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Abstract

From the perspective of brand psychological contract violation, this paper incorporates anger (re-
trospective) and helplessness (forward) into the research framework, and explores the differen-
tial effects of different types of negative emotions on consumer exit/silence behavior. Through li-
terature analysis and questionnaire surveys, the research conclusions are drawn: 1) Brand psy-
chological contract violations positively affect consumer exit behavior and consumer silence be-
havior. 2) Brand psychological contract violation increases consumer exit behavior and decreases
silence behavior through consumer anger; brand psychological contract violations increase con-
sumer exit and silence behavior through consumer helplessness. The above conclusions examine
the different effects of different types of negative emotions on consumer exit/silence behavior,
and hope to provide some theoretical reference for brand relationship management.
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1. 5|15

B A SRR R, AR R T, DA Z5 R 8 J2 T 158 3 O P& 1 3 %
TR 5, P E O R B R e BE, DUER BRI ST MMEESSE. —J7,
T B 2= RN B KRBT I AN PR AR S5 T fis BOC O RN BLEE, ORI B S & BRI
7 M AR 2 IR B A S, AT R i Z ) T I 26 L 28 B, ANFem. H—J7m, 4%
SR R IR S AE GME A PR o — IS T AT R R [X B8 5000 F3 s BRIy, WA I RS, JL PR AE S — A
Yo FLERRIA] B 2R R — s SRR B = R L S R logo SR SR AT EAL, A ST I
25500 ] DUBIE — AN A SRR BIE R, AT S8 B 5 AR AR IR V1SS B AT IR STAERT
SERIREN T —Z T RS R R H LA “wherefrom” (BT, IZHLFKE SR logo 55275 JL i3RI B R AH Rl
G, WIS ST A —, UL RBRAISEE. B8, THRE S R AN 1 B R TH A 3ok BRI 4 i
B, A EAR S MEE R 2 ENREE, X B U A OB R A BRI .

— BVH SR BN B PP AR, S EEE BRI OR R, A ARk (F e,
a5, 2021) ARMFIRANE: 0 E(2022) 78 1T HEAT 1 B2 5 Aol i O BEBZ LG I 9T, AHA D H A Bk = 0t
AT RGS R VEFALHIAN S5 3R 0 R G BRI TSR ER 2 A E ML RN 3T . B 38 70 b 4
THRE PG AT R KB A EE W, (BT AR EREZ N ER S, A2, M
154 AT N AR AR S 0%, 0T T 46 547 N TR AR AR FABLETIE A 1R K6 2% B (Baker et
al., 2013) PRI AR LS i R0 B BZ L3 15 B, RIS 50T 155 28 00V 2 AT N s LR

2. XEREGRFFAF IR

20 fH20 60 AR, DEERLAX MBS S INEE Y, I HEFAEHIUT N ARG B E R OGE. 18
SO BERLZIRT TG T 20 LD 90 AEAR . BhEABOR I IZ B A AT AR R R 125032, W se vt s
s N AT H & A B R PR 52 I DD RO BN AL, B0 2 R AR SIS 2 TR I IR L 8 Sk
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PEASAEAN S o A AB AL A E . S R ARSIl R R0 9 R0k — R PUThRE . 15
SRRV ME . 0o BESZ) B AR XU BRI il R ok AR BRI T JIURF AL A1 (Allvarez & Fournier, 2016).

2.1. mBILBRARIEYE

FEAE IR AIE SE T OB AT AE S A, 1 SR U A 2 O3 B2 24 1 75 1) i R 5 SR it
THREARRE R E R LA, Homans (195845t % i ac s B dh R Btk 0 R, WA S AN ZIE—1)
HEER R T BRI S A g S, IF HAR A IR T i, S AR SAEINME . 12 S R
H A8 B R AR A, LR T SR AL T 2 B IR s 2V AR5 SRR AT VA A 4o L 7 T 0 5 5R . Argyrris
(1960) BT MEAAE B THIEBH KR LI, ML R RERNTT, BRSBTS . X3
GRJRARXT Z [BAMAFAER 8 B A0 S IR S B G R, AFES AP A SR BN
WAL R . (0 Argyris H2FPE XA AL, A O B2 L 1 IR AR BRI 5 e FORRRE
Levinson et al. (1962)7E MtEEAl EHEAT T SLUEER T, WA O ER 322 2 22 4 X007 S5 LA 1) — RV N BT

Roehling (1997)ifi i o BH $2 24 i 2 I S W e AT W B 5 32 O BEFA L) R T IZAFIE TR B K
R o WS EIRE HLUT R O3B0 56 F ] DLE #2134 28 5 WL 18] . Blancero AT Ellram
(1997) N A HE R B 5 i 2 (Al /2 — P O &R, U5 SR I IR S5 P, AR 87 7 4 5% 03 /2 o
FOHAEE, HEImk BNV SHE S 0 H bR B P53 20 RS 55 1 (2005) i 42 2347 25 rp (10 B 32 2 B i 1
TR, $ A A v O B B 2R 5 T A AR ) S 55 BB AT (R BN R AR o T I e (2007 B
e L BEFLL T8 X8 B xR R U8 (1 S 2% BT R IR RN B

BN, TR RS2 IE BT R R IR . BHMONI4=75 (20104 % L 3R 322586 1 1 L
AR AV AR B 56 A AT HOR VB 5 22 Bl B ORI B B 2 2055 . XEE RIS 40(2012)
S O PR B L 1 S R S VR BE AR 3 JEAT A I TR 5 S BN 5158, LT RerEpE — R4
TG RI AT . AR SCEE AR A L B0 (2012) 5 2 A7 5238 18 B O BRSBTS, O L0 B 32
TS 2 SONE PRV S BT S 4 B AT HARE I ST B LSS, K S M O R E R 32 2455
22. HBRERLY . WRRITH

BEIPR 5= (2010) i 4 1983 4 Farrell 2t 19 523 AT 91 EVLNGE H: Exit. @5 Voice. /B i Loyalty.
% Neglect) IR H1 iz ECLS (RN Exit B Hi. Complaint #84%. Loyalty AT Silent JTER) 47 ALY 1 (G
K1), WhEhEE & FhE SR EAT N DGR, AR AT R 4 0 A R 9 SRt b b JUIOC R ER
T RS TS Hirschman (1970). $A84T 32 BUELHE B4 1m0 5% S A% 150 DA oR G £ 3R 368 =7 SCRFLA
Y4 B ORISR LA AR (Singh, 1988); i %8 R 78 A SHe 4 452 Bl 7 R R g —
L 7= i IR 25 B — PRI BE 7R T, P AR I R LRGN (B ATEAIKAS(Oliver, 1999); JTERAT Jufis FH P43 /K (2006)
15 CREER) HIES, FRIES AN R s AL, GREORIZ A AR FAT R .
AR SOREAE ST N B TE RN T 23 18 HHAT e SOTH 2R3 G AN R R T 2y 2 1 b BUmIOC 2R BT #5371
i s T SR DUBRAT R 8 SR B8 2 I AN DR (R0 98 BB AR D BOMANHLAR,, 4k SR iz A ARt ) A AT A

TEAAT N ECLS BRI (BIAKR, 2575, 2010), EARMR—IHMRAERE b, T8 23 e £018 B #4810 47
B DI FRRANTE R I R AR B QR RARERIMAT . X2 R, R ERAT A T
P E BB RN, JCHTBRAT AR B A AN B IR RN R I, CREFIRAN . DTBR. FER
IR b, FOARFEAT AN T AR U R @R, AT R T 2 S A R R Ao
R, BONIRR SR I N s . HARAT AT DA B Al T A 0 2 X B RS A AN )
A B, TR 28 7 S RN 2 i BRI S5 A S DO B . eI SRR MR e, AR [ 78 9 B o O O T
R, WA H B REAE, X T Al okt i HA @B S S —F A7y 1R tHANTERAT A AR IR 11
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Figure 1. ECLS individual response classification model

& 1. ECLS MK & R4y 4R HY

2.3. mELERAFEEMEEFRL. RITANEE

JEX 2 I B B (2015) BF Fe 48 HH & N BV A JRAT AR VR I, 228145 B4R . A T I A s
N, i H RS R AE S R NG, AT ARSI, DR & 5 EURU R R BE 2k
JBISE R (F 3, 2013). TH Fe BN O BB LG T A — e = AR R AT N IB (I, 2022). 47 3%
RGN B A AR EAT TR SS, 2 SRR L R R R PR, H 2 BRI BOC R BIR (Zweig
& Aggarwal, 2005). B4 LGOI RLET KAERT, A I 2 TR B S8 55 00 H SRR IUT
BUME R AR RIKE IEH, Widid B IO R . EHRS R R 1L B B R 4k aE 2 40, B
HAS . FRIBAHE IR

Duhachek (2005)%& t 24 IR 55 R B R RIS, Y P& N VIR AR FUmRe g, 20 Hdkir 240, i
BAEZAW . SRS RIARKAER, W RE NGRS ORI A DG )22 R BN A SR, anikige, -
3K 3 Ff(Duhachek & Kelting, 2009). [F]ikE @& — g 2RI 77 20, WA e £ & 5 v 2 e, DAKE
1# 48P (Strizhakova et al., 2012). ¥ 23 TR IR S5 SRR AN G, MRS ARE B O A, 2
WEE ML(Stephens & Gwinner, 1998). FHAK . 2575 (2010)if it STUERF TR B, 58 RALO L6 § 80U
ZUTERIE AN . 1R 7 1 (2018) B Fe A £ AL i APP JH 7 (5 EVILN 47 NI R B A2 70 3 4338 15 4
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E [ 5E 00 2 G AR AT 9. BEF QIR RFR IR, 2S8R T, 200 N TAEST A m
(Turnley & Feldman, 1999). 24 kL0 BR LG K AR, B TR Ab, A 10T 3538 S4B BT,
WERE 2. plEREkEE . BT, AU DL R

Hla: &hRLOEE 3L IE RS2y 9% 18 AT s

Hlb: b b0 38 32240 3 15 I [m) 520 2 38 VT BRAT

24. HBREGEBENDMTER

FE O FRBIZ)3E TS A LW 785, Robbins & Judge (2001)45 Hi 0o F 32434 35 S0 2B i F5 48 S2 AT N o
OFEREEH Lazarus (1991)tH 42 H 1 282 X B0 AT A PR I 91 &2 1), S T NS B = e, - H
Lazarus 4 67 [ 5 45 50 > [ B BSRD F SE A 25 . (a1 R 15 28 2 X S A (K0 Y Al 45 R AT VPt e, U R
T AR s S AT DU ) sk A, O SR R A4 AN, DR 51 R I S E 1 28 (Lazarus, 1991), 501K 46 i
HAMRFEM(Roseman, 1991), B 2E44 & L4847 J(Bougie et al., 2003; Grégoire & Fisher, 2008).
Je BEAME L & A NI I BITE RS A INERRYL, KRGS ML, o2 ST
EAR, Foh TE s B A AR M (Lazarus, 1991), AH4E 2 A 85 AT TREUT A I LA ) (Gelbrich, 2010).

ik 2554 N (2011) 45 HE A THT VY 2 48 D1 4 3 U B L5 il 2 [R1 96 &= 2R L BE, A A i L E
JBAT AT, BB RIS, HE. MU . Parlamis (2012)WF 7835 HY, 24 B I NIRSS Mok B 4
v A ER AT AT S A R, B AT R AR AR 4 . Davis et al. (2017)WFFE R B, X5 5T BRI O B 3 L4 4k
FEACH R R, R EM A e SR . i — BB RS R L, LK R KA,
L FA AT IERIEW, B R RINEL RN, wES. T, dith, AR DL R

H2a: fl L O R 3224 1 15 1 (71 5 M v 2 3 1R 1 24

H2b:  fl AL B 2L 5 1F W] 2 A 2 8 BB 4

Dean (2004)45 H 2 (1% SE A ] 148 2 A, DAV BRANIH o 198 (18 5 22 0 SR BORH ik 2wt 77 5K
BV 52 5 %5 Y 4H 2SR B 5247 9 (Bolton et al., 2003). Bechwati & Morrin (2003)3 3 o 155 24 i % 3£ 4T 57F
FRI, BEBRBBRSE, HmZINIREACE, Sl Sk Z k. 3 HA R #E TR HiTRR
AN B9AMA S {5 7)1 35 3 R TG AR 5 S5 (Rucker & Petty, 2004). HIH Tl DUHELS, W 2 & US4 28
FRMAE (03 9 38 AT A8 T, AR s, A 3 AR P v 9% 3 U ERAT k2

MRS RO AT, 251 R HeE R A R e B G 4, 3T 0 559 9% R U T S SCEHUIR 18K (Gelbrich,
2010). 723 B AR 71 PRCA R B AR =, AR B 2 2 2R 1015 B Pk A S BT X L
Al X T ARKIMTAT B GO, BEM R TS 5 e J1(Hjelmar, 2011). 24K, JoBhiE %42 H557H 2
FAT RN, AERRE IR AT A8, AH S, (EE AR R UBRAT AN . e S DL (R 5

H3a: JH 235 U 45 1E [ 52 i 2 3 8 AT A

H3b: ¥ 2 AR 25 B m] 5E N 9 TBRAT s

H3c: 4 23 T I 46 6l s v 2 B AT A

H3d: 4 238 JCBh 1% 46 IF M s2 el 2 DUBRAT N .

WIRTHTR, 2471 238 B0 S RO B B2 L0 5 I, AN [R) Y 9% 2 NS R A Bk O B 3R 24003 9 04T VP AR
fileRE, BURRAE L ITH P e SR R A T i hdt, (RGP F ik #RiR tH, A GBI EN: 51 R
B8 T 2 2 A TR FRDUBR, A2 TS ), REUTENME )&, e B ik

Hda: 1 95 U 1E 45 70 T AL O 3 3220381 S5 S 1B AT N2 IR Fh AR s

Hab: ¥ 28 R R 2 70 S MO BR324 1615 5 98 P DU BRAT S Z IR Hr A A

Hdc: 43983 BB 2875 i L O B3R 2018 51 P B AT Mz [ rh A PE F s
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Figure 2. Study Model
2. FARIREY

3. Mt
31 TEMNE

A B AS B A S R E R, HYRH Likerts Rk Tl & . o S L0 B L5 1S A5
BB, RRBIAAE 5 B = ANYERE, B SO Ja ) i O BR B2 24 1 1) T 2% H 384T e )it 4. BARS 5k
Table 1. Measurement scale
F1 MEER

AR & I S 26 SCHk

GRZE Sy I R B
U AF T AR A s L AT S oA )
B E B A AL 2 5UE
WR B SR8 1 R, ORI g A ad

i WA, BRI, ARG
LT Setagl, TR R .
10 SBLI R, R 0 A2 HHLI(2020)
sty SR T
R R
TR, NIRRT ]
AT A, e )
R F T 2T 2 B0 7%
. R EE R
Tﬁﬁg}i% REEBIRAES Gelbrich (2010)
eI T2 B AR AR K
T2 e Ty
W T ) TR _
B A E ToEAR T CARS Gelbrich (2010)
e R T
TR FER T Ak B85 B 7 R 26
W TR R TR B B I 2 T 110 Rusbul ot o, (1988)
SEHIATH B IR TR RS 2, o 2 TR S :

TR PO SR H A b R D7 b IR 55

W ] A AR B AR, RIS AT 2 BRI (]
WHE  WRm S EHAEERF, REAMIIA SRk SGE, W T A E X Tangirala & Ramanujam
DUBAT N YL T 2245 H I RRI (2008)
RERS TR TEARZ, W5 2 A AR S F
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V8 LI 1 s .
3.2. HEWEE

ASCAE /NG TR 2 2 55 A ATIET, TR s . 045 M 2 7 U2 R R 2k 8 2 )
W3k Credamo W% (https://www.credamo.com/home.htmI#) i 4T K, B V& FikE &4 IP #hiht R fg
VR — o SEPRARIR IR AEIE 474 43, [EIWC 474 43, JLh BIBRTCRES (R4 109 1, AR Kid 5
Bt MBS R LT AL F AN . IR R 45 365 4, A RRIEE A T7%.
AL 27 A, ARAEFE A D N TR S TR H 1 5 AR X — IR, RO AR A R
3.3. HEAMEARMG T

B A A BRI 7 AT 28, 6 TR E A R A GORl T B e TR SRR RS2 HE R
JE=AN T . BARTSANEE 2 Fiow, FEARPZMEIEIRE 2 T B0 205 & 1A B 7 18~40 % 2 [A];
TEZBEREE T, 90.7%M#E A A # AR K UL 227, BENE I 2% oy Hh BRI 45 [ I . FF AR BI0R 77 5 22
K, AT CASE R SR SR AT

Table 2. Descriptive statistical analysis of samples

2. HARER S S

253 ik HyE EMESH

5 142 38.9 38.9
P55

s 223 61.1 100.0

18~25 % 49 13.4 134

R 26~40 % 291 79.7 93.2

41~60 % 25 6.8 100

LY 13 3.6 3.6

. N 21 5.8 9.3
=351

AF 267 73.2 82.5

WA A L 64 17.5 100

it 365 100

34. (RERK

K Cronbach’s o ZEUN AT LA AL R MEREREATHL:, 45 RINE 3 R, RN o REIKT
0.7, ERMEELHYF. WG S, BARLHNE—BHE.

Table 3. Reliability test
F* 3. EERE

A I Cronbach’s o Z%k
i L B B2 1 12 0.975
T R E G 3 0.874
M 2 T 4 0.895
W IR AT N 4 0.922
W B VBT N 4 0.888
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35 MEHE

351 HRRUEETFoH

AN EEEIE KMO. Bartlett’s ERIZAR I RAG IS 72 R B IE &t — PR 7o tr. g R ins:
4 PR, BERPEHETN, SZER KMO E KT 0.7, H Bartlet’s BRIERIG AA REME, HHES
(SRR

Table 4. KMO and Bartlett’s test of sphericity for each variable
% 4. FTE KMO X Barlett’s BkIZ4818

Bartlett’s BRIEZAG L6

i o Mo LR df e
mn UL B Z)5E 12 0.974 5205.875 66 0.000
TH I E BRI 3 0.736 556.492 3 0.000
HE TG % 4 0.836 916.16 6 0.000
MR LT N 4 0.856 1101.579 6 0.000
H B VIBAT N 4 0.828 830.768 6 0.000

35.2. WiFEEFo
A ERTERELIHANLHER, W EAREMINERE, HiSFHEE— B R 54
PR . TSR FNX 4330 . SR FH Amos24.0 HEATIAE YR T 07, 1 3 Fror.

{73 ' 15
28 & 859,
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g
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2 Rt
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g
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867 /' 730 839
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Figure 3. Factor model

& 3. BEFRE

1. it

HH7% 5 al %1, X2/df FIfE N 2.027, /T 3, &ERCHEAE; RMSEA 5 0.053, /T 0.08, @EACHFRAR
NFI 4 0.936, RFI ¥ 0.928, IFl 0.966, TLI & 0.962, CFI & 0.966, ¥J KT 0.9, Z5HiER RIF; 4
GRE, MPLOCHERZAEY . HEURES . HE TS HEREAT A HETIBRIT A

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.131024 195 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.131024

HNEgE, BHAK

PR E R BT, U R A M U LT -

Table 5. Overall fitting coefficients
5. BELERY

X2/df RMSEA NFI RFI IFI TLI CFlI
2.027 0.053 0.936 0.928 0.966 0.962 0.966

2. REGE

HI7% 6 WAL ARLOELRZAE T . S E USSR IR RN R
ERAT 88 ANTE AR B B AN H (R F A 3835 KT 0.5, 136 W 45 AN A0 et I i Jee it | ELAT AR v (AR R
Yo S EAERBRTET7 2% 5% AVE KT 05, HAAREEZ CRYKT 0.8, BLHIRSCKZHAR

Table 6. Factor loads

F* 6. EFEHSE
PRAZ Estimate AVE HEEE
&1 - i UL B B2 i T 0.877
&2 - i UL B B2 1 T 0.879
&3 - i UL B B2 i 1 0.869
&4 - i UL B L2 1 1 0.901
KA1 - i RO B B2 0.887
KAR2 — i RO B B2 0.909
0.769 0.976
KAR3 — w RO B B2 0.807
KR4 - w RO B B2 0.898
51 - wb RO B B2 0.866
A5 2 - mb RO B B 0.874
A5 3 - mb O B B 0.885
54 - mb LG BB 0.869
i 1 — H R E RS 0.828
i 2 - P E RS 0.821 0.699 0.875
117 3 - M WU 0.859
i1 - T o s 0.867
B2 — b e W 0.731
0.696 0.901
JoBh 3 - M 2 T 0.839
i 4 — R e W 0.891
Bl - HPEIR AT N 0.917
B2 - HREIRMAT N 0.886
EH 3 - MR HAT A 0.820 0.751 0923
B4 - HREIR AT N 0.839
UiER 1 - HRFVIBRIT N 0.831
IR 2 - T RFVURIT A 0.874
DB 3 - HRF VAT N 0.841 0.669 089
UUER 4 - TR UURIT A 0.718
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X7 2%
iﬂ“ﬁ%%ﬂ’][ PRUEE, ASCE R OB R T . W E USSR A E . T
H AR AT NS S B UUERAT 9 5 DI ACE M B LR R B AT R 6. 0 — D S DA SE A7, 73531
s BDERARAR, PR, SREER, PUREER, AP AR =R DR
MG IR RIS R 2. I8 TR R BR AN 53 SO AS S5 B R R AT LU BRI, TL PR R AR AE %
WG Fabr B ATt e Al DU A e AR R (S5 R B AN 7 Pow), IEWT R X > RO AR

Table 7. Confirmatory factor analysis

F= 7. WIEMEETF O

FA X2/df RMSEA NFI RFI IFI TLI CFI SRMR
T =AY 2.027 0.053 0.936 0.928 0.966 0.962 0.966 0.040
DY R 2 A A 3.410 2.968 0.074 0.905 0.895 0.935 0.928 0.935
=R 4.997 0.105 0.839 0.824 0.867 0.854 0.866 0.081
R 6.330 0.121 0.794 0.777 0.821 0.805 0.821 0.081
AR Y 8.938 0.148 0.709 0.684 0.733 0.709 0.732 0.110

TE: DU, R 2B DUS AN 2B R AT A S — AT =R, RE R EDUsie. Wit
TEBNE AN B R AT NS I AT ZHEERR, Rl U 4 WRE R IR AT
ANH P E VAT NG N BREER: Pra8H &3P B 7. SRMR: SrifEAELTIR .
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Figure 4. Path diagram of structural equation model after standardization

4. tRER RSB ERE
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Table 8. Structural equation model fitting parameters
8. FMHERENEEH
ESEE =g R N R AR
R 5 3 Xo/df <3 2.077
AR ZE I J7 iR RMSEA <0.08 0.054
FEH G482 NFI >0.9 0.934
BIERETREL IFI >0.9 0.965
Tucker-Lewis F5%¢ TLI >0.9 0.961
L BHU-& 45 % CFI >0.9 0.965

R R AR AT 45 R n e 9 FiEe 10 Fom . Ho,
0.454, P < 0.001); i hCo 3444 33575

Table 9. Results of path test
9. BERINER

it AL B R L 3B T 0V 2 R AT A IR A2 (B =
XV B DUERAT A R 1R 520 (B = 0.311, P < 0.001).

BERR e[V iR P
Hla: LG HE L)E T - H R AT N 0.382 0.454 ol
Hib: i L0 B S22 15—V P TUERAT N 0.249 0.311 ok
H2a: i 0 B 2 L35 1 — T 77 5 T 1 2 0.385 0.581 ok
H2b: f LG R BL2)38 8 - 3 LI IE 45 0.531 0.575 ol
H3a: 2 E U BE-H B AT N 0.385 0.303 ok
H3b: 4 2 BRI T E DiBAT -0.124 -0.103 0.084
H3c: & TG4 -l 2B HAT N 0.198 0.218 ek
H3d: 71 2t & T 2 — S B UTBAT A 0.438 0.505 ok
i *FRR P <0.05; **F/R P <0.01; ***3F/K P<0.001.
Table 10. Results of standardized Bootstrap path test
52 10. ¥RAE1LEY Bootstrap JRIZHEIGLER
Bias-corrected 95% ClI Percentile 95% Cl
A RSB SE
Lower Upper P Lower Upper P
Hla 0.454 0.056 0.347 0.561 0.000 0.347 0.561 0.000
Hib 0.311 0.067 0.177 0.441 0.000 0.178 0.442 0.000
H2a 0.581 0.036 0.509 0.647 0.000 0.508 0.647 0.000
H2b 0.575 0.048 0.472 0.663 0.000 0.476 0.665 0.000
H3a 0.303 0.071 0.172 0.450 0.000 0.169 0.446 0.000
H3b —-0.103 0.044 —0.195 —-0.019 0.021 -0.191 -0.014 0.026
H3c 0.218 0.049 0.123 0.311 0.000 0.122 0.308 0.000
H3d 0.505 0.062 0.371 0.618 0.000 0.375 0.621 0.000
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Table 11. Standardized Bootstrap mediation effect test
52 11. ¥RAE1LEY Bootstrap IR A& 16

N Bias-corrected 95% CI Percentile 95% CI
HAz RSiAE SE
Lower Upper P Lower Upper P
H4a 0.176 0.046 0.096 0.276 0.000 0.094 0.271 0.000
H4b —0.060 0.026 —0.114 —0.012 0.019 —0.110 —0.008 0.026
H4c 0.125 0.030 0.074 0.192 0.000 0.070 0.186 0.000
H4d 0.291 0.041 0.216 0.379 0.000 0.211 0.374 0.000
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