAT IR AT RN R R 16 B R TG 8 O i i B 4k, il
FIHTAEA ZR? 7 (1 = “GRITHARIATTE, 9 =
“HRAT AT AR I AT D) o HLE AR I A S L
2 ME . e gl E T AN O Geift2aAr bt
52 WIRER

(ORI

3 BT ARG 0 A AR Y 2 A
FRfE2E

Fx3 LI 4 NBIRES TSN

Atk 4 4151 REE hREE SREE
REER WRMTUEA 3.96(1.78) 4.40(1.23) 7.82(0.92)
G R AT 3.54(1.80) 4.78(1.28) 7.86(0.83)
HMAETIE  WHRIRTEH  5.54(1.96) 5.40(1.84) 5.80(1.71)
BYKE  FRES 4 7.70(1.11) 7.62(1.05) 7.67(1.10)
RN BHRTHEL 7.04(1.08) 5.99(1.77) 7.71(0.81)
FBIH BRI 7.44(0.96) 7.27(1.27) 7.78(0.77)
RPTHIE WRRTEA 4.93(1.52) 5.96(1.38) 4.38(1.45)
KL sl PIFERATE 4.93(1.45) 4.69(1.70) 4.08(1.52)
HPLhR  WRILTHEL  7.47(4.84) 11.90(5.02) 5.44(4.41)
R RS TTUL 7.35(4.16) 6.80(5.47) 4.47(4.69)
FRERE  BRTEA 6.87(1.14) 4.93(1.65) 7.85(0.78)
2 B e 4T 7.18(0.89) 7.22(1.12) 8.11(0.78)

T 455 N b i 22
Q)EEY K 56

AR R T 22 T AR, AT 25 %5 B 4 )
TN 2 25 B RN 25 3 L F(F(2, 295) = 24991, p <
0.001, n; = 0.629), S EH LML, KRR
HEBETMP < 0.001), FREHEHARELTS@ <
0.001), AS[A] 5 R 5 AE 4 gl 0T 7 2 o AT I i 22
S0, F(1,296) = 143.00, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.326, i
W20 2 BE RN RO 2 iy . Ak, WA
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BEH ] 22 AR L, F(2,295)=0.71, p = 0.49,

(3 H AL 43 Mr

DL L R B R AR s E AT 3 CERE: K
vs. 1 vs.B) x 2 (RRTL: K vs. B H 47,
R R Z AT IS BN 3%, F(2, 292) = 27.61,
p <0.001. 53 HRN, FERMFMMTUESRMT, &
RN B A W, F(2, 145) = 70.85,
p < 0.001; FERIEK S TALRMT, SR X L
&AM B, FQ2, 147) = 15.68, p <
0.001, Ak, TERIZARTHE AT, SR% X A
A R B 2 1 RN (F(1, 145) = 125.94, p <
0.00 ) FZAERL N (F(1, 145) = 15.75, p < 0.001), 7E
RRETAL R T, RN O ME R EEA B
) B (F(1, 147) = 6.83, p = 0.01)FIL M5
(F(1, 147) = 24.53, p < 0.001).,

b — 25 T BBV o AT R B, AR R AL TAT AL
(F(2, 292) = 89.93, p < 0.001)F, Z5Fm*fHE
ST G ) 11 RO AL % T i K TR % B T 4
) OB SR B (p < 0.001), [F)Af 8 T 6%
BEXT B O LR R (p < 0.001), W7E R K R ot
fELH(F(2, 292) = 11.51, p < 0.001)H, & 5HF mxf
H S 9 BN G 1 AR R IR S IR X
FURMGE A b, WA W25 5, (BB BT &k
2 FE ST G ) O RAE 3G B (p < 0.001), Z5 R ILIA 4,

9r e—e HFMIIEL

ol i e
7.18 7.22 7 85
7t
i
z 6
Is|
4.93
4L
fEdle PRSI ERERE
4 S e R A 19 38 AN TS IO 1A 4 U
(51 4)

DA SR, 4 R 5 7E = B0 P A E R
SRR TR RACHS, D BLHE RIEAF &KL 1
A TN R, E SR ZORIE R DA, SRR R 1
ML IERZ A2 URICR, G REE
B, 1A A T SR R

(A8 3B

528G 2 MAIR], AR SEEEHTEE T SIM AL AL gt
LR RFLSE o LLShHL b 78 B (T) o AR | AT 3

CEZEE: K vs.HP vs. ) x 2 (RETAE: K vs. /)
M7 225001 SR IR, SERE MR TTERSCEH
RO, F(2,292) =7.67, p=0.001, ZM#A8 H AL
N, FERIFARTAESRMT, R EEXT S bl oh 572 B
A WE, F(2, 145) =23.53, p<0.001; TER% S
TULLMET, 265 X 1R AL 3% 2 A e 5
Wi, F(2, 147) = 5.09, p = 0.007. A, 15RTHME T
TSRS, R BEXT 1 AL 3 R A 35 1 Rk
JE(F(1, 145) = 42.51, p < 0.001)F1— R PERL R
(F(1, 145) = 4.55, p < 0.001), TERFE R ATAMET,
2 FE N AL 4 A W B — IR RO
F(1,147)=9.02, p = 0.003; {H RN A TE, F(1,
147)=1.51,p=0.29.

HE— 25 T BN A AT R B, AR R AR DA A
(F(2, 292) = 23.32, p < 0.001)H, X o 25 %5 B XF
S B 3 (0 S bl o AR W 25 R T T I R
JEXF G (p < 0.001), [F] A i 25 i T 1Ak s 24 28
ST B ENHL P R FLE (p = 0.04) . 16 R % i ve AT 41
(F(2,292) = 5.13, p = 0.006), T H 26 55 B X 4
B T8 2% 5 1 S b b 58 B B S TGRSR B X S (p =
0.57)MH He Be A 35 22 5 H 10 38 T TR0 i 2R
FE(p =0.02), 45RE S5 Fin.

11.90
127
1t
10
™ gt
1% 8 7.47
E 4|
% 61 73 6.80 5.44
S e—e RiFIEFELL
4r GELENERN 4.47
3 1 1 1
e R R
Bl 5 SREESHERIEMNEERN T sl b s f2 E
(SE56 4)

T A 50 AR A N S ALY S s ALY o
SR P 2 5 A 28 9 B R R R ST AR X AL % R
() 28 B o s A PR, A SEER AT T W 25 43
Mr. ®5E, i PROCESS Bootstrap ) Model 8
(Hayes, 2013)#E474 W7 B A2 b7, hEER B0k
FE A 5000 YK o I AR5 1 (S 585 2 A IRD)
VAR 27 285 R 5 2 8 B 3 i) 5 v S B R R A T T L
ZJa, TEX RS st AR R AR S T an 5
I 2 B 28970 Fr (model 4 ), L[]k XiF b v 32 955
AR E % . IEWNHUN A AIREE, 777 W3 A 7
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TH A (B = —0.38, SE = 0.15, 95% CI =
[-0.6980, —0.1157], ANELE 0)o MR BT 4G
LKW, hoREmEH MR R EH P = 041, SE =
0.12,95% CI =[0.1987, 0.6587], L7 0). /& 5%
JELH (B =0.59, SE = 0.14, 95% CI = [0.3364, 0.8937],
AN 0)Y F AL 5 25 e T R AR T4
AT BIHL O SRR B R R, BTER R S oeiE 5%
TR R R 2 R A B AL op 5 R B Y TP A RN AN d
F(B=-0.05, SE =0.09, 95% CI = [-0.2295, 0.1301],
& 0). RIG, #HATZImHr, ULT =AM
(9 H A 5N FN T RRAL R R . A&l 6 Fi, X TR
FARTHE ST, RHZERON 43 B R WA Sh AL vh 58 78 g mT
DI R PR % B 2 Al 1Y 22 5+(D1: B = 0.53, SE =
0.16, 95% CI = [0.2384, 0.8771], AfL 5 0), K,
R B AR R % B A R i S AL b SRR, 3K
B DAL i . 2R, bl o e mT
DU R R B R B Z M 22 5 (D2: B =
0.77, SE = 0.20, 95% CI = [0.4027, 1.2038], ~fl &
0), PRI Hb 21 25 B2 L v SR 2% B A TS ) S L nh 28 72
B, SECEALM DML RE R, X ) 5505 2
— 3, MRIR ST ST TR 3. BAR
SIAIL v 5 T8 FE T LA fife 8 v 2 % B RN o SR 9 B 22 )
22 5%(D2: B = 0.15, SE = 0.08, 95% CI = [0.0202,
0.3250], A5 0)fH 2 0 G ik WK 35 % 41
AR, A 95% CI (D1: B = —0.04, SE = 0.07,
95% CI = [-0.1604, 0.0888], 7% 0),
5.3 Mg

SCu 4 PR TR EE R S, o DAL R
AT S MBS IR B4R T s, BE(R
B TN, BREHE T3R5 S N e 2B
U BUSCER, LUK AL g /8 B A H v i 1) Hh A 2
I VA SR R TEAT R 800, R T AR A AR A
FANRRLRE . 45 SRR, YR RAE BN 28 MY
5 R R DA AR, 5% B A S L SR

ERT AL R, B0 L 7 B A 2
U Y5 1025 R A T B0 9 R 45 3 R
AOTTAE IR, T B3 T 0] o 3 5 B X R I Sl L v 58 7
JEEAR N, BB 4 T JEAS P 53 2 P o £ B U Y
KA RN N LR ZSHEM T, FI%m e
TSR T e s ny PR A A S, 3 Fh i ik
LR W W Sk 2 A 2 AT A 22— A
FONA SR, DR IR T X e 2 2 B X G 9 RIE R
LB S, BT APl R R AR, 1AL R R
K.

6 Zi5H5IEmnN

6.1 WRZEIL

AP AL 6 A TEIRHEIT T4 (S5 1, L5
2 JeAbFEIEG DML N (25 3. L5 4 FIAh 8 S5
2)H WAL T FeAB B, AR T 2 R MRS SRR
X 3 1 1 AL 4G BRI . 6 DSEERA T
AR RSB . AR RS T S5 L SR TR i SR 2%
FEFR A5 7 HERR e i RE, UEWT T 45 R nY A ik
P BRI, AH AR R 25 B RS SR % X 42, T
B35 T v 2 5 RN G THI T e AN R B R M
WA, REES BB Z N U BCR
PRAr At AR 25 ShAL AL OR3P B 3RIE S sh HLAY w5 2
JEE RS R R A E SR — RSO, X
ORI, TH S B LY A L s,
LU R 28 T 2352 1 B SR AFrIE 4, Frllgh
ML, BT A D E R 2R . b
FESLR 2 45 HH SR B B LR B R A U RIS &R
AlRe S EREE SRR A G, b, b TR
ARG TSRS B, L 4 H R T R A TR
—JE AR, SR, WA R A R MO 3
BT T RIS, A X v 2 235 8 X G A ]
A IRIE L SRR, PRI AP 25 S b1 & #5322
YER, PIZEShbILIY vh oS RE BEAIR, PR O il 5 o35 2 1

ShtLh SRR
DI1: ffvs. 1 i b=—0.12""
= 1.42"/c,= 1.94™
AL &= —4.44
IR — MR
B a, = —0.
(fvs.Hrvs. 5 ) 2 ¢ =2.16""/c, = 2.92"
D2: Hvs. b=-0.12""

BB RAREE

Bl 6 RFARTARLLH A4 HT(modeld) (SE50 4)
e # R EIR p < 0.001; **3E 7R 0.001 < p < 0.01, *3E7RK 0.01 <p <0.05.D1 I D2 EW PRI, RE=FEHE LR, RMILWMT: DI
R =1, PEFE =0, BEFE =0, FEEHEESENRN EEESE S PRSI, D2 REFE =0, FEEE =0,

IR EE = 1, TERSHR SR 2 B Y IR e b e v SR BE TP R
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I, AL AR A R, SR X LS R
TN R . B2, AW A RS #ARE
i TR
6.2 IRiLTk

AWFFEERIE T I B R U1 55 T 5% B 0T 2%
H LR BRI, S R . ARSI AR
A% 4 8 D B A A 04 Ml 2 55 22 A 5 40 3 Al
T ik

(WEFZE R RZA TERDT T A B 2 1
OMERREIR, F5 7T OMEMME. WEESO
22 ] ) 56 RS2 B A R AN T AT GE 3R, T
FAL R R e D 2 S A, HAA 2
WM B (Dubois et al., 2016). LAH: 5T KBRS
OB oY Eos S A G S A o S N o | AT = L P o ol = o
ST B T R X AL 9 I Y R ) B 4y
i FF1E (Anderson, 1998; Hu et al., 2009, 2017; Han
& Anderson 2020), W57 % BRI RS AL RE &
JE 2 [B] ) o6 Rl H R AR MR, 40 U A (Anderson,
1998)a%, J I (Hu et al., 2009), Hik N AEELRFE D
TRETH B 2 b S ROIRAS o ARG PR E R
)RR A PR AN Tl I TR T S 285 B R 11 R A 4 A I
MIFEIA, 2% I T AR A BRI AL S BT AT IS 1, O
RIT RS RRERE T, HE I RNIEBILHE
HARRZ5e, XV R T AT R s, JFRBT
ANFETHTHAF R A5, SR 1 LR BT
AT

QR TREE S AMERE R Z HA U 8
KFZR o BHABFFEAEVE I SO 5t RO TR S
MR Z e R, R85 “Facebook”iX 2§
FEAEF- 5 DA S ER T TN TH 2SR AT AS g , RBCE
B RERT ARG A 2 R AR R e, R R
P g fth N 2h BL BT 5, R ) AL 4 AT
(Dubois et al., 2016), AHFFT I T Dubois 25 A
(2016) I, 40 53 % 2 5 M 114 A1 A% 0 DA 11 A4 4%
) TR E I . AR b E S8 R R
FEZ D31 2 0 WG 5% B 5 1 RT3 2 R 2 I A
EURLCR, HITE 0% BT TN E IRIE 4
SN AN Zh AL wp o8 ok, 1 AL R R R 1K

J T IR AT 5T R E S O L%
BEZRMXREGSAZR, RUFESI T —4
AN FESCHS, il Prolific -4 526 [ A [ 4k
W, HRE S 3 AR R S S g S B A AL A 120
fy, Hrp B 41 £(34.2%), FHFIEN 36.44 %,
HUH 7 22T e AR, SRR X AL % R

FETE B LMY, F(1, 117) = 36.26, p < 0.001,
HIFXT AT oR, BEE SRS RN, WREN
TG R W i, T I SR 28 B X 2 L b R %
FEXS4(4(77) = —2.69, p = 0.009)F1 = 3% B % %
(1(79) = —6.63, p < 0.001)F A JEHLE O, 2N
R 2 R woR, JE% X RS HL(F2,
117) = 7.71, p = 0.001, n2 = 0.116)47 B & 0, {HE
EL Pl R AR #E, FQ2, 117) =022, p = 0.80, )
=0.004, FRATHE | R EEA G IT R e 2R 5 LA,
& H PROCESS Bootstrap [ Model 4 (Hayes, 2013)
HEAT T A oA, HR AR RECh 5000, (A1
AYAE SR 7, AT 2 85 BN AL 2 B 1) 5% i 2
mARf ASIHLB = 0.69, SE = 0.22, 95% CI =
[0.2983, 1.1682], AL 0)F i, WAL sl
(B =0.01, SE = 0.03, 95% CI = [-0.0655, 0.0846],
L5 0), TEHPEA LE RN . SIS,
RBWTE VARSI 50N RIS, 1H 9
HRAFAELRAB N S UL R IE R ShAIL, (H 23525 X Bt
R BN R ER . B —RELH
BRI AT RS BT AR py s fk2E R, DUESCHERt B
a7 P 5 S 0 T T U BH RIS U [ R (H,
1944; Li et al., 2016). 3 &MY AT g J5 U2 i [ SCfk
T3 T ZFE1E 38 5% &R (Hwang, 1987; Jacobs, 1982;
Tsui & Farh, 1997; Tsui et al., 2000; #2%1%, 2004),

() /R AL 38T 52 R S 1 A% 36 2 R Y N ]
bl NRAEA | C = SCRIAb 32 L ShHl(Hoffman,
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G HA BRI T o
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— RIS 7 FEANEAR R AR AT R K
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T 0T AN (7] 5 5% B AR 7y 11 REAE 406 ML

5, BT AR S PR 28 2 X O AE
T 5 0 52 e AN 6] 198 7 SCARE 5T i BE A 4R,
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The U-shaped effect of intimacy on word-of-mouth intention about consumption failure:
Based on the perspective of motivational conflict model

SUN Hongjie, WANG Meiling, ZHONG Ke

(Management School, Hainan University, Haikou 570228, China)

Abstract

Consumers often share their shopping experiences with others. The strength of different social relationships
can impact a consumer's word-of-mouth behavior, especially when an unpleasant purchase occurs. While some
studies have explored that interpersonal closeness plays an important role in a social context, little has been
known about how this diverse range of relationships affects consumers' word-of-mouth behavior in the case of
consumption failures. Previous research has shown that consumers are more likely to spread negative
information to individuals with whom they have high (vs. low) levels of interpersonal closeness. However, these
studies have only taken a binary approach to classifying interpersonal closeness, ignoring the what would
happen when the closeness was on the middle level. Literally, the impact of the diversity of relationships needs
further investigation.

In this study, the impact of interpersonal closeness on consumers' word-of-mouth intention after a
consumption failure was explored through six experiments, both online (Experiments 1, 2, and supplementary
Experiment 1) and offline (Experiments 3, 4, and supplementary Experiment 2), in common social settings.
Based on the literature on the attitudinal ambivalence literature, this research uses the SIM model to determine
the level of motivation conflict and examines the U-shaped impact of interpersonal closeness on word-of-mouth
intention in the event of a consumption failure. Experiment 1 (N = 143) is a between-subject design with a single
factor of three levels of interpersonal closeness (low vs. medium vs. high). Participants were randomly assigned
to different groups and asked to imagine a negative hotel service experience. They then had the opportunity to
share the experience with others and answer related questions. The reading materials for the different
experimental groups varied only in terms of the manipulation statement for interpersonal closeness. Experiment
2 (N = 155) was designed to verify the mediating role of motivation conflict. The manipulation method for
interpersonal closeness was changed and the stimulus material was changed to a poorly performing cell phone
purchase. Participants answered related questions after reading the materials. Experiment 3 (N = 126) was
conducted in an offline airport waiting room to simulate a more natural face-to-face communication setting. The
social background of the experiment was transferred from WeChat to the waiting room. The U-shaped
relationship between interpersonal closeness and word-of-mouth intention was verified and the mediating effect
of motivation conflict was determined. Experiment 4 (N = 298) is a 3 (interpersonal closeness: low vs. medium
vs. high) x 2 (merchant responsibility: low vs. high) between-subject design to validate the moderating effect of
merchant liability. The stimulus material describes a negative private custom tour experience, and interpersonal
closeness and merchant responsibility were manipulated. In the low merchant responsibility condition, the
merchant only provided relevant reference options and the consumer chose the travel route. In the high merchant
responsibility condition, the consumers chose the strongly recommended travel route provided by the merchant.
The domestic samples were recruited from a professional survey website (Credamo) and completed online
questionnaires, while the foreign samples were recruited from another professional survey website (Prolific).
Samples can be considered representative of the mainstream consumer group.

The main findings of this study are as follows: (1) Consumers are least likely to discuss their negative
consumer experiences in front of objects with medium interpersonal closeness, compared to low and high
interpersonal closeness, therefore there is a U-shaped relationship between interpersonal closeness and
word-of-mouth intention. (2) The cause of this difference lies in the conflict between the motivation to protect
others' interests and the motivation to protect self-image: when faced with individuals of medium interpersonal
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closeness, consumers are most concerned with protecting their self-image, which leads to a high degree of
motivational conflict and results in the lowest willingness to spread word-of-mouth. (3) The level of
responsibility taken by merchants moderates the effect of interpersonal closeness on word-of-mouth intention.
When merchants take low responsibility, the effect of interpersonal closeness on word-of-mouth intention is
U-shaped. However, when merchants take high responsibility, consumers' motivation to protect their self-image
decreases in the presence of individuals with medium interpersonal closeness, causing the motivation to protect
others' interests to become dominant and leading to low levels of motivational conflict. This results in an
increase in word-of-mouth intention as interpersonal closeness increases, yielding an approximately linear effect
of interpersonal closeness on word-of-mouth intention.

This study contributes to the important fields of word-of-mouth communication, social relationships, and
word-of-mouth intention, and provides valuable insights for marketing professionals involved in market research,
word-of-mouth management, social media operations, and marketing.

Keywords consumption failure, intimacy, word-of -mouth intention, U-shaped



B

3

55 %

B 5%
Bifk 1 ETAESZWHIEARSEITHE
S 1 L 2 RS I 2 56 1 S 3 RS Jn 2 56 2 L 4

FEA KR 143 155 180 126 120 298
FRE () 28.65 30.08 30.21 29.49 36.44 29.40
5

e 53(37.1%) 60(38.7%) 68(37.8%) 47(37.3%) 41(34.2%) 121(40.6%)

4 90(62.9%) 95(61.3%) 112(62.2%) 79(62.7%) 79(65.8%) 177(59.4%)
20

L 5(3.5%) 2(1.3%) 7(3.9%) 3(2.4%) - 14(4.7%)

LR 9(6.3% 17(11.0%) 20(11.1%) 17(13.5%) f PAELEE 32(10.7%)

AR 109((76.2;)) 113((72.9%) 131(72.8%) 83(65.9%) ﬁi@i lﬁ%tﬁi 217(72.8%)

Bkl %

Wi+ K& L | 20(14.0%) 23(14.8%) 22(12.2%) 23(18.3%) 35(11.7%)
Bl

2 35(24.5%) 37(23.9%) 38(21.1%) 26(20.6%) 23(19.2%) 69(23.2%)

A Al 29(20.3%) 33(21.3%) 38(21.1%) 23(18.3%) 7(5.8%) 41(13.8%)

Fll B f 10(7.0%) 13(8.4%) 17(9.4%) 13(10.3%) 6(5.0%) 30(10.1%)

550 6(4.2%) 6(3.9%) 5(2.8%) 2(1.6%) 10(8.3%) 11(3.7%)

R 60(42.0%) 59(38.1%) 70(38.9%) 54(42.9%) 32(26.7%) 131(44.0%)

AhBEAll 2(1.4%) 7(4.5%) 6(3.3%) 6(4.8%) 0(0.0%) 12(4.0%)

FHoAth 1(0.7%) 0(0.0%) 6(3.3%) 2(1.6%) 42(35.0%) 4(1.3%)
AT

3000 ST F 32(22.4%) 30(19.4%) 43(23.9%) 20(15.9%) 67(22.5%)

3000-5000 JG 24(16.8%) 29(18.7%) 37(20.6%) 33(26.2%) I%l%%}hﬂﬂt@tt 66(22.1%)

5000-10000 JG 59(41.3%) 65(41.9%) 65(36.1%) 44(34.9%) ﬁi@i lﬁﬂtﬁi 123(41.3%)

b IfoRig®
10000 TG LA I 28(19.6%) 31(20.0%) 35(19.4%) 29(23.0%) 42(14.1%)




57

INIEAS A T PR R IMCIE B N B s X UL B R Y U R IR

Mz 2 BETE KR EFREA TR

5254 OV SR R
i . N G R — A TE R, Rl 25 1 0 1 A
RATRNIRERE): K vs. 0 vs. e — AR R TR, ARBERTAER) L B T %40
R AN G AR O REAL: — SR o BRI, AR B B R AR, AN
SERY T e RRERE: A MO A R A X DR R SRR, Bl LR A S, TR A 4, R I
o TSRS p /A S ) LA ) T R A WiFi {55 WiBrEe g, WasSCR ARG, BEBm B #uK,
. R AL ke R AT AT T S UL E AT AR, LIRSS B 125 HE A R AR A
Mo B2, R A 22 6 2
BB OBR R A vs. 1 vs. 7
B R I 2 R B, IR T — BB FHL. K TN
I i H i R 7% 30— BL[A] 4T AN
S e (R A A AL I B H, RIS, LGTR R % B — B RIATIF AR, FhL

o PORERE: o U AL Y e A PR
o ECRERE: R AR B A PR

MR RS, A RSN, HANETFEIR AR, H4
AT, B2, X T AU K TR AL

B2 38 1

BB NPRREE): AR vs. 1 vs.

TR AN [ 5 2R A R AL

o RSN AR M PG AR T R ZH A A DX PR
o PR o YA B A PR

o FIREEL: mRE LA I AE A R

B —T: RET W 3nas, EMHRREIRINRE
PR SE AL IR (FDAR AL, PRI A I 25 B ) e i 3 B AN B B, s 9
WAREZTIT, MAMTEHRAERE . B2, X T AU K 1 3l
RIS

SCH 3

BYA A NPRREE): K vs. b vs.

LT

o RREE: IRITAHRIE, R CHLRRE, 7EBEPLE (RS
AT, T ITREE, ARTTHABE

o WIRERE: RITERE, R CHLRRE, TEMHLEIRIE
—ARRLEIIA, S THTRES ], AT o

o FURWEL: RATARIE, MR CHLIERRE, EMPLEIRIBE
— A RERARMFIE A, o T HTRES ], VRIS o

G AR TARZL T A5, RT3 2 — 4SS i 9 ¥ 5
irBe, EELRTTE M _EBUE T Y —Z00 ) . BRI R, KK
UG B 5 md P AT, AP IR AN, A6 BEBLIE FEAS SF 42,
EPS IR WiFi 55 BT SESE i, B SORBAN KIS, VEBk
KRS, AR R, EHRAEI . B2, R
MNES IR

FEE IS 5 2

o (KCEBEEY: After the trip, you take the flight back, you
meet a stranger in the waiting room, and you chat to pass the time.

o ISR After the trip, you take the flight back, and in
the waiting room you meet an ordinary friend, and in order
to pass the time, you two gossip.

o FICEWEY: After the trip, you’re on a flight back, and in
the departure lounge you meet a close friend who is very
close, and to pass the time, you gossip.

The busy work is finally over. You plan to visit a beautiful
island, so you book a local hotel online in advance. After
arriving at the hotel, you find that the hotel is relatively close to
the scenic spots, the exterior decoration is good, and the
necessary facilities are basically complete, but the WiFi signal in
the room is intermittent, and the sound insulation effect is not
very good. Not fresh either. All in all, you are not satisfied with
your stay experience.
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