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Mg = 2.32, SD = 0.88), F(1, 58) = 352.02, p <
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0.92, Jmifdi AR S5 A (H 4 1Y t K degh R BoR
B AE R W T 4, B T b AF v R
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H P S 45 2 R0 9 s B R TG I 35 25 5, F(1, 58) =
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T, A B 15— B A [R) 9 OG0 2 bk 3R
TR R IGTHAE, ACEZRE —F00
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JRUK il R P (4 — SRR I S B, I IR 5 e i
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BEALIE A FLSCARRA | B T A T A .
Horp, 78 BB A gl A AR IR S 7 T
BRI R, ARESIR”, POkl <mz s T
F, Ta SIS AL R . BIRIRITRES A2, Ta
WOEULH T A OB B SRE Y, 75 BT T 4l
Wk MBS T T R IR A, RiE /IR,
PR EZ R TR, Ok Ta A E, B
BN T BIBREE LS, Ta BT TR ZH B B
B FN AR AT 25 AT AT s i o 23, Blaalxe i
AR RN 4 ASBIHETT/E % (Rusbult
etal., 1998), Ri«fE Lk ff s, XKW EIER
W IR RABL TR IRATAY I
TEARAEE IR B E—RIRB I L (1 = 3
AR, 7= 5 [F&; Cronbach’s a = 0.94), B
Jei, B [ A4 G 56 1) — A T (i 1), AR B A
PRARIGIE 5t R ARBR il 45 T Rt -7 =
HEWE, 0= LRBE, 7= EIEE), &a, #ilk
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MIZAERS . M. CRRB(CH . REEA X
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T EAE R
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PRONKG S0 45 R W, FCSRRUE A AP o3 R,
LRV T AP 8, H 3 X 5T Jo sl
(Mg =4.76, SD =2.19, Mygy =0.50,SD =
277, Mg = —2.30, SD = 4.97), F(2, 207) =
71.33,p<0.001, 1> =0.41, Kk, 525 1a FXFEE(E
R i SEE N

RNV AS B T 22 AT A R R, AT IO
TReH, BLOCRBARE EE F A AR R E
R (Mg = 5.08, SD = 1.34, Mgy = 5.10,
SD = 1.40, Mygm =3.10, SD = 1.27), F(2, 207) =
51.51, p<0.001, n* = 0.33; fij ELSZAH L 2H FN36 25
FHZMPAEBERRBERERARELZER@P =
0.912), AR . Fly . KR, XRR
B, BOEASHEEEGZERE, FRSEH WEN
AR, TR R EE BEEAL, FQ, 202) =
51.85, p<0.001, 0% = 0.34; i ELSCAHVE RGP
Z R 2ZESAEE (P =0.927),
21.4 itig

B la Z5HWIR, LEARTE AT HLAY N B
T, AT R T A B AR I R
(SN AT 3 25 5 . AT 7, B2 R
BT MR RWEE . B, BT R
AEIEE R RN, 5 1b #F—B 5] A
AL PR UL SR AT vs 5 )iX — A8 &
22 I 1b

SEE 1b B TEARG S S A g R AL R[] %
TR R REE L EAEN . R 1, 7E7H
TRULTRHT, AR B0 FL S AR (vs. 38 B 5 Wl R
TS SR R RS, MR PRk e, R8RS i
TV T (vs. FU SRR PR AT ofe T w5 19 G R R
221 #HiK5XWIEIT

SCHS 1b SR 3 (AR BT vs B B
T ovs. ORI x 2 (R HL: T RPLR AT vs. 5 Y
XU 2R 2 Ta] B4R 5% S 1 28 A RN S i i AL X AR AR
K R T B SE AN o AR S SR AR MBI 5
Credamo W 5 SC 50 5 ¥s, 153 230 A Rl &
(Mg =31.80 %, SD =9.09 %, Myzyp=7.88 4F,
SD =781, Ny=156).
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BEBEDL AT B E 4 FRER G 52— 7ETH SR R nn 4l
o, BB RS RS SO A TR SR IR BE 2
I ) A A5 ) TP A8 R A SR UL, R 1 A i
P PeE,; RN G dlh, #ik e SR 55 5L
TR, FFAEM A Y R AR 3 O REEAL
W RBERNERIN S S0 1a —3, BRETFAN
P AR T RAT R R AR 4,
FE B PR 04 S R AR 2 Ak ) R B A
AT SR o FLSCARVE A M Bl i AR A T
R AR E AN KAFE, AR S bR AL e
X R RS WA A S, i JE R A A TR
FUWEMEMIANY . BJE, B2 TR R R
& (Cronbach’ s o = 0.94)% 4 #0551 [A] 52
55 lao $2 ok, Bk & 2 W g 5 aim, 435
ARG 56 S U5 IS AL A — A RO (<3 ), A e A L o
s S, BRI A TR 7 1 =
LY, 7 = WYUK IG), KA TR st —4
I (R MR AR B R T /e Bk? » 1 = B
B, 7 = AR, I B A R R
TRYEdr T I CY R A2 AR R T
RULH TS, 1 = EWAFE, 7 = EFFRE,
r=0.89)FIAS: 55 YL SI% 114 19 A~ AL (“FAB 119 Sz 15t S ke
T Ta FEAIAATE” “PRABM R Ta 1952 PRAETE
—F, 1= EWAFE, 7= EFFRE, r=0.82). i
Ja, BRI . M. RIS SRR
EEAEBEANNSGH ARG,
223 XHER

B, WSRO A B, A A NS R
e T AL FEA TG R B P 3 R T O R R Al
(Mg = 6.51, SD = 0.66, Mgy = 6.13,
SD = 1.12, Mygm =2.25, SD = 1.93), F(2, 227) =
235.04, p < 0.001, n* = 0.67; HSAHLAILE R 2
TS Y A BT A S T BT S AL (M s
=5.89,SD=0.93, Mugus =2.99, SD=1.69), F(l,
227) = 545.10, p < 0.001, 0> = 0.83; G E P 5 AL
P R, = E A O T = Rl RO ST |
(Myggomp = 3.29, SD = 1.56, Mugp= = 5.34,
SD = 1.19), F(1, 227) = 446.55, p < 0.001, n* = 0.80,
PR AR S A ) BB ST o Bl 21 2%
P AT AN PR PR IS AR (M gy = 2.21, SD =
1.86, Myus= = 6.37; SD = 1.17) & AR, F(,
228) = 411.95, p < 0.001, n*> = 0.64, Ftk, 525 1b
Xof A5t AL RN R R 1T o

HIK, ANOVA ST 45 3 U2 A 4L

M, F(2, 227) = 36.57, p < 0.001, n*> = 0.24; [
BREFHLE TN A 2, F(1,228) = 0.14, p=0.712;
T B SE, SRR AL A AR B 15 28 ) 38 B I
PARC R EA B E5 0, FQ2, 224) = 7.84, p <
0.001, 1> =0.07, BRI, W&l 2 fis, 79k
TR, 2R 1 S AE Y 1) 70 38 A 25 T 1 1 O R il
B (Myggmy: =5.34, D =131, Myggps = 4.60,
SD = 1.35, Mgy = 3.23, SD = 1.41), F(2, 224) =
24.84, p<0.001, 0> =0.18, TEIHZHEIG, s
LEWSMWHEEAE T &R EE
(Mg = 449, SD = 1.41, Mupgpsy = 547,
SD =1.00, Mygm = 3.44, SD = 1.51), F(2, 224) =
21.66, p<0.001, 0> =0.16, X —R R 1E$5 9k il
PRI, AERY . SRR . XRRES . B2EA A
JEWARTEAE, F(2, 219) = 7.04, p=0.001, n* = 0.06,

7
] WOERT w e
il
w5 L
4 1t
W& 4
i "
% 3
2
1
B EEE TR
Bl 2 SCu 1b S HLA IR 4R
224 itig

WEFE 1b K5 SRBNLS I A RIS S S, SRy
5 S BILZ W) A7 A S 2 5 A < A T 2 DR SR,
B A A TR TR R R W R AR SRk
e, R RO Ok B BN R AR
e RS 1, B BCBCR AR B T S A AR
L, M5 BRI HLAYSS S @ VI SE o 7R L,
S 2 K BRI O B LR, IR ACE
ORISR 7S REE g8

3 SEH 2. OB SRR R

31 B#
SEHS 2 B AESAE AR SRR A 5 AR KU I AL
Z 1A 9 22 EAE F Qnfey s me RAR G R B, DL Rk
RN AEAR SR AR
32 FHik
321 #WiX5XWi&it
SCHS 2 R 2 (AR

FLAAE VL vs BB
) x 2 (RARETAL . T8 P DR AT vs. 74

S EPIURYE



368 N H

58 4%

L

PRI 2% 2 () B T 2R 48 90 S 15 288 AL R I 15 I BIL X A 4R
KRB Zm, LA AR SR i i A 4
o RALELIATE S Credamo WA S EE, 15
) 272 AR E (Mg = 31.47 ¥, SD = 8.87,
Moz = 7.46 4, SD =17.63, N, =183),

322 ZWiFiE

Bl B AL S T 319 28 DR SR T ) LS AR VR A
TH PR DRS4S Y FL S AR A
ZHBEIH PR S B R S A R HLAYER
RS % T Levine (2022)AI IS, RlA AR 25
I FEARTH 2 JE R BE R AT 70 Y el . b, TH 9
TSR A 1 0k s B A TAR R Al — K, RE
BRHE R th—3 PR, SR BRI E
PaE, R AR B O AR IRE R E 4
FE o X, A A VG 2 v] LSRRI 3K T 9
R e H o e 3 7E B TARE g R, 48
A VU SR AR TR AT, AR H O X
PR IRE KB AR, XA, BELWE T XER
ik, T B HAR R VU A] DL2E SO A B R0
5985 1la —3, AR EAH p gl e B < A
EXFEN T, 477 Ta B ANTE, AR
WA, BZJE T3, Ta WS NGEH. 7
B E A r g sk B AR IRE X A LT,
T T TaWbi: “REFE, BEGR . BZET
fift 3], Ta HSLWEAFALFE,

Bt Je, A0 A8 & &R0 B (Cronbach’ s a =
0.92) 14 2 ) LA T AR, Mt 7 VA TRl S0 1a, 2
% Patrick 55(2007), #1200 d oo A AR e AT
1B SRy = AN, BT e 8k 52 B AR A5 X 3 1 52
R “RBBIREZ BITHEXT T By S0 <R AR IR 3] £
EXF M HF > (1 = EWARRE, 7 = IEWFEE;
Cronbach’ s o = 0.89), ItAk, S5 2 iR & T /it
FAVCTE ), AR PR A A1 S, SRR A ey
BT 71 = BEE, 7= HSAED KL
FASETALCTE ], AR AR B A A 5, AR
TEfRF 25T e 1 = JORHT, 7 = JORE)BY
FRYN, I H R 50 0C T B SR B RN U 4R
DG DL AR R B, SRR R 4R I R R S
L7 7 1 = 0%IEE, 7 = 100%iK S5, “HLH 23 i 3
fit, BWHITEBA IR Z/0EE? 7 1 = 0%
B, 7=100%%552). fJa, $IXEEER . .
KFRE . RAENK | BEASEESEANDS I

BER.

33 LIHER

RPN I 25 0 woR, BRI
O3B T E VS 4L(M g = 6.26, SD = 1.04,
Mg = = 2.66, SD = 1.65), F(1, 270) = 462.87, p <
0.001, n° = 0.63, BLAMELSTAR P A X S it il 55 19
TP  E m T 8 B0 H (M ggmp = 6.26,
SD =0.85, Mg =3.01, SD = 1.58), F(1, 270) =
445.83, p < 0.001, 0% = 0.62; FHEETE 5 HX T bk
B R R B MYV W T SR (M g =
4.96, D = 131, Myzp== 546, SD = 1.22), F(1,
270) = 10.35, p = 0.001, 1> = 0.04, FHIXFFEAR 52 5k
FRIA RN NAT o DR 3 Y S AL (M ey =
221, SD = 1.64, Myy== 5.74; D = 1L.57) B # A
[5, F(1, 270) = 325.70, p < 0.001, n* = 0.87, #:4\[7]
FERLST o

ANOVA srirgs R R, RERI(F(1, 268) =
3.04, p = 0.083)FN S WmiHFHL(F(1, 268) = 2.61, p =
0.108) % AR & R B B ERON A B 25 . Ak
A5 ALY TR R B A B E 5 H
RN, F(1,268) =27.15, p<0.001, 1> = 0.10, A&
&, RN A BT o, TH SRR SR T, R A
0 TE A A T 1 OC R R E (Mg =
554, SD = 1.02, Mgy = 4.02, SD = 1.34),
F(1,268)=55.42, p<0.001,1*=0.17, 42T,
P38 BRI A A A T O R R
(Mo =4.04, SD=1.28, Mszgps=5.06, SD=
1.09), F(1, 268) =24.81, p< 0.001, 1> = 0.09, W[l 3
J7R o X —RON AR il . AR L G R
K. XRRE ., 20A S BEIKRAETE, F(Q,
263)=71.83, p<0.001, n> = 0.22, WAk, RiEEm
FPESI(F(1, 268) =0.14, p=0.71) . 4E# (F(1, 268) =
2.57, p=0.11), KXAEBK(F(1, 268) = 0.59, p =
0.44) 1 3¢ B A B Y OC R R FE S e AR 3, R
W 3K S A8 e S I 3 R M) S 5t 2IS AR X6 O R R R
MIAEF

S}
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™
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HeTOR, DR B AVR i HLoh A A2 i
BB R AR =, 7T ANOVA 0 #r. 45
SR TGS R AR ZERI(F(1, 268) = 0.91, p = 0.34)if
R RBHL(F(L, 268) = 0.69, p = 0.41), YIRFEAE
A AN, AR 3 Y A8 BT B AR S
£ WFE, F(1, 268) = 70.39, p< 0.001, 1> =0.21,
PR, SRS M, IR
A 1 BB AR S HE (M ggegmp = 5.26, SD = 1.37,
M= = 4.03, SD = 1.62), F(1, 268) = 27.66, p <
0.001, n* = 0.10; FEMHBRLK)S, HRKGTHEHE
SIEAR L 2 AR E A T RSB AR SRR (M e =
3.74, SD = 1.39, Mygip== 5.28, SD = 1.06), F(1,
268) = 43.63, p< 0.001, 1> = 0.14,

I 5 #1] F Bootstrap 3% R (Process Model 8)i#747
B A TR . DU (LSRR =1, 36
B = OfENAAE, BANEE SR b A2
i, BEHLERIERT = 1, IR = 0Ny AE
i, BRI R R AR R, I 6l A,
PR, RRRE, RAFKAESA T8, 45
FW, BRI RURN S LA B 95% A5 X 1]
[0.2682, 1.0901], P50 w3 o 7S5BS AL A T
PR, T AEBONN 0.8250, 95% MY A X 6]
[0.4827, 1.1621], ANELF 0; MAEE NG, A
RO —1.0363, 95%H B 17 X [H][-1.3308, —0.7504],
A 0, BRI SRR, MR THEERS,
1B R 15t B S AR VR S R T R (R B AR S RE, AT
PRI RRW R, W RS, MR T ISk,
PEAR S 55 BT T RRAE Y ok T v R R B AR SRR,
NIIE AP 3= I N [ N o NS RS O
B, WME 4 PR, Sda, TSRO R ECh
1.8613, 95%E {5 [X.[6] 4[1.4125, 2.3340], N5 0,
PA A A RO B 2, SR SIS AIL S R TR
Tt 8 U3 3o SRR R AR S R X AR DG FR T B Y )
RN, H2 BT

BB RE
a= 276/' b= 0.67***
JARIAL

' = 0.68%** PEEXFR
x c= 2'54*** ?ﬁﬁg
iz el

4 s2iy 2 RSN K

3.4 itig
SEUG 2 ME— AR SE T USSR RN s AL 1

RRRWE BRI EAE M, B0k 1 AL T IH 9 ek
B, S SAE R B B S R R AR G &
MR, AL T RS, BRI L
S HLSARE R B R AR R B T e . XA
ARSCH IS AR, RIS DR, Rk SR kAR
g S B AR TR B, LA X A H
A0 4 5 0E, DT 48 i SRR AR SRR R OC R Il
BEo MEMURIH RS, EE S AEE R e
R SR e PR 5] R v S B S 45 (Bui et al.,
2011; Chang & Tseng, 2014), 4 & B E A8 HY
PRI, DT B2 o SRR IR 8 o Xttt — 20 3R B
PIAR DG 28 T 198 38 AN SUHASE T I e YRR, 3
32 3 Rt I HL 20

S 2 Wk T R B A R AL AR
KA RN, IFERm 1T HHPLE, 2
AT R, R R 2 37 5 2R B 52
LT 17 (2N i 92 A5 M3 S RS R i 4 & S R M Ry
17T 1 JR K 3l T 3 UL e U B 22 b 532 Wi =5 5 P 7 i
(Dhar & Wertenbroch, 2000; Voss et al., 2003), X}
R 1 22 S A T R A I A V) 38 5 X6 S 15 2A Y Y R
FHAF R OB b P, 525 3 7ES08 2 1Y
BEqih b, R 2B A SR BIE Y AR R, LR
A6 ST AT TS 5%

4 S 3 A RAY(EEARE vs S H
P 5 VR

41 XWHM

SCES 3 R E T H AR EE S S R (B ARYE vs.
S )R T 2 ot 2SRRI R At s LSS B R
YER, JFS e B EAR S g I S AR .
42 FHik
421 #Wikfn#RIEIT

SRS 3 =R S 2 (R Bk
L vs BRI x 2 (RIAEHL: JHRULRAT vs.
THIRPLRT) x 2 (P 28R 2R 1E vs SEHIPE) . 2R
FATELE PR E &5 Credamo WrAE L9050, fLlsE
550 AR (Mg = 3113 %, SD = 8.28,
My zprie = 6.99 4, SD = 6.72, Ny =383).
422 Zinntig

e, A B AL A S SR M il 4 RN S
PP, Bl —BOC T HEAR T 28 D S St i fif
. TEEIRME A, B B AL — AR gAY
SHCOMNL. fFE T RARR AT o 7RI
A, PXE B AL — XURE N B . TR R LPem
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L

B IOk, BOKBEHLEE AR IR A KBRS HLAL
FETH SRR AT, B TR [ O SE R
BT R RR, MR B SEATAT R, HRAR T LLE
HoAlr= 5o R PR RIG 4, 0 TR A A
WA SE J& 1) AR SR S 5, B 28 1 T s U 4y
S T4 8030 e B8 (e T 77 i 2 B0 Sy S R Pk
oS RS, W REMLIE A SE B U 4L LS
UL, BEVEE B R <RI A
W, WEEH CREGE BE R, RiEH
RN, HEGAE T BN RAEE IR
ZJa TE, AN E, AFA Taly
FraRZIE T MR, AR R TN G,
DIREME AR KA o fE SRR AR T, MBS R
PR REHAIE, REEEAFE SRS
AR, RIiEAFEERTE, SR T8
(SEBRARE “IRZJE T R3], R0 AR,
AFFE Ta HE R ARZIG T, BT
BT A A, TREMEA K,

Bifif5, B4R ¢ Z i B B (Cronbach’s o =
0.92) . JEHNEAR Z FF(Cronbach’s a = 0.89) 4l & 7]
Ry AT AR, My iR R e 2, DRI T
X SRS (), AR AR A0 B, RO PR
BT T IRAR? 2 1 = ESE, 7 = HE
VLR R R HLCE ], AR AR 1 S, R
AR RTEATRN A TR BR? 2 1 = Yeskng, 7 = B
TR YA BT, Ak, S 3 R P T
RN o ki B A Rl S A A2 L (Alba &
Williams, 2013), RIS SR ™ 0 e & —FhaT LU
I TR A AZ 1 7=, B RELE AT IR R
FERE N, REE R AMTLEA . ERZ A S
PEP=SORAE, R IIRENE | DB AR I 7
BRETE R AR SEAS B R TR, B BT S BAEA
H AR oE - IUTE 55, SR J5 Bl AR 2 SUXH R} v
TR R BT A0 (1 = RN, T = 5
FHPE= o e, aaIn ZH4Es | Mml . RIS
KRABRKFESA RS AN DG RER .
43 ZWHER

SRR ER YA I 45 R R, HRN T A
IR T HESEEA (Mg gy = 5.85, SD = 1.45,
M g = 1.59, SD = 1.04), F(1, 548) = 1553.15,
p<0.001,n* = 0.74; REBHLERALE R BoR, PR
T2 1 S B LA 2 0 IS T USRS 4 (M ey =
1.38, SD = 0.94, Myy== 6.51, SD = 1.04); F(1,
548) = 3655.79, p < 0.001, 1> = 0.87; 7=k B HI R\

Kege 25 R o, SR s o o 3 e TR R
fi(Mappe = 4.24, SD = 1. 40, Meygp= 3.44, D =
1.67), F(1, 548) = 36.11, p < 0.001, n* = 0.06, )i
X RIS | R LR S S B R A A BT
Hk, B B AILRT 2 A
H A8 5, R FEAR ¢ &R W R O IS i E AT
ANOVA Z#r, R S AILRN = i 2 70t
KZRW W) =W 8 BN B3, F(1, 542) = 6.03,
p=0.014,1*=0011, BIKMF, H=mIEmn=
SRPEF A, TEDRERRT UL B RS S U A
X THABXRBEEMNEMEA R EERS
(Mygigopmp:= 4.76, D = 1.23, Maegps=5.14, D =
1.25), F(1, 542) = 3.46, p = 0.063, n* = 0.006; £
WJa, UL RS S A S AR O R R
(Mg = 3.57, SD = 1.32, Muggip== 5.53, SD =
1.11), F(1, 542) = 91.19, p < 0.001, n* = 0.15, i34
77 b 2R R SRy SR i B, R R SR U Y LS AR
RE A 7 A T e A AR DG AR 6 B (M pspeps = 5.88,
SD =0.79, Mg =4.39, SD = 1.60), F(1, 542) =
52.79, p < 0.001, 0> = 0.09, WirEHHJG, Ui
Pt 5 PR R B B R (M gy = 4.51, SD =
1.12, Mugis==5.62, SD =0.89), F(1, 542) = 28.11,
p<0.001,n* = 0.05, W&l 5 FiR, RN A F il Bk
WM. AR BCRRE . RANKMESA
B B, F(1, 531) = 5.01, p = 0.026, n° =
0.009, IthAh, SR GPERI(F(1, 546) = 1.52, p=
0.22). 4E#(F(1, 546) = 0.33, p = 0.57)LA M K Z& I
KABAZ H(F(1, 546) = 1.80, p=0.33)) A R &,

| o

Tl mEsEE e REEE

6 I I
S I

jI I I|
T Ty AT T

TRME SR
K5 Sede 3 7 ph 2SR 3 Y 1

Bl FS L OB R B AR SRR AR b IR R i AT
ANOVA 43#r, JBRZERL . Ut HLAN = 2 AT
TSR SRR = B 38 BV 8 3, F(1, 542) =
7.57,p<0.001,n? = 0.03; FZRCWAELE kS
Y . RARRE . KRR K AEEA S HB )55 5

FHERRWEE
w L
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#,F(1,537) =15.19, p< 0.001, n* = 0.03, % F ¥k,
DL A 1A e, PR O R I R DR A
J A LA = i A R AR i, JBRAIER SR A
A8 & E1T Bootstrapping 43T H A Model 12 %
5o MR RO & B, A ISR T T
AR DS o XS i, B 2 R 3 et R
AR A 32 HE 52 e Tl RE Y A% R R) 2 50 E N
2.1293, 95% CI = [1.6969, 2.5700]; X T-Z 4 Aly=
Wi, SAERIERURE N 0.8791, 95% CI = [0.4396,
1.3334], W& By (] 28500 25 57+ H—1.2502, 95% CI =
[-1.8517, —0.6297], X[EIANELF 0, FHMTT P
IS AT o DA BRSO ARSI AR . PR SER IR
AEFENH G AR R JE KRBT
4.4 g

SRS 3 I ER T 2R, IR T R R
S AT AL AR 7 it 28 B0 R4 5 2 08 3 1Y 28 BAAR
H, DSBS SR AR, ik H3 153
BSUE . SE5 3 HE— AR T AR S R TR PR
TEXT TR RS Y sE i B AR, N BRAR T SR 1 5
ey ¥R 3 SR ASCR BRI TR A

5 HHe
51 %

AT T LA 9 5 2 I A AR Ta] 9 2% 2R R B
VERBETETT 5, B A PR SRR B AR 5 20
JFERIFZI, Rl o B 1 BB ML X — R 1o e
PR EZAE . BRI, BB HL I 2 ook
A, PR PR HE B STAR L (vs 35 R ) RE IS 42 T 8
HHRRW L, MBI PN s, FA
PPt B S (vs. SR WA RO T TR AR
R . BRSSP T LR . Ah, Xt
T b, R EE S S B B S
REAR TH DR SR AR, REAE Y o MR SR IR G R
JE; X TSR A, AR PR RRT BB BT A
HAAEA AR W 225 o SR S 4h T3 AR 1™
sify A0S PR 7= s R ER SR B B, S 153 98 R 5 (vs.
TS AR ) RE A I B TR R AR S AR 1 i 7 3 A Y
KA, a4 DRIEN T FiRE5E
SH la $eUE T AEAG BB HL, 8T S
FLSARE R RUBSCR AT 3 22 5% 250 1b TR
Beli BT IASSINAIL, e R 528 2 15 S 5t BILXS
KA B AT R E L HARH . 9285 2 HE— PG5
T EAN D BRHLR, SORF T RIAER SRR
A . S 3 ST A 28I — 1 AR,

7R T AN R i 2R B PSR B By 22 S BT I
T T AR S R A AN )1 B, LA RS
PR SRR IR T AR
52 HEitwk

HG, AN BRI RS O =
ANTTIE, FE IR T RS, U B
B AT . INBRIE b, ¢ T HE <A MEX 35 4
A R e S B E S e, DI R 2 R e T35
B E BAE N, JUHR BT AU (40 Erat &
Gneezy, 2012; Iezzoni et al., 2012; Palmieri & Stern,
2009), Lt an, BEAE 4R TE LA R O AR A 1E AL
(Levine & Schweitzer, 2015), #{#1 5 i& 7% (Levine
& Schweitzer, 2014), BEH KA1 T K (Argo & Shiv,
2012)55, i/ 5C 1 38 e 5 B TE IS i A
SCIE i A8 W S A R HLFT P 28 8, Bk T X TSR
PE 7 7R DR SRR R 0K 38 B TR S A T S A ikl
e m I R, A BT S R 2 H 4 T b P A 5
H AT PRI R B . HAh, ASCHANFE TX TR
B FR eI S T In ST (Le et al., 2022), VU
7 B A 9T A Ay s M N A Y A R TR AR TR
& (Wickham, 2013), 1 AN S5 -5 004K ) 56 2 5T
37 55 & AH 5 (Cole, 2001; Williams, 2001), 14~ 3¢
T, B0 LSRR T 5C 2R 1Y 1E 1] 5 ) [ R 52 2]
S AL A 520, AN BT S 2y
R . SRR, A8 SGE S R
TSI LA A S AU A SC AR B, BT T P RR S A5t
AN T FR U B 1) A F, IR T n e
A0 B PR XX 33X — BRI () R, MAAIF @Il B R,
AR SCGERE T BRATR A SE 32 R AR TR T B — ek 52
B R R ER, B8 T S ARG
= HF, S b, TR E0N Sk T R, T 2k
AT EGHE | ZASIN AR KR
SE A LI, X Fpept 2 B A T S PR
() E B R A, WIS P AT NI E A R,
AR TIH PR RN AL B AR, AL
ZH Ry, XA B TR P B T o B
fift, BE—AE7R T PR b B9 LS il R G &
B R . W5k B, DA HEAE S
WFFEAE O A7 U 22 SR T H 30 15 R[] 465 00 A 125 (1)
4l DePaulo et al., 1996; Wickham, 2013), /b Hsfifi
FHSESG 5 i385 ESC 5 P iR 2 R T 458
TExk i (Erat & Gneezy, 2012; Gino & Pierce, 2009;
Levine & Schweitzer, 2014), #t= H &M (Cai & Wu,
2024; Levine, 2022), A SR SE 518 525 | AR H %14
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L

Tk, FE T RT B RIE SRR, s
THSRAERICR, T RIS TN 3 % O R
BRI, R — 2T R % O R R R AE
e ()0 BEHL AR AL T SRR

FLWR, A SCIURN T RS HLZE A48 R S o
()75 F o BARE A MR T T U6 35 B 5 ML,
02 R AT RS B DL ] 2083 (Levine &
Schweitzer, 2014), R ZHOERE T AR KL ZiR
FHEIAL, LRI G S kR W O R, R
AT ARS8 B s LM PR 5, ALt an ] A A 38
K SZ B A 3h AL (Jensen et al., 2024; Levine &
Lupoli, 2022), A SCHEAE T — AN T I HIL i figt
FRAESE 38 3 5 | A S Bl — AR i, AR SO R
TR EREG” (Levine, 2022) 4 B ilt4T T BE4E R
40 . IZHELRER Y, AMTTEDCE 2 A Ul B
S, S AU RV EHE 26 05 3 5 < T HAE M E A
FURTLERE . WA SCHE— 2542, X4 A B -
e, MRS Rk A WAL S AR ek
FEHT, PR BT R AT T EME, B
Sy MR T, B T EE AR A,
TR N B, BT H HA S W R AT
Ko AH ECREAT SCHR T J2& 75 BA T 10 S A W7, A SC
TR “AE AT 2 BB AT 2 A R e R OR
KA

e, MWBFSEH L, AR SCATE I # A
FAJRITOTSY, SR T IG3E Y A R AR =2 (6]
R E T, BAREAMRITIE TEHE LR
“PRIMEXT I R ph o, HLUEMF R Z R E T
B — 7, WP B Rk HE BT M &R,
BT AR A RN H A 5 R R 5 (5140 Levine &
Lupoli, 2022; Lupoli et al., 2017), LA K35 & i 5 %t
TR 520 (Shuster et al., 2024), Xt T4i8#
(A IR L AF G A7 AE — RE SO PE (Levine, 2022), 148 3C
1) X6 G2 Ry M3 B 5 () Y0l I Al AT ]
fift AN TR Y R, XA BT IS5 —A> F B i
PEAB R AT VR TR G R, IR F AR S 5t
WFFE AN, R ARG BT I A 7 o
53 ZERBT

B, MWIH B E AR AR fA B, A OIS
S WIREAR Z 1] B 99 2% D3R B Mt ) 5% 2 G 2 g
i 7= A I RS, 3K R T SR R SR R
AR MGG THE S, SR s AT ZE FERR B AR b
HR N S AR I B LR S L AN AE A S
BR FmAT I oRAER RS, SR TR T,

— R Hb PR B AR GE AR, A I R Sl R A
B o TEDRE B rh il S 5 i 9 A <R YE X6
WG, R ] 4 A BRI HURUE S N 2, T
AT AOCR, et 5C R it 1427t

R, WFREE M E AT R TR HE
N GOACAT LS Bl s 45 748 S i, H S
T S B LR SRR A, DT R A |
AT BB AN, PR = 2 P LR RG22, B
SRR I AT DL B A N B T BN SR A
BV H SR BN, B XTE AR A Y el A 56 iR 55 1Y
Yy, XPPSe e s E, Al or & AR i AR 2[R
DRSRAY T H B S5, A5 WA ] 7 0 3K i 8 4 b S 15t
oK, WX T RARME M S, BN iRk
iR . T B S D R R o TRl S
TEA I B BB A 2 T SO LA, a3 2% 2 %
AR UIE L, NPT AR A 2R g
54 HRERMAKEKTE

B, AFFEXT R TR SRR I
BLAE A AR B 15 25 3 R B4R O 2206 28 B A 52 i AL
filZ B AR RS, E—ERELERTZ
RTEATESE, (HIEWZ By AT id, BCEE S EIR S
PIANEEAR B i 77 AR R B A H A =0 o ARSRAFFE AT
PLitE— 25 2 A PR AR AR A S i, Q1 JR i 55 A
(Emotional fragility) (Tugnoli et al., 2020), IL7h, %
T AT MG P 501 220 A B R HE W HEZS 8 (Roggensack
& Sillars, 2014), ARARMFFE AT LLE— L PRITE 5] £
TR AN ar 3 5 BB ASOR 1 452 BT S A PR
SRS, ASEABFSEATIER AT LG H At A8 5 R 2=
HEATER VTR SE, =& PRAR SUAS A% 52 i L Fn i 2
M.

B, AW R LR B R PR AE
REGETT Br, M T LATETH 9 B AT o A A 4t
GBS TR ARV R IR, tan, EWInE, 63
FARA AT REWIIN AR, RN, A S B % Rk
AR DL AT . RS IA TR T4 FOR 2 e R 4
MR S P B BRI, LAY fETE R
W Bl Al 55 D1 56 58 — 7 fE A, FRAR R A S i) T4
B 2R B m AR st, DL R I X AR SRR
PRSP nEAY YK 51 g

= MW B, A SO B SR
FeBER T "M IoolX 4, BARYEHELS Z A BT
R A AEEESI AL R GRS vs 35 ) T AL,
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Abstract

In intimate relationships, feedback can play a significant role in shaping relationship satisfaction. However,
when providing feedback, partners often face a dilemma: to be completely honest or to tell a "white lie" to
protect their significant other's feelings. Previous research has explored the effects of honest feedback and white
lies on relationships, but the role of feedback timing and product type remains underexplored. This study aims to
address these gaps by examining how different types of feedback (brutal truth vs. white lies) regarding
consumption decisions, the timing of feedback (before vs. after a purchase decision), and product types (hedonic
vs. utilitarian) influence relationship satisfaction. The study also investigates how perceived partner support
mediates these effects on relationship satisfaction.

Four experiments were conducted to test the proposed hypotheses. Experiment 1a involved 210 participants
and examined the effect of different types of partner feedback (brutal truth vs. white lies vs.no feedback) on
relationship satisfaction, employing a single-factor between-subjects design. Experiment 1b involved 230
participants and explored the impact of different types of partner feedback (brutal truth vs. white lies vs.no
feedback) x 2 (feedback timing: pre-decision vs. post-decision) on relationship satisfaction. Experiment 2
involved 272 participants and introduced feedback timing as a moderating variable, utilizing a 2 (partner
feedback: honest feedback vs. white lies) x 2 (feedback timing: pre-decision vs. post-decision) random
assignment design. Experiment 3 included 550 participants and used a 2 (partner feedback: brutal truth vs. white
lies) x 2 (feedback timing: pre-decision vs. post-decision) x 2 (product type: hedonic vs. utilitarian) design.

The results revealed several key findings: (1) When feedback timing is not considered, there is no
significant difference between honest feedback and white lies, and both improve relationship satisfaction
compared to no feedback. (2) The timing of feedback played an important role: honest feedback provided before
decision making led to higher relationship satisfaction, while white lies provided after the decision enhanced
satisfaction. (3) Perceived partner support mediates the effects of feedback type and timing on relationship
satisfaction. (4) Product type moderated the effect of feedback: when the product was hedonic, there was no
significant difference in satisfaction between receiving a white lie or honest feedback before the decision.
However, for utilitarian products, honest feedback before the decision led to higher satisfaction than white lies.
Whether for hedonic products or utilitarian products, white lies lead to higher relationship satisfaction in the
post-decision period.

This study contributes to the understanding of communication in intimate relationships, emphasizing the
importance of feedback timing and type in determining relationship satisfaction. The findings suggest that
feedback can enhance satisfaction, but its effectiveness depends on when it is given and the type of product
involved. Perceived partner support plays a crucial role in mediating these effects. These insights have practical
implications for relationship management, suggesting that partners should consider the timing and nature of
feedback when making consumption decisions. Additionally, the research highlights the importance of
understanding how different product types influence feedback dynamics, which could inform marketing
strategies aimed at couples.

Keywords white lies, feedback timing, perceived partner support, product type, relationship satisfaction



