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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

Abstract:

[Objective] 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
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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.

[Methods]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.

[Results]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 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
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o 2 FE A I ARAt NSIHLARTERIE R ahpLEzie (¢(52) = 1.63, p = 0.11), {KEH
BE (¢(50) = 16.78, p < 0.001) FIEEHEEM (£(50) = 7.90, p <
0.001) FIfRA N SHHLE LLARTE S ahblom . XS g BAES T A 7w, B
X HR ST B G Y B 3 IR P RR S ALK S AR ABL, T T X AER 235 25 55 A v o1 8 FE T
G R NSV IE ERAEH . IR, SHZ EMER SR RN, 58
R AR REHLEARSE R B 4H (¢ (102) = —3.40, p = 0.001) FIEE
BEEAH (¢ (102) = 6.02, p < 0.001) B38; M52 %% B 4H 0 4 A LG
EBEEH (¢ (102) = 2.64, p=0.009) MEFEHBEH (¢ (102) = —
5.04, p < 0.001) 5.

BT JEABHLA R SR, ABFFEA SIMBIR (T = 3XC — D;
(Priester & Petty, 1996; Yan et al., 2021)) iHE AW IR ESF A
NP RFEE, H TARSIWIPRIEE, D Z2EFEHL, CEMRIL, AT
AT R N SIALR 3 AL, PRIE RN REINL . X BIH L SRR B
BOMREER T Z RN, BEERFREN IS (F (1, 152) =
38.11, p < 0.001) FLEMERR (F (1, 152) = 4.81, p = 0.03). 40l
W, doESE R HARSESE (¢ (102) = —3.88, p < 0.001) MIEEHEE (¢
(102) = 6.84, p < 0.001) EAHERPIBIPLTRIEE . Kl 3 JB/R 1 28% EX)
RABNBIHL PRIE R BIHLLL A A B SR B R 2 o

11 A 105 R AR 21
10 / w5 H IR B
9 - 60 ) LI R

s 110 / \ i

7 1/6 ; 6.1285 0\

? L oo \ /46

5 y 4.07

4

3

3 AR N PSS LA SRR (SE5 2)

N T =58 R AR N SIHLAT R R B RAR AL IR f2ma e 05 K 4%
AN, ARG K PROCESS Bootstrap HJ Model 4 (Hayes, 2013) #4717
LKA, Horb i RE B 5000, BT, B RIS = AN R IR
AN B (AP AS B, DI: CEHE = 1. FEHE = 0. &
SREFE = 0; D2: foEHE = 0. oRHE = 0. moR%E = D fFhad
&, WP RIEFEAE R, DR s AR R, (AN 45 R 2
N, HRCEEE (DD XM OfEFEENET ZHIVIMREE (B = 0.52,
SE = 0.18, 95% CI = [0.2047, 0.9109], A5 0 A, Kk, HHEE
T HP 23 25 8 o) SIS R B AL SR B LU AR S 3 P R s 5, UL DL HE =
JEAR. FFE, EESEMTESE (D2) ZAMZEFEHEINITREE (B =
0.79, SE = 0.20, 95% CI = [0.4139, 1.2046], A2 0) d4, KEIHAHE
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FOR R BN G, T A TN o B R B BRI sh L SR AR, AT R
NERBAAEEIOM ., o5, B2 1523

SIS 2 AFH TANE T LG 1 IO R AR T 5, BGIERR TR
PRWG ,  THIX AN [F) 25 26 B 5% R W Gy 2 38 1 T AL R = R 2 U AR pL,
1 HIRLHIE T SALP RAE A FL M ) A 208, R 2 B 3E . X—RI
ULEH, AH RS BN R o B E T 5, T 9 T R SR 0 R R TE R L
o, 5 EESNRM A SN B PP, TERGR KRR 71, PO 2 85454559 7%
FEARBESZNS (& SIS, M T80 o 25 % B R A% 1
BIREAK. HbAh, T HEBRAS R R S0 0 7 i o N SR 25 SR R, RS
56 2 Z JG AW FRETT R T — W INSEE . K SEE 2 RIS R B BE LA
HLENYR 4 G BB TS50, AR BIE A 4G 180 4y, H A 51 68 44 (37.8%),
FRERY N 30,21 B, GERGSEEG 2 —3, WRERATFCEEEX R (M =
5.03) HKSEHEXNR (Mg = 6.54, p < 0.001) FIESEEENR My =
7.86, p < 0.001) HAEEAEOM, UAXRIKIARL. HEIHL SR EE
HAWASR KRN, BART S, PICEERE (DD X DA =R =
SRHPIT RS (B = 0.52, SE=0.18, 95% CI = [0.2047, 0.9109],
AL 0 HAW, EEREEMFSEEE (D2) ZHPZE R W HshPL SRR
(B =0.79, SE=0.20, 95% CI = [0.4139, 1.2046], A& 0) dis. &
UG, BF i HERR TR IX —TC AR R T, BE A0 TSI 4 R AR TE AT AR
R

4 SEU 3. TSR N

4.1 5% Ikt

AT =506 B RIS S H R T7 3 RIEARE 7 RS A R IR IR
TR 1AM 2, BRSBTS AUE NSt TR . &R 2 EAZii A
& BRI — M7, A2 DAL T A LR, RISk 3 # 4tk
AT S B IRAT e AE AL 2 ABAE FE A e 2 /3 A A/ SR B I A, AER Y
AR EANMERS . S 3 IR LIMER . B, IR Ea
Pl BB AR R RN, BRERIEREEE S, HMAXN T K
O AESER AL A A I8 S RN AR, Dy 13T R 8]V 2 & 1R T B
AT, SRNENZ I R AE T LS. B, R R AR TR A B
JEAN R, 70 S NI AR B BRAT 28 2 — A EERLF R PR A R, REAEAS ) 2R
FnaE. B G GxPower tFH SR, SiRKRNEDTE 111 #bk
RS HE ., RRERILERE RS 126 4, Hoh 547 4 (37.3%), P
RN 29.49 %

eI 3 KRB ER 3 /K CEEE: K vs. P vs. m) Bkt gl
BT RIS ABAR, 59206 1 AR SEIL, TR LB SR AR 2. B 1LAH
IR RGBS RS AN 20507 “IRITS RS, IRk
AATRLIRAE, EMENLE VRIS —MBE AR BB R SRR, N T AT RIS
8], AR R . 7SR5, #sliRYE B 5 1 LS S2 I B ARG ). SEg8: 3 A
SEAG AR AR K R AR 5 S22 AR
4.2 B MG AT

N T HHE RO B, ReEe 3 HEAR R gHE BT 2
BAEER 2 .
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2 SIS 3 AR TES U
TEA RE HREE FREE
PR £ VoL 4.07 (1.54) 4.76 (1.1D) 8.28 (0.73)
PRI AFIZEZIHL 7,03 (0.88) 5.87 (2.00) 7.67 (1.17)
R ARILEEPL 4.86 (1.20) 5.98 (1.28) 4.42 (1.67)
5
7

BN RFESE 7.54 (3.75) 12.05 (5.28) .59 (5.34)
AL IR 6.71 (1.28) 5.28 (1.70) .81 (1.19)

TE: 55 N bR HE R 2=

4.3 FFRLER

HIRR T EZSITERRY, ZHE R E RS E REER (F (2,
123) = 157.87, p < 0.001, n°* = 0.720), S EHEHML, (KEZEH
WEHM (p=0.02), ERFEHEEES (p < 0.001), SEHEELEINEI.

(2) R HT

BRI R T Z DN RIR, SREEXN OERE B LA R E 0 00N (F
(1, 123) = 55.29, p < 0.001) FAZgM™ (F (1, 123) = 13.05, p <
0.001) XTLEAMT RN, TH 9 T H o 25 B G LU T XIS B EE R R (¢
(81) =4.35, p<0.001) FESEHEELMNR (¢ (82) = —17.94, p<
0.001) AR ZARE M,

(3) HA B3 H

ZRETEZNERER, BEEXNRMANZIHL (F (2, 123) = 17.04,
p < 0.001, n’ = 0.217) MEEEFELRHHL (F (2, 123) = 13.66, p <
0.001, n? = 0.182) HEEHM ., TP ELHT, DLT ffd iy A2 ) £7
M NBIHARIE RENFLITE DL, & 5E, R % AN RO t AdeR i, |
o1 2 B A B PRA N ST ER I R BIHLK AL (¢ (400 = —0.23, p =
0.82), {KEZEH (¢ (41) = 9.25, p < 0.001) FIESESEH (¢ (42) =
9.68, p < 0.001) PILRA ANSIHLI ELARIE R ab Lo &40 2 TR 8 25 ST T
BN, HREEANGRERNIEESEZEEA (¢ (81) = —4.10, p =
0.001) FIEESEH (¢ (82) = 4.78, p < 0.001) 38 [ SE% B4 {7
i NEHHLELARSE RS BEH (¢ (81) = 3.42, p = 0.001) FIESEZEH (¢
(82) = —5.05, p < 0.001) §§.

MBI RAE B 0 W BRI 2R 2 AT iR, R A B3 0 O
(F (1, 123) = 35.51, p < 0.001), {HLLMMNAEZE (F (1, 123) =
3.46, p=0.07). FEEEIEHE (¢ (81) = —4.50, p < 0.001) A
ECEEERE (¢ (82) = 5.58, p < 0.001) BAF RSN FLE.,

AT ZHBI RN . AR RIS R B R, FIRSEEE (DD X HfgfE
BN ZER A BSIPPREE (B = 0.71, SE=0.22, 95% CI =
[0.3312, 1.2023], AEE 0 AR, [Fik, W2 w555 B G 1)
SN RIE L AR B BN G o, S DL RS EK. FIME, SoR% A
FFSEEE (D2) ZABEF B HSINMRIERE (B = 1.02, SE = 0.27, 95%
CI = [0.5391, 1.5895], AHELE 0) H4r, MILESEHEEXN SR, WAL+
B G BA R IS RAE T, M SEAN B 2 e . Rk, Rk
1. AR 2 X—IR1R2I58E
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4.4 )5

SO0 3 R SLIS AL R NER R RS B N iU S O NI, et T
—MEE AR BEMSE IS R R, FHREE TORE S DR = R
U BR R AN RAEEE B A 88 Horb, CRIE R BIHLATCRAd N SIATL I i R
PRI T N RIS BA R O3 SCRAfth 32 X BhHl (Hoffman, 1976), XA H
B rgE . [FR, &N CRAE—ERE B TR AR E R,
J& 7 S0 /MR RLEE LS S I DTk . $E ROk, AU IR AR K SRR
TR, PR SE R RS LR = R 2 (R AR S 44, e
S BSR P SERAT R W 5% .

5 SEU 4: PR FTAERIIA RN

5.1 £ 3%t

SEEG 4 1 H PR E R TSI AE SR, R K SR AT RN, (R
3), [AIEFE— DUt B SR E . ] GkPower (Faul et al., 2009), #
EREMAKT a2 0.05 HRNE £ = 0.3, ZEEF 1 — B = 0.8 K%t
By, ERFHZRDFE 111 LS 55LK. LR b 298 4 A E P LI AE
ANWARS N T 520 4, Bk 121 4 (40.6%), “FIERS N 29.40 % . ALK
3 CGEZRE: Kvs. Fvs. &) X2 (BXRFUE: K vs. &) BORE I, &5
BB BENL AL 2] 6 N 2H M

R R IR T — RN E IR DS, SR2 AR R IER RN, Bk
B R RIR 2. AFSLIGHBIBRENR ES, HRED TR —E

B AEAT A0 Bl s _E IR RO R AR R 2 5, IR 58 B gL 6 =
B Ry ARSI R AFIZE I S5 BN 5 = A R AT
FRENFI R, Hodr, SRA 9 S ERME R FK TR CAURNARIERERIA
R IRIERE LR, RITHM A Z R? 7 (1= “HRITHAEME L, 9= “Iik
ITHAIT A 7). HEBEMEA S 2 FF. &EHFRIRE T A0
Gt AT,
5.2 #5345

(D fdtegit

3 BRI T AL BRI A B S A AR U 2

R 3 W 4 MRERYESE B

RES B3 RREE R E FREE
WARIKTTEL4L 3.96 (1.78)  4.40 (1.23) 7.82 (0.92)

AR g;g%gi 3.54 (1.80)  4.78 (1.28) 7.86 (0.83)
WEREAR e T 0 ne e Ter (10
RPRARESN e T o6 1at (11 o
RPARBEI il Te G a1 ob (15
PUIREIE e T 1 e GaD AT (1)
IR AL 4 i S BT 6.87 (1.14) 4.93 (1.65) 7.85 (0.78)
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HxRERfEH  7.18 (0.89) 7.22 (1.12) 8.11 (0.78)

T 55 N bR HE R 2=

(2) EYPKL

HRER T EZDITEE R, AFRSEFEEHAR R E RN EREE (F
(2, 295) = 249.91, p < 0.001, n?% = 0.629), S5 sEFHMEL, 8
FEREHTEEA (p <0.001), ERFEHEHEEES (p <0.001). AFEEE
THRHHORX R TR E R T E (F (1, 296) = 143.00, p < 0.001,
n% = 0.326), UiUASEEERE KT 2RI . Ah, W EAmZE
SAREE (F(2, 295) =0.71, p=0.49).

(3) ZHENATHT

PLO AL R R RN A b AT 3 GESE: (K vs. Hvs. /) X2 (BHR
1F: AR vs. @) BT ZEDHT. BHEEMERTUEML BN EE (F (2, 292)
= 27.61, p < 0.001). /MAEZEBN, TERFETULEM T, SR L
BEEARELW (F (2, 145) = 70.85, p < 0.001), FREKmEm a4t
T, SRE X DL R B AR R E (F (2, 147) = 15.68, p <
0.001). BtAh, TERFARTULSM T, RN DAL= IEA T8 1 IR
N (F (1, 145) = 125.94, p < 0.001) FAZMMN (F (1, 145) =
15.75, p < 0.001) . FERF =T ERMT, SKHEEXN DML =EA BEN =
WAL (F (1, 147) = 6.83, p = 0.01) FLMEBMN (F (1, 147) =
24.53, p < 0.001).

DR RN T R I, FERRAKSTEA (F (2, 292) = 89.93, p <
0.001) v, Zx535 X} Ao % X G I L 7% 2 I B B IR TR & X 21
e ER (p < 0.001), R EERTESEEEMRE OMERER (p <
0.001). MERFEIAEA (F (2, 292) = 11.51, p < 0.001) W, 5%
T HP 23 2 6 G 1) VA 3 e S S 5 T i D L ik = B L, 3B
DEER, HEEFERTEEEENRPOMERER (p < 0.00D). 455 WK
4,

8. 11

8 — LT T4

7.18 7.22
7.85 o

7 EES Dk !
I 6.87
8 6
ﬁ
g
i
O 4,93

4

3

REEE P EEE  EREE

K 4 SREE SRR TUERSZ RN N R AR R (SE 4)
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PLEBHR U, 5 KA S BUH 98 AR 45 R P A SRR, 1
AR R IEA G 1 IS, (E4E SRS TR, S8 B A%
HEBIAR 2 U RCR, FEEREERM, DALk IEA RN
SR

(4) FA B3

552t 2 MR, ASZES A F 3T SIM B @ sh AL 5 FE B . ABhALph e
FEEE (T) AR EIHT 3 GEFE: Kvs. Fvs. B X2 (FRITE: K vs.
B T EM. SGHRER, ERENEE TN LN EE (F (2, 292)
= 7.67, p=0.000). DMAZEN, ERFAKTTILZRMT, SBEEX sl
RIEEA BZER (F (2, 145) = 23.53, p < 0.001), 75K &t &M
T, SRS OWER R IEMAE S ELYW (F (2, 147) =5.09, p =
0.007), BEAM, TERFARTIALLLAM T, B B DL G A 035 1 IR
N O(F (1, 145) = 42.51, p < 0.001) FA—&MRN (F (1, 145) =
4.55, p < 0.001) . FEEEXmITLFMT, KEEXN OMEH G REN—
WERHERN, (F (1, 147) = 9.02, p = 0.003), {H-RMKNARE (F (1,
147) = 1.51, p = 0.29).

HE— DR RN T R B, R AR TUEA (F (2, 292) = 23.32, p<
0.001) H, [HXS SR BT BNV 2 5 s ALk S8 AR B 2 2 i T T ISR 2 B
X (p < 0.001), [FJEF 2 5 T 10X ok 2% B S Bl RFE R (p =
0.04). MERFETATA (F (2, 292) = 5.13, p=0.006) 1, Mtz
BT G S B L R S ISR EEXN R (p = 0.57) MEA
BEZER;, HEESTHANGEREEE (p=0.02). g5R10E 5 s,

12 1.9
11 o
10 —& 5 Ik i1 L4
‘ T
™ 9
o 7.47
e
® 8 '
=7
= 7.35
_.'% .
w6 6. 80 5. 44
5
! 4. 47
3
EEE  hEEE ERE

K 5 SR E SR FR VRN A HAN N MBI REEE (5256 4)

N T BRSSP A N ST R IE R BSIHLE i S AR B e TR AR SR 2 B A K
TEXT DAL 2 IR A Bz iR R A ER , ARSEiSit AT 72l o dr.
4%, {#H PROCESS Bootstrap HJModel 8 (Hayes, 2013)#E4TH ETH)
A BT, SRR B N 5000 YR B BRI AD R 0 (5 SR 2 A
[ BRSNS R E o i SR B AT . 25, fEXNREEE
TL AR KA TAL FAF AT W S250 2 22800 (model 4 ), PAIRES X
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bR AR RS S . IR HURRISRE, 745 25 BA T A A 3L
B (B = —0.38, SE=0.15, 95% CI = [— 0.6980, — 0.1157], A\

& 0). BHBIAHIAEREY, hREARCFEIA (B = 0.41, F

= 0.12, 95% CI = [0.1987, 0.6587], A& 0), EEHEH (B =
0.59, SE=0.14, 95% CI = [0.3364, 0.8937], A5 0) [FOIMEEFE
22 S 35T R AR THT AT N ISP RFE B R MRS, (B R &K 54T
M TR SR AL R A A RE (B = —0.05, SE =
0.09, 95% CI = [—0.2295, 0.1301], L& 0). Rja, AT,
PLT i =1 2 [ I s A ST O e R R . i 6 Fow, X TR K
AREAT, TN 20 A 3R B B AL i S A2 B v AR RS IS0 26 B 2 1) () 22 57
(D1: B = 0.53, SE=0.16, 95% CI = [0.2384, 0.8771], A% 0),
Rlt, 2R BT LR 2 A R S ML RFR S, S ECERA DL 5
B BRI, ShHLP SRR ] DU RS o 5 FE AN R o 5 B 2 R () 22
(D2: B = 0.77, SE=0.20, 95% CI = [0.4027, 1.2038], A% 0),
(Rl A o 5 B L R o 2 B o M B h RAR S, S ECER DL =
JRo IXEegE RS0 2 —58, X ER @ s AT TR . AR
SINLH IR B ] DU R o S e A p S 2 Rl =5 (D2: B = 0. 15,
SE = 0.08, 95% CI = [0.0202, 0.3250], ANEE 0) {HZETEIERME T E
R AR AN, K 95% CI (D1: B = —0.04, SE = 0.07, 95% CI =
[—0. 1604, 0.0888], % 0).,

th LI RIEE

D1 vs.

b =—0. 12"

RS T £ =—4. 44"

INTS )3 ¢’ 1= 1.42"/ci = 1.947 AL 3% R

(K vs. F1 vs. &) *S*’ 2= 2.16™/c, = 2.92™
a, =—6. 47
b =—0.12™
D2:i v NN gy pLnp et
K 6 BRI THUTEARH N8 (modeld) (SZI6 4)
Ve sk R p<0. 001; *xFK7m 0. 001<p<0. 01, *F7~ 0. 01<p<0. 05, D1 F1 D2 4&

P EIAC R, AUCR=FIRE R AR, Wi T: DI (ROR%E=1. PoREE

=0. FEZERE=0, EEHEEZEERER SEZEE S hE®EE, D2: K3E
BREE=0, R0, EoREE=1, EEHMRSEE R E R L R S5
R,
5.3 /4%

SRIRANUE TR RN T3, B AL R 1 NS XA B4R R T
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S, WEHAR A TSN, BRIGIE 1 RS S LA 2 R A URL R

By LRSI SRR R AL L o Ak A mh A RO DA R B R DA AR S R8s, 18 o
TR TEHIRRAEPEAN SN AR o S5 RARWT, 247 S AE R B 9 R 45 R ok
TUEBURI, SRE FLEE AL R A T DRk e, SEOMEREE
Ve i 2% ORI =4 7 5 3 B0H 9 R 45 R RSB = I ST AE T, T 9
TS o 25 85 X RN BIL P R E AR /NN, IR 3k R A 7 B 2 o R 19 o 2 BLU
MR RREPME R R TTEN S, MG RSSO 19 )
TRABNZIL, 558U AR BRI SR 22 i th AN 2 845 H 2 — AT B
KA DRI DR RO X RN B DRI RN 55, BT B ML SR
i, HERE .

6 ZER5ER

6.1 it

A FOERIE NSRS T 26 (SEI0 1. SRI2 kb amsiil) MIZR R (5K
593, SEESAMAN AR SRER2) LA SR, K AT B RIS SR P
W B LR Z IR . SNSRI KA T A EIM RIS R, AR TS
S LA AN E] R % B 1\ S5 07 SCHERR LB RE, WEPH T &5 R sk . Rk
T M ESEHEA SR E EN R, Y R 5% BN RN AT B AR IR &
RIMWERETT, RHES DML RIS 2 RPNV R, fRir il AR 25 2010
Ry BRGNP R - SRS R REEZFRRE: — &, mxt
WS FENT R, Y SR YRS T B LA, OB RN E i S H
SERGMIES, FrUSWIRIEE S, S 7SR DA RER. ks
36 235 71~ HA 215 28 B 5 VRS % = R U O R AT RE S b RS 2 IO SCAB IR R %
A, AT BIR A TR R AR, R4 TR R ST — I AR R,
SRR, WMREFHEINEMEETTRE TR, MR R Ex 5
MATRIORST B RIE SRR, R ARI SN IE R E/EH, PZREiNLE
MRFEREAL, bPEE ST, GRS R0, SRR L %
SRR AR R R . B2, AT R A T AR 56 .
6.2 L TTHR

AR FEIRTT T W B S MOS8 N 5555 G 2 ML 3R = I e,
TRALHE . #A R R DAL R SR S A7 1 22 55 B L0 AL U T DTk

(D) T RAZMA TR TAHRE R E R O EIR, F8 7108
BT . WEES DM M )RR EEHIIRE AN RIS, 108
e R B RO EETELE, BAEZENTFNE Dubois et al.,
2016) . DMEMBF A RF ARG FeF el E MEIEH 5 5
IV B R AL R R I R J A A RRAE (Anderson, 1998; Hu et
al., 2009, 2017; Han & Anderson 2020), WIH KIHEE S OWEEER 2
6] ) 0 2208 W AE LR, nUAY (Anderson, 1998) BiJ%! (Hu et al.,
2009) , HWANE SRR R 95 2 AhEmEIRE . BT AFRR &
IR AR AN R T T T o % B DL R = IR s, B T A A SR fn 4t
R HEEE, R TP ERE SR T, WREIHAE AR Om
58, XPE 7RI R RS, R T ASET AT R s, SR D
&% = B PR AR 5E 3

(2) R TR ES MR ER 2P U BXR. BB AR 7 301k
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B MR TREES O B R, KH “919”, “Facebook” XM
PG PAS R T I HAS I AL R g 5t,  RISE 3 BT DA% 7R A 2 35 (1) 46 1
s, ROSE®EEGE, PRI SHALEE 38, e TRk 5 i D% (Dubois et
al., 2016) . AHFFHEN T Dubois %5 A (2016) HIPFERT, 35525 5 5200 (1) [A]
AR M AL 3R T B B LR R R . AT S B N RS AR L JiTE o
R GRS LR B IR 2 AAAE U BISC R, BIfER s s TE N iH o
FHIRE RIS R NS R ok, DA R E .

HNTRAAR S R T EEESOME R EREZ AN ERRE SR E
S, AW T — ARSI, BT Prolific “F & 4E 53 E A TE E K4,
ERLY 3. AU KIS RA AL 120 43, HA BTk 41 44 (34.2%),
SPIAERE A 36. 44 %, FRIAZ T E T RR M, 8% X DAL R RIS
SEREESN (F (1, 117) = 36.26, p < 0.001). FHGH oM SR, B
R FEREIN, VH O B AL R R IR I 5, TSR B X R L R
BEST S (¢ (77) = —2.69, p = 0.009) FIEEZENS (¢ (19) = —
6.63, p < 0.001) EANRBAAEFEON. ZHRERFESNMERER, FEEIE
fAFIPL (F (2, 117) =17.71, p=10.001, n’° = 0.116) HFEEEm, H
RIERMPERAEE (F (2, 117) =0.22, p=0.80, n° = 0.004). &
TP, EeREEHA I NEREEA, KM PROCESS Bootstrap HJModel 4
(Hayes, 2013)#E4T 740, HshFERECH 5000, (A4 R0N 1) 45 2R 2
TN, KRR B A R = R s 2 AR BIHL (B = 0.69, SE =
0.22, 95% CI = [0.2983, 1.1682], A& 0) 41, MREZRINL (B =
0.01, SE=0.03, 95% CI = [—0.0655, 0.0846], 2 0), {EHFHEKE
AL S SO SIS 45 AR IHAE  PE AR SO St RTE R RIS, TE R E A
AFAELRAB N SIHLANORIE RBNHL, (H %5 BT TR 16 = R ) 5210 o0 R A7 AE 22
o FEUX—IMEMWRE e E T RIS ESR:, PUE it 27 i
78 7 B K WA A B SRR T M E 2K (Hu, H. C., 1944 ; Li et al.,
2016) o F AR ATRE R R P E OB R N 204 R R (Hwang, 1987;
Jacobs, 1982: Tsui & Farh, 1997: Tsui, Farh & Xin, 2000: Z%ff,
2004) .

(3) Rt & T m AR R IR RSN NRAEREHR CE X
AFME T LB (Hof fman, 1976) , i HAAT 7T 0 K IRTH 9 2 10 AT A2 2 5 3K
BRI N SIHLI S (Dubois et al., 2016; Liu et al., 2021). MiX
MAEME, A0TSR A Sh LS E SR T A SRR =R, B
HAwEM . MRS AR ATREAS (B, o5 i R
Wi, BIRTDACRG A AR 25, X RELLH O3 R TEIANBIIFIE S . (HIH 9 )
TERELL AR EATHAT”, SLB WA ST ) PR A R AT i, PR
AR ZSSIALLETE S8 3k 1, HERY B RIERWLEAEHARE R G I
S0 B Y22 B AE T 3% D UG 1 7 THD G = 2 85 00 R 0 BB R At A
Fas SIHLER IR =1, ARG H IE R BHLEME vLE T DL = B S %, X
AR A28 R RGP AU I — BAEE B2 /ME 3 T30, (2 — BRI 3
MU, 25 R E R AR, RGN “RYPEIRIESR” BA RN
i /7

(4) RO R RPN R ZI G 4E T — P 38 k. 22381
TEAL G AR AE T 50 R VR BITE S VA7 AE N S 22 AN AR P 22, 117 3% 7R e ff 22
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2 5 B A 1 = S DR R e T 2 B B B U AR 4K (Anderson, 1998; Hu
et al., 2009, 2017), XuEBH T H 2 M Ot B A 2400, A, LA
FEWEFC L #0 SRR T I AR 26 VR ) 0 A i S H B 3, it &
SR SR IA AR L R CRFCN ZFHIR) IRAWE M OB =
J& 2 [a]¥)< & (Anderson, 1998; Hu et al., 2009, 2017; Han & Anderson
2020) » ELEPFIMR ZAZEE LR, @I 182k D RBURIE b s 4 i 7 FE B 1
AL = IR AN ER), IRA TR AEME. o, XM ib <
KIAERE RS 5 DAL RE T 235 O B SV S . BIE 2 HLA SCHk
HIRBR 2 Ab, A FARSE T G RESAE T A E, R SERER
TR, 1E— R LA AT D 22 R R 1 — b B A T AR 1
X, HEF) T IX—HF TSI K R

6.3 FH BT

AR BT P OAE L, AR E D i 18 5
NRABEWMTRER.

TEAL TG P R IR N T 28 it . R REIER T, N E
FEAE Sl A% 70 28 TR s e 6T 7 A AR 25 IO L, AT VR A 1 A
W HLSL R I E B BRI . AR, AEAASIEER S, AR D6 H SR B N
LI, AN R O WA BE AT, X R — L8 RS n) A e i 7E
L OMASRIAE MU B, N SAZIE I T fE BRI RIE, DK
RIS E, TR = .

FEA S B EEE T 5 H 8UihH 2% o S AT, FHEAA SN
AT R BV B WAL, AR RS AT AL TR Y 55 X
R SS BER R R, T B RS R T iR BT O AT VRN A%
H, 2B TGS T W E OBAT N E 2. MIBAT NS ®, WY
BN 007 EEAR YR o DAL R A SR #r, W SRS 4 AT AT T o 7
FETH B VL FR (1) 32 A5 HOR B AR L, IR )G P P8 2 15 NAZ i 2 3 AT
B 1 DL SR BT 7 AT A5 H Be T 1) B AR AR

ARV B BT R AL A BrE SR BN R K . R A G AT B
FATIE . FaRSHET . B RREHEAE LI I 2 AR EHN K EBER,
LT AL AR R R ET E SR — L, R IA T E 28 AR R
P (Chen & Xie, 2008; Donthu et al., 2021). %40, s HurH E&H L
WAt KI5, BN ANBIRE R &M A RS RS DB
4 bR EAREMPIPEANESE, BRI AMMR 1 FH LR OmT
A ABAA ISR T TIX— i, [Rlk, AHTFTRE S Bh A8 4 5 2 5
TEWHL T REA RS R AR A, DAl 2 iz B AH O AL B AT S B
J7 TR RAIRIR B B AL . 7R B B I — SUR R ATENT 7T R AR A ™
T R M€ HOPREY TR AT IRAE, (E T H RS S B 05 A R R R T
s e M B i e 6 480E, MRS EmA =R, MnEEfthie
FHAHIE 5T B 45 SR e i B sl itk .

ST X AE T A R SR PR A 22 FhnT i U7 S M @i, (HRR B
BRI AR . SEESARZE AR, AR ZORZGERERIRS 7D HI
TR, JH R E S AR F I H AR RIUAN, AR 2k SR AR R K T B
1), SRR SR N GO AT B A B B R R R R, H R R = T
T % T I P RS R 2K o DRIIHG, R 2 SE B R 5 AE, e e B2 4,
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R AT DAAEJH 2 35 o SR N R 2K mT DAL IE M B W, LRV 930 LU AN IR i
i JEARYE B B TSR S A AT BB, DRI 2 I R AN R 5 3
6. 4 FF R B TR B AR R R T 19

B, SCIGERETTIM. EOL, AWIURT AL L AR S AR
TG, XN T T E R AN SZIR S, Wb BB RN T, H
B SR A SR 25 R AN A BT e, AR FE AT DL B e e S
SEE6 7 O X — R PR A TG . Fok, N T H5IE DR BRSNS St
ITHHEANAS, SEEG 3 FISREG 4 B % TR FHRS =, (HECRH T A AENEE
FEBIFEIR AT 5, AR BV FE 0] DLE— PR T4k N 4L 2SI 55 Hh vl o3 T AN [F) o
EREERAR ) DA EIR. B, BT A ER B ABRE X O AL 5%
BRI 75 7 S = FIBEE 458, X AT RER ks E S5 T A
KR BIREE 7> 0] LS GF i n SL N TE I R 24 Mk o ASHIF FL 45 & B0 S AR 3 v s DL 1)
K RIRIIHEAT 58 LI TE R = o B E A RN, AHIX PR AR P8 TR AS S i —
(), Qe e 3 P R M 11 9 S A8 B o ST AR B P TR S5 0T T B 5 B A O DL G 1
EAFFAN AT — PRI, AR RBIWF T T DL & 4E RS 047 R 2 )5 4R B4R )
RS OATARRR. B=, BISLAERPAEY BRI R MR AT 235 5
NENHLI R R A0, HEATRESTE AR 94T Aok s B RIE L1015
{EATY 58 32 B2 FR O o R WA e, XSRS LRI 208 /8 T Dubois &8 A
(2016) PRI ERTT 20, RRAFFE AT LA R MG 4l I LK 43 77 0. 28U,
TEARRHIE FCH I8 T LLITERR A K ST e i Fi 2, B anys 9% i R ORE B
PR IRATE (RATF S vs. BT 75D BURE S B S PR UK PEL &
XTEE R . ST, AR ORI A F I SEIR ST, BE T E R SR S 1
B N oR S B L IR M RN ESR, HB Tl Z 5Kk,
[ S PR AN S 56 ()1 5 Z= IBAR K, DR AN 23 R 3 2R 7 O SO AR ) S 4 B g 1
WAL P& S B LA AT RN, RS A SO T T N 7T TR SR AT T
JE. BN, HREBHSERME REMZ RN, TR, SR
FEPR I OC R AT Be A U B 58 N S BRI, A R T )5 2L
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