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TEMS AR AP, DMRH S FSE A ks
87 CASMERIN SRR AN SE R R
FIBS P X IEFIWHR A SO S B PEHE S —— A L
T T, EERHPRT " “RR¥
7 RIS, BAPOTHIRIRHME . SRt
TR TE S EMEMEMR RN —RE SRS, HAFAH®
TAUSRIAS RS R BB, JREd S
UL, CREPEST O RS BRI RS A
WIS B TER B AN — 5 SRR, LK

Inf

XA AT 5 HAS RS AR OCHR (Ortiz et al., 2023;
Estrada, 2022) .

11 @oLERMNBIRLENE: N “RITE"
E YRNMESR”

VEAER, WRIEE FF AT 4l 0T SCE A T 45 R A
o BIRZES% (Ontizetal,, 2023) $EIIUAIITC R &k
# (PCBS) /R, ZEEEEWM MO —& “%
Bk FHOC IR A IR o MR AT ARG
PP o 33— SR PR Al TSR & A F
BT —Fh RGEERITAHELS , AT RESE Tk —HEARR
WA CINEERER R PEZ T ) |, [REFRSsZ Ak

FEEN: HRE , BEAZIVESFETMLIER, HROO: ENES,
YESIA: HRE. (2026). LITHEZSEDTER FTENRIENREEEBIL: EFPEELANSIERIEE. AENEZELE, 80,

72-80.
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XA PP RUB SR (Ortizetal., 2023) .
1.2 @oisibs “ERLERE . ANRENEIE
[ZBMARRTSE
ZRMIFE R, 2l v SR S A BRI
X PEAT A 0 AR B AR PP . AR B 25 M AR SR, LA
TR A N SRt SRS AT o i Z A 7 A 2 N
(Ortiz et al., 2023) , BT AESEMTAANT 2R S0
FOFRAE (Ortizetal., 2023; Owensetal., 2021) o
4l AR E At & DL R S St e A fE e, o
“OURARET (R NSRS R EPEAT R ) o
XTRE FHIRMEAT A W A B R AT R G ocHE, i
A RI RS LRI S AR EIKM (Bearman &
Brii ckner, 2001) o IbAh, 26t SCALTH A AT HE-5 05 0
RS . MR A5 R 0 R LRI A (Sawatsky et
al., 2024; Estrada, 2022) .
1.3 S EIEINER DAL : RN ST
BHLHIZA
FHARK PEAR” MBI R, A, M
SANBTEHBA YT, FTREE BN FREMENS: ,
HETRIBCE NSRS . RINEE (Carpenter,
2002) MBFFEARIL, MR XA H A ORI
Fff, BHIRT B CRSHSEME L, AR
P2 D7 QAT HE SRS RGP HE THRYE ( Carpenter,
2002) o
[EIHT, N EHE B AE DTN ol BEAEAE A 25 57
( Endendijk et al., 2020; Marks & Fraley, 2005) , XFh2
SEATRERIAMAAE R B R PR AFIAAT (Farvid et al.,
2017) o
1.4 @oisibs “HEEIEWR ¢ EiL/ ARS8
ESAISH
4l pTSCI R S S5 AMANT B B Ay PR
BYIRADC, TERFA A UG & MEE R, A5
PPN ARG, SR T e (R
F o MRTTREHLC B B0 P2 DT A AR R R IT
B, TR AL SRS R Mt . XM
Sz lE . RPKCA G, MM IR S I
R THE, N EZENE S04 R T H 5
RES . HEARAY R (Janda & Bazemore, 2011; Saevik &
Konijnenberg, 2023) . 4li0iSCIUfEARERE M MA X
N RE I (PR =1 R NI O P S Ey e o9
HRTE “AHEAR" 5 LMK WFEShRIA
[F]: B RIAXS A B A LD W] Res AR AP
BT, J5E W EE RN B B2 DA R T REd
A AT A A = M5 | AR
1.5 BRESHARRO: B, HE5PEE
BiEE
PEA BRI, SRR 3R O R 0 B 2

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc

oS SR 5 AE (Simon & Gagnon,
1986 ) o Hrb, MERIMLIAAE B 2EH BEAR Sy Al
PERVEIARE, AT S0 A IR A DG, M
BPEAT Ay R BB A gt SRy JEC P 590 A (A ) S B 1 2R
( Wiederman, 2005) . [FIAF, SHAME P S E 2
KR, REZIMCRBE GHIITEH, S0 S FEx M
SISASMELSE (Ward, 2003) . SXEEHLEHIR, 4H013C
AF T —F AL INMEITEH R, Hoh
FPRNBORT TR S, X —RG G MR T A XF
SN . B O TSN, (AR
2 (Simon & Gagnon, 1986; Wiederman, 2005; Ward,
2003) .

HATE NI R ST s, Sz XAk
FIHAM GG REIRER . Bk, AR E T EELRE
AHB] APCBS (Ortiz et al., 2023) , Z5& =HMHT IS
FOES AR (OtherDid. SelfDid. SelfUndone ) , #hsEHp
AT IADGIEE , AR SR “MEIEEIE N K
R R IFRARMILA

1.6 HARBIRSHREA

S LR SCHR, AWFFR TR i A 2 DTSR
TARIURWIAM . H—, BASH “HaR” HEHk
FEHTRZIEM; KT, TR SENIF51 % 520t
[PCARCR) A Rtz , HERME S ES4AME (Ortiz et al.,
2023; Endendijk et al., 2020; Janda & Bazemore, 2011;
Seevik & Konijnenberg, 2023) .

PR A s S )

H1: PCBS K4MH, OtherDid B (F5HIN A M
SRR HEIRARE )

H2: PCBS WM, SelfDid #if CHH.OH OIS
AT RSP nr) o

RQ1: PCBS Y SelfUndone Z[AJEATEAEIRL M
F, ZEWMER ., AERERRIIE

RQ2: PCBS @i 550 RAEN OG0 5 FER
FEAEZES?

2 Bk

21 WHE5ER

WS WEEL T 5 (credamo.com ) I4E
BlE, MR E R, T & IR TT 2
RIEI, gl ABEREL. MEEEHHET
HIERIES, wHFREN. Wi, EENK. BEA
R R Bl s MO E R, gk <
Bz EhHMHEAEZRY., 25288 AR
JE, gk eT BE R B SRR, EENEE
FPEAE, BRI T %A . HIbR W B TCRAEE
J5 . A AGREEAN=449, NOGH 358 mE1
FiR,
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F1 #AANOZITEER
Table 1 Sample demographics
At S n %
PES S 251 55.9
% 198 44.1
AR (%) M £ SD 29.5+7.48
B 18 ~ 63
HAERE LN 3 0.7
e 11 24
LRt 39 8.7
AE 315 70.2
[y 81 18.0
HigA (58) LD ON 8 1.8
1 < 3000 65 14.5
3001 ~ 5000 61 13.6
5001 ~ 10000 195 434
10001 ~ 20000 102 22.7
= 20001 18 4.0

R PETH AR BT AR E YRS T AR, AT
FAEANARRZOAF BT SO FTHR T, X N F A it
RIS AT — T, B/ MEARL R L5/
[ RS P 2 2 S A AR E SARE RN K, FE(RSE
TGS T J3—Tr i, i RIS 2 I 2 50k
5 RS, SRS 2 BIAR U s, HAH
TR R EAL . I, A SRR UG 7 2
fifi b, RIRHEMEE IR AR M (42) , FFERS
Ml I R R 2 i

F2 AFEINEHHERAOFIHTFEER
Table 2 Sample demographics with collapsed categories

A hE el n %
PER z 251 55.9
5 198 44.1
Fi (%) M+ SD 29.50 + 7.48
i 18-63
HEBRE (£9F) LR 53 11.8
AR 315 70.2
it K LA 1 81 18.0
AilgA (HI1) 3, 000 JTCA LT 73 16.3
3, 001 ~ 5, 000 JC 61 13.6
5, 001 ~ 10, 000 JG 195 434
10, 001 JC XV b 120 26.7

22 WETER

(1) gt CA(E &2 (Purity Culture Beliefs
Scale, PCBS)
FABAELE (Ortiz ) AT RIIA UL R SRR

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0801012

(PCBS) B x 4l i S fE AR E . B8R0
5 =AW ARE, s=aEWRE) , O&mgE
B LN SRR, A2 R R R BT
VER RS HT AT (Ortiz et al., 2023) . A5 LIE
FRAER EBFEIR, FEHLHI AR SR FE T Tl 43
BEERG

AHFFEAE IR 2 R SEAN_ AT SR AN R, SRS S
b RIER WA, R BT
S—ER" B8 (Beaton et al., 2000) , #4-EH R
e OXARFMEBT S, SRARABIA & A 1 WS mir e
10, BREREIRAMGI AT (5B YERE ) 5 @%
SIIF NS SEE TR AR, oK PR 2534 (1
ML ) (Ortiz, 2023) .

(2) IBANERASEM (1~75)

SR RS AR AR W, AR S R ] = B B
AAAE PSS B A SN N 2 AR, BRA 7 A
43

DOtherDid:  “ MHAGEN— 7 W5 7E (AN Z2 /45 1 X4
Bl s, % TA 1A 2—

I=KIEAE2, 2= RAF%, 3=M8MAT2E, 4=A2F,
S=MEGRASEY, 6= AR, T=KIEALS

@SelfDid:  “EREEEZN A H AL, W
AR X ™ A P4 2 AR B AT 1k i SR
DifEg. 7

I=hE, 2=/, 3=H/R, 4=Bif, 5=4%, 6=4
B T=RIE,

®SelfUndone: “LEGRELFENHOEAMES
B, MO AR B oG 8 AR SRR 7 7 14307 K
SelfDid,

2.3 HIBDIT

B AR AR B AT IEAS MR ( Shapiro-Wilkks:
5 ) o SERARIRAAE RN L IES MBI, A
KAIHTR Spearman ZEHAHSE LI R M AR AdE . A
2 2% G 3 38R ] Mann-Whitney U #5 ( Bi4H Lt
) % Kruskal-Wallis #5585 ( 240 ) , IFMRAHHN
e (rok e?) o FEEGATE Jamovi 2.6.45.0 1
5t

3 #R

3.1 PCBS 5=&SETNERNER

RS R, PCBSE/»M=22.90 (SD=6.96) ,
SIS ASES BE A W) R OtherDid M=3.39 (SD=0.83) .
SelfDid M=3.02 (SD=1.60) . SelfUndone M=2.15
(SD=1.22) , KA MAEAE—E A, W3, L4
TR WRIESHERESR, JFEERASpearman G HAHIEE
BoARIE Ao

ABEAT, PCBSHF—EER 4. F43Cronbach’™s «
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FE8BEIH <75 -
EjMcDonald’s » #5093, “Z&HH/MIX” 4ERE a =092, B (x?=123.00, df=34, x*/df=3.62, CFI=0.938,
®=093, “PERIfAE” Y4iF a =0.81. »=0.83, HiEA[H: TLI=0.918, RMSEA=0.076, 90% CI [ 0.062, 0.091 ] ,
ZERIPKF, AR, SRMR=0.053 ) UI#SETR, Z5/08 Kig. Bk, ARA4F5%

I UL B 2 40 BT SCRFPCB S W I 1 25 4 1 #0045 4 VAPCBS B30 FEH bR, SR TN ehLl e

* 3 SERMRgt

Table 3 Descriptive statistics of attitude items

BH M SD Median IQR Min Max
OtherDid 3.39 0.83 3 1.00 1 6
SelfDid 3.02 1.60 3 2.00 1 7
SelfUndone 2.15 1.22 2 2.00 1 7

i 4 PCBSHRgtit5WE—EHE

Table 4 Descriptive statistics and internal consistency reliability of PCBS

it Bk BLIV7oSlEN M SD Min Max IQR Cronbach’s McDonald’s @
PCBS &4 10 10 ~ 50 229 696 10 46 11.00 0.93 0.93
ZEHik 1 IK 5 5~125 134 464 5 25 7.00 0.92 0.93
TERIfA 5 5~125 9.48 320 5 23 4.00 0.81 0.83

5 PCBSHWiEM%EFHHERIMUSIEIR

Table 5 Confirmatory factor analysis of PCBS - model fit indices

BN X’ df X 1df CFI TLI RMSEA (90% CI) SRMR
IHHE 123.00 34 3.62 0.938 0.918 0.076 (0.062-0.091 ) 0.053
3.2 PCBS 5=EENBERESERIVER ( p=0.220, p<0.001) , &/~ “TCIFRTHEAT R M2

Spearman i JC4M M4 BN 46 75 . PCBS K415 PG 521 DTSR A SR AR S 2%
ys »ghRE s
OtherDidE‘gﬂP%ﬁﬁFﬁma‘é (p=-0523, p<0.001) . EJ RSN, “Hh/AIK” 5 OtherDid i

. ) AR (p =—0.575, p<0 001 ) 5T “'@%‘Jﬁa@” EidEy
Iﬁgf‘lf[)ldﬂﬁq:‘#?’ﬁ IE*H?Q ( p=0.485, p<0.001) , i@ B %L?ﬁfh"‘iéﬁﬁi%\*ﬂi PCBS ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ*ﬁ
MEETTSCAE RSB, B A TR A R S, AR MRIE, MORBTIE LR SRR AT

AR U T T R 5 SelfUndone 2 i 3 55 1EAH G HFEHLEN R, AR B .

#*6 PCBS (ROoREEHE) SRERMNHERER

Table 6 Correlation matrix between PCBS (total score and subdimensions) and attitude items

s 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 PCBS .43
2 250 | INIRHERE 0.92™
3 M S (A 0.83"" 0.55™
4 OtherDid -0.52"" -0.58"" -0.28"
5 SelfDid 0.49™" 0.53" 029" 0417
6 SelfUndone 022" 0.26™ 0.15" -0.18" 347

iE: N=449, A% £A Spearman p , * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *¥* p<0.001,

33 ADZRIFER 331 MHHER

ARG . WA L TR HAES T (B PCBSE5 B 5yt RIFEAE R E 225 (ps<0.01)
EWPATDSCRH G LhEL ) |, ARIME i SL 48 15k BWAR T IRAVESS R, OtherDid (p=0.006,
SpearmantHIC/HT, KEIREEAHRANET . R8P, L M=3.50 vs 3 M=3.25) . SelfDid (p=0.012, “M=2.86

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0801012
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vs BM=3.23) . SelfUndone (p=0.001, ZM=1.98 vs J
M=237) R BEENZES, BHRLTE PCBS A543
KPP AR o B T, X NEEHRER
PEHIXT PCBS 5 SelfUndone J¢ 22 AR I /EFRERAL T 0126 A
FI AR

332 WAER

PERI AL (p=0.026) . SelfDid ( p=0.020) .
SelfUndone (p=0.007 ) 2% W3¥ . F/5 L PR
<30007C4 1 5 M 45 515 T 5001 ~ 100007C41
(p=0.019) ; =100017C4SelfDid , SelfUndonef843 345
F5001 ~ 100007C4H ( ps=0.012, 0.003) .

333 ZEFER

PCBSEF (p=0.015) . ZEHH/PIRLERE ( p<0.001)
ERNE, TRALUTARSETAR, B &L g
(ps<0.05) ; SelDidii% w3 (p=0.069) , AFHAFS>
BT+ L 4 (p=0.080) . LR KIS HEEAR IS
AN, TR

334 E#h

H5WalmadERE B EEML (p=0.167,
p<0.001) , 5PCBSE/ 255 IEAIKESE ( p =0.093,
p=0050) , SHALBEMIEARE (ps>0.10)

#7 ANAFELE7E PCBS REEE EMERKE (N=449)

Table 7 Difference test of demographic variables on PCBS and attitude items (N=449)

Ei=1 7 PR X2 (df=1) , p, &2 A x?(df=3) , p, &° 207 %2 (df=2) , p, &°
PCBS B4 36.67, <0.001, 0.082 2.11, 0.551, 0.005 8.38, 0.015, 0.019
Mk 1 PIK 46.11, <0.001, 0.103 0.95, 0.813, 0.002 14.43, <0.001, 0.032
P 8.10, 0.004, 0.018 9.23, 0.026, 0.021 0.98, 0.614, 0.002
OtherDid 7.43, 0.006, 0.017 5.13, 0.162, 0.011 0.91, 0.636, 0.002
SelfDid 6.26, 0.012, 0.014 9.89, 0.020, 0.022 5.35, 0.069, 0.012
SelfUndone 10.52, 0.001, 0.023 12.05, 0.007, 0.027 1.57, 0.455, 0.004
7E: Kruskal-Wallis #2367 A&, sFFHANIA=5EE, Kruskal-Wallis 5 Mann—Whitney U %45 %6—/8 KW %2k 20, 2%
BRI 09 F S LA L £ 8,
# 8 AOSITHTE7E PCBSEREM EMABLLLE
Table 8 Inter-group comparisons of demographic variables on PCBS and attitude items
i35 izt Rl S5 T7 10 pfH
P OtherDid 7 vs B > 0.006
T3 SelfDid vs B Z <Y 0.012
5] SelfUndone aovs B < 0.001
el 2l / PPIK Lvs B <P <0.001
PER TET vs B Z <5 0.004
PEH PCBS E4% Zvs B 7 <4 <0.001
A SelfDid = 10001 JT vs 5001 ~ 10000 JG = 10001 JG > 5001 ~ 10000 JG 0.012
A PET € < 3000 JT vs 5001 ~ 10000 J& < 3000 JC > 5001 ~ 10000 JG 0.019
A SelfUndone = 10001 JG vs 5001 ~ 10000 JG = 10001 JC > 5001 ~ 10000 JG 0.003
27 Z5 0k 1 PIIK LR UT vs A LR > AR 0.001
3] 0k 1 I LRI AT vs W-E K DAL ERIELLT > Wi+ & E 0.002
E] PCBS &5 CRILAT vs A%} ERILIT > AR 0.034
3] PCBS &4 LR AT vs BH KDL LR T > Bk &AL 0.018
£ SelfDid (#1%% ) AR} vs WKL b ARB > B KL E 0.080

& : Dwass—Steel~Critchlow—Fligner (DSCF ) # " Jbik; 7 Gk IELLIA M0 £ F-3E i ; 4% 2348 0.05 < p<0.10,

34 WML ERINEBIIEMN R EER LAY
YEFB

AR =AM EARAS B (OtherDid, SelfDid .
SelfUndone ) 2} 1 ~7 fMZE5Rr @& (4745
28 , (ARARAHLHERIAMEAER T Logistic MIH, &
BETLT 4 Skt Mg R stk 5otess

https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0801012

HtE,

(1) HERFFPE S S RIE NP

I~ TR ERYETRERL (=514) , BFEAR
BR (N=449) , ZFRESIBRAMAART %) (4 OtherDid ¥
{H=3.38. SelfDid #J{=3.03) , ALl LA R0
TR, £ Il JE %o S (938 o DA AL SR 5
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AR EIZIAT

(2) B A S £

IS 7 g A T A TNINE W1 B i A (g o5
(VIF=1.04~1.19) . Tk ZAMK (Durbin-
Watson=1.92 ~2.06) , BRI IESVERA IR, EXRHA
TS AR S R R, s T 2

(3) S5

LPEMIHRPRE R (B ) REE Hem AL BUAL
SR (AR B =0484) , S5HTC Spearman AR
B RB B, T R i ] (Y SR B
A F Logistic BT HAE EL (OR) 'ﬁﬁ'ﬁ;éﬁ%?ﬁ:ﬁ%}:%
B2, XU Y AT IR ST S T S TR B

(4) Jykepdi sy

Z )7 A IEUE L, 2 2 v R i 3R A R R4
=5, BEARR =200 0F, ZMERIHSHT Logistic [IHM
BDEER (BESE . N m) mE—%, HEHE

SRS R AT, A5 B B AR A 8555 )
( Mukherjee, 2025; Norris et al., 2006 ) o

HF Pk, AFFICRALERAT, DL PCBS
MO NELOTINAS B, ARRY . BOEARE . MR AN
BiHAE R, SRR Type 3 Oy MK S0 B #1455
W

3.4.1 X} “OtherDid” HFM

WMEOFTR, MIAFEMEARE (F (9, 439)
=19.70, p<0.001) , PEJFR’=0.273, KIRIMGEME
BOtherDidE F:(927.3% ., #Z.OFMAS & . PCBSH>
XFOtherDid BAT i 3 6 i BAE A (8 =-0.522, 1=-
12.27, p<0.001) , BPZliviSCibfE ng, AR
SAEAL G IE BN R A, BN R 455
BEo P AR R BT N SRR A TN AR 2R
(ps>0.05) , {X<30007CIR A LA T = 100017CUAZH
ENGRET R (p=0.055) .

# 9 PCBS¥OtherDidfIZ& 1 E VA4 47

Table 9 Linear regression analysis for the effect of PCBS on OtherDid

T AL i B SE B t p
(R 4551 0.262 — 17.348 <0.0017"
0 T 2% e
PCBS &) -0.062 0.005 -0.522 -12.267 <0.001™"
P A
AEHR 0.008 0.005 0.073 1.518 0.130
HERE (R4 RRUT)
AR} 0.104 0.111 0.125 0.937 0.349
Wi+ K L 0.009 0.131 0.011 0.069 0.945
PR (ZM41: &) -0.004 0.072 -0.005 -0.056 0.955
WA (S84 10001 JEKLL L)
< 3000 JC -0.238 0.124 -0.286 -1.925 0.055%
3001 ~ 5000 G -0.074 0.121 -0.089 -0.616 0.539
5001 ~ 10000 JG -0.011 0.086 -0.013 -0.131 0.896

E: n=449; KA K I M (Type 3 F 5% #=)
Tp=0.05 ~ 0.10; SR ALK =FHEAT, KAl =
R =0.273,

3.4.2 X “SelfDid” KTl

WL 10fTR, BAVRREE (F (9, 439) =15.62,
p<0.001) , WIEJGR’=0.238 (IRYLHIEIAIERIES ) |
F BRI AR B SelDid 2R 5 #923.8% . 2.0 TN 25
PCBS 553X SelfDid BAT 3 IEIm FMAET (B =0.484,
t=11.15, p<0.001) , RP&EyiSCibfE &g, xh A&

s B=AE AR ® 3 R 3, SE= AR E R, B=ARELE )T R B FREp<0.001,
%, KN =1000

1 AAEA L BARMAKIESF (8, 440) =19.70, p<0.001, HEE

A WS HTPEAT S B 00 A A DR, TR N
HOAERREE . P ARG R R RE RSO B TR 5 Y
F. (1) ARHAMBRTER XL, SelfDidfg4) i
FHE (£=0.343, p=0.012) ; (2) 5001 ~ 10000JC
WA AT = 10001 TCHIA A, SelfDidfE 4 & &
(£=0.305, p=0.004) ; HA A H2RAR R AR N AS i
# (ps>0.05) .

10 PCBSxSelfDidRyZe £ E V3547
Table 10 Linear regression analysis for the effect of PCBS on SelfDid

T AR it B SE B t P
(R -0.368 0.513 — -0.718 0.473
LTI A%
PCBS 43 0.111 0.010 0.484 11.152 <0.001""

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc
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.78 - EoBEH
&gk
TS B SE B t p
Pl A i
AR 0.005 0.010 0.021 0.431 0.666
HERE (BRA. CREUT)
AR 0.549 0.218 0.343 2518 0.012"
e 0318 0.257 0.199 1.234 0.218
M (SHA: &) -0.081 0.141 -0.051 -0.573 0.567
YA (S04 10001 JTTK L)
< 3000 JC 0.325 0.242 0.203 1342 0.180
3001 ~ 5000 JG 0.419 0.236 0.262 1.773 0.077t
5001 ~ 10000 JG 0.487 0.168 0.305 2.903 0.004

i AAEIRIA F (8, 440) =15.62, p<0.001, A%JE R*=0.238,

3.4.3 Xt “SelfUndone” KT Eh%EELEMESE (B=0.188, p=0.055) , HIFEMEX}
WA TIFR, BAIR D% (F (9, 439) =5.15, LR P 1 X PR e (N L T R R S
p<0.001) , P#EFR=0.077, FHIBAIGEMHFESelfUndone S5 ROQLEEH “PERIETY PCBS 5 SelfUndone X7
BRITT%, B OTRAS . PCBSES 4 SelfUndone 7 BB Ty T —2, SR T e JE 3 ORI E I Y
BET R FIER (8=0.196, =4.09, p<0.001) , Hp4 g (2) <30007G. 3001 ~50007C, 5001 ~ 10000JT
DUSCAAR &SR, X B S TCUS RTHEAT ol 0 A A 4H 2 N AR T R A4, = 1000178, SelfUndonef543 45
L O (75 TR 3 O A i) - =i et - R B 111 WEF R (ps<0.05) ;5 HAN OFR RTINS A B
AMTENAON B & B3 (1) BT (ps>0.05) .

% 11 PCBS3tSelfUndonefy £k 1% [E] I3 4 4
Table 11 Linear regression analysis for the effect of PCBS on SelfUndone

T A% B SE B t p
(i) 1.017 0.434 — 2.344 0.020"
H 0 IO A
PCBS &4) 0.034 0.008 0.196 4.092 <0.001""
A
AR 0.004 0.009 0.023 0.415 0.679
HERE (R4 €REUT)
AR} -0.202 0.184 -0.165 -1.097 0.273
[ 4 -0.172 0.218 -0.141 -0.792 0.429
PR (R4l @) 0.229 0.119 0.188 1.922 0.055t
A (Z8841. 10001 JG&LIL)
< 3000 JG 0.462 0.204 0.378 2.262 0.024"
3001 ~ 5000 JG 0.449 0.200 0.367 2.246 0.025°
5001 ~ 10000 JG 0.434 0.142 0.355 3.063 0.002"

E: AERERIE F (8, 440) =5.15, p<0.001, ARG R*=0.077

344 MEEBRBBANT 4 tig
[ 5 A 0 k28 M 4G 56 WK, 4% TN AR R VIFE
H1.04 ~1.19, KL EILM; Durbin-Watson & K {H

1:92-2.06, SRELAMC: FRESHRBAME  yoisgipg s o g, HIHRIET
( Shapiro-Wilk p<0.001) , {HFEARER (N=449) HP PCBSHYTMAE .

AR TS, WSS 5 PCBS. 43 50therDid ( XFVEAERT GG Pk 2856 1Y T

41 RRNKISDLE
AWFFE LA E AR A XI5, HEEPCBS SR
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) BAERERAC (p=-0.523) , &EHAHEE
WIGAA W AR BN, (8 =-0.522) , X—Z5R
5alipi b E&ny MEEmA” FRE—B, EFEE X —
5 R A ) TR PR 207 S A A S BE . (Ortiz
et al., 2023) . SrERAGVTEIR, “ZEHH/NIXT 4EEE
5OtherDid i EER ( p =—0.575) 38T “PERIMAG" 4
(p=-0276) , BRMAMHZEXZIEN FHEELS
BAR A A ST AR 25 AR AR G

PCBS&E435SelfDid ( B BHMEGIMHEHM ) 2
FREEIEMIE (p =0.485) , TN B3 (B =0.484) ,
R B A DTS AE & REE AR T
FERE A AR, [RIBT TG H B PR Tk
A AARFIHFA

PCBS 243 5SelfUndone ( [ B TG 2RI S 2540 )
BEREFIEHKL (p=0220) , BIEBEERSBAE (4
BIGR=0.077) o X—E5 AR TSR A2
HEAE AR, A5G HENERWPIERRE, X
SEHE AT REZ M BT —F M #HAH PCBS 5 SelfUndone )
KHROR B T Aok, X5 RQL My R EARTT, &
e BT — AL B RN i S

42 ANOFESNBEDOM

PEIZE S [, BEHAEPCBS MY KA KA B
T ActE, HSelfDid, SelfUndonefyAZ4H M HER , X T]
AE-S N R E S A A R ) £ DI A 5

DTSRI T, AIR2EDTRE AR PCBS B B “Z5 Mk
IWIK” SRR AY R, AR MR E” B
IANFIRERE TR, X422 RATRE S HE W R M EM L0
b, BRI E2E AR (Zheng & Su, 2022) .

WA 22 5 BB RAE , WA < 30000041 “PE:
MAE” dEEARSTEE, A =100017C4 #ESelfDid .
SelfUndone F AR ZFHIE SR, AHSEMBHEL TR FFE

43 @PDHERMERNX

RN D224 RS, BN T PCBS B4 =4~ 748
RIS TNVER, S0 SR B S A A — L, X
Vi B 4l o7 SCAR AR & A R RE B o LA AR 25 i A5 A 254
BosEm, SR e m A FHEEmE, HAS 2 e
BOTREIAAE o 38 J3-Fs i) 25 B A4 00y AR T %151 2
% . AR SelfDidf5 5y TR L LU B, L
W ABEIASelfUndonefS 4315 TR AR . k2622 0]
HE S AR AR IS AR, . TP USROG, (AR
B it — 2]

44 HRBIRSFFHSQ

ARIFAFAELL FRBR, AREEEt st

(1) BEBITEAHSC B T ORI SRS R, AR A G
SR T Tt — 2B 900 5

(2) ISR BUR o, (RS E SRR
S, JRLETH R LB ;
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(3) PCBSEEGTEFRT, RMSEA=0.076, 7Er[ 4%
ZHWNG, XN, R RIA T IR E AL REAN )
Bl R4 BT 4s )

RS G IBEAS, SR FH A5 2500 A T 4G 6 )
X} PCBS &5 SelfUndone SEZRBITHNTER; R & 22 R0250
ERBETFHEESEMENFERE, #—SRERARR T
AR AL .

5 HIBSHMREEX

ATFTERIL R, WXl iR &R R AR R
SIS AN PO R K A A BRI TR E K
SRS @A i NG I am U R R e s
TEXT G BT T, A S egel (iefy
o) WAEEIpEaRg, Bk EE S “EhAK”
ARG, NM“E2mairiin, Bk, R0, KR
PRAYSE AR SRR A S, AT
FIATFT AL A IHTRAE T 48 USSR ST
W SRR RS BINE R . ITEEE R R v [ TR
TR AR T A E AT SRR A LB L T AR
WEE, TSRS S

ABFFERIAZ L H ARG R 2 D BEBLR
B, AR R SRR AT R T
AR, BACEME: EhEts Ui s, 4
PR Al 0T AR & DA TR R B S ] 5 AR S 2 i 55 1)
XFRITO AL ISR OCHR . 3K —RITFE MR A2 ARAN
EAET, ©A B THRATHEA 2SO a8 i
BRGNS | el 20 SR SR 5 5 R P I S E ATk
o FATRHEE—FIRER TR, BEE
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Purity Culture Beliefs, Partner Evaluation, and Sexual
Reputation Concerns in Committed Relationship Contexts:
Correlational Evidence from a Chinese Online Sample

Yang Tianzi

Faculty of Psychology, Southwest University, Chongqing

Abstract: This study aims to explore the associations and predictive effects of purity culture beliefs on committed

relationship attitudes. Through a survey of 449 Chinese online participants (M=29.50, SD=7.48), significant correlations

were found between the total score of the Purity Culture Beliefs Scale (PCBS) and 3 items about committed relationship

attitudes in real-life contexts: specifically, a significant negative correlation with Other Did (p=-0.523, p<0.001), a

significant positive correlation with Self Did (p=0.485, p<0.001), and a weak positive correlation with Self Undone

(p=0.220, p<0.001). Based on these correlational results, further regression analysis was conducted, controlling for

demographic variables. The results showed that PCBS positively predicted Self Did and SelfUndone, and negatively
predicted Other Did, with standardized coefficients 8 of 0.484, 0.196, and -0.522 (all p<0.001), respectively. Among

these, the effects on Other Did and Self Did were moderate, while the effect on Self Undone was weak. In addition,

demographic analysis revealed significant differences in the PCBS total score, its subscales, and the items about

relationship attitudes across variables such as gender, education, and income. This study helps reveal the association

mechanism between purity culture beliefs, romantic evaluation, and sexual reputation concerns, providing a reference

for further research in related fields.

Key words: Purity culture beliefs; Committed relationship context; Partner evaluation; Sexual experience; Sexual

reputation concerns; Gender roles
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