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Abstract

In different relationship states (marriage, dating), people have different levels of satisfaction. Stu-
dies have found that people are more satisfied in marriage than in relationships. Other studies
have found that relationship satisfaction is higher for couples in relationships than for couples in
marriages. Based on previous research theories, this study assumed that couples in love reported
higher relationship satisfaction. According to the principle of convenient sampling, 1500 subjects
were selected from Chongqing, Gansu, Henan and other nine regions to explore the relationship
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between relationship satisfaction and relationship status by questionnaire survey. The results
showed that relationship satisfaction was related to relationship status (relationship versus mar-
riage), but not duration. Thus, our results support the disillusionment model and the relationship
conflict model.
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1. EIRERRH

KZHUIE B A BT S ZARER MR, SR, EISAET, JADHERAamENIG =
SRR . RAMREE R EXRTEN —DEEE, ARNZHWMEE S, SRS
JaHEEE S, —HEBSZHFRE S B Lavner, Bradbury f1 Karney (2012) &8, fEiEE . ##EE
DA% Y8 R T 485 2 0 P i i S v TSR R B L AR 2 R B AR 1 O R B (Ta, Baxter, & Hewitt,
2014); Halpern-Meekin 1 Tach (2013) 4t A& B2 52 H B4 G 2005 5 B AR T US4 R RS s i — il
[T LR R R LI, 5 RIS, 3573 5 5 St (Letzring & Noftle, 2010). #R1f, 7EHE
f—semf e, A THIRMEE R, Kanemasa (2012) 87 1 HAS 102 XHERFT 152 Xt K10, 45 R KM
TR R S T OSSR, R E b, I E R 5T 45 5 (Jackson et al., 2006). 14 1% (2012)
IR FAEE R AL R, R4S H OREEE R R R, R .

X2 PRI FLAR R S S 7 B S 2 R 3R, X, A =P 2 i P AR s = (AR AL
— 4] KA (disillusionment model), XU SNBSS URTF GRS, RHBATSE R L KA H R IRIZM
R, WA T, BOETHEIR, BRI IR D, THARIE B E N, Z)K BT (Huston, Niehuis,
& Smith, 2001). fAITIAA, BAEHK, HBRRHE, 5ERABHEARAGERS: N 2. BARERINY,
RATHIEZ N EAREER, (HEBR EEIEL AN — R R AR, YN RSB AR K
AT NI TFEEE 2, WMRREZNGRZ NPRE AR GG KA A 158, BEfE H# 40S
2 WL ARAR RO 115 26 o FFURBR A ERAEXT 77, AN H 23K, B2H — KT 25 45 (Gottman, 2014).
WG I A IHERS , AL RPN 5 H 253900 B v RANS 22 2 (Williamson et al., 2015). &F —Flid s
BB R, YOS R A TR TR TS JE A TS, 1% RIS 2 7 (O s R R i, WS A2 2 1
fRI4E (8 (Caughlin & Huston, 2006). Burgess 1 Wallin (1953)iA4 “ZJA8 384k, R AEE ERHET#H
B BN ANA L, B Z 22 A B, (RN AS AR G ORI . AT TR A5 48 b 2 R L8 45 7
AW R T, SRUF MRS TUR T A Y LA O . Rf A3 A5 B 5 7075 52 W IR g ST (0 s e
M NBRIE R, 78 4508 DL Gt 3E S22 454 7 (Caughlin, Huston, & Houts, 2000). RBIf#if5 fe R A7AE,
R R A O B, T H 2 &8 2 U530 (Noller & Feeney, 1998). IXFEAL f& DL fFR 4 Ay L fiti 7 7
MASIH, TARM/RFWMENE IR . HARRH, REBAEBEL ISR G AT O¢ R AE L S
AETE RS, R AT R TS 4 U 1) SRR R R R T A AT T4 Wi A A 1 Ry R (Huston, 2000)

BT RAERIB SRR, a|ATM SIS, ik —, KRWEESEWREER, £ EnH
SRR N A 2. R, AR B AR B R AP TSI A R R MR K Rk =, IR
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ATy o B ARSI A5 RS R KRR, WS AR S TR, KK BT, Z508 VUG - R R KT &
FARTAZI B B, WFFERAE R RO SRR R SUE R, S P M ph RAF JE L, — 2k
IR ARG S5 4 L.

2. Bk
2.1. #ik

AW TR TR, EECERT . WA HRE RS A% 51, A Fem KA
oA, JERIR R4S 1500 4, BN 1300 47, AR 1202 13, HAZRRWNER 712 4, TR
Bl 18 £ 29 &, “FIJ4E# 21.25 %(SD = 1.42). SR RIMIAEE 490 17, RGN 21 250 &, F
BIFE RS2 30.48 (SD = 3.98). TEMEIEAH, 95%EAFIAE, SWRM A MERMEXRKFELAT, H
17.33%J@ T LA E22)T, B 72.47%HH K5 LR, 8F 10.20%40 R 102 2 5 KPRy F LR,
BRI S, 90.12% 2%, DHIRE Y 9.88%.

22. fiRIR

2.2.1. XR#HEEE 23R (Relationship Assessment Scale)

ZE R SEH Hendrick (1988)4FE S, 3= B S AR 2 (8 & R IV R LE, M 1 ANHES 5 EHHE,
KA S mitbsr, —HEE 7T ANEE, W R, RRITZ G R RS2 7 AR R RES
KA Bl 2 T IRs I ? 7 i e 4 F1 7 iy EARHEER, 5tk 0=088; %«
P o= 0.89.

2.2.2. REBRLIREZFR (Relationship Disillusionment Scale)

1% 3R A& H Niehuis A1 Bartell (2006)4w ], A 11 N8 H, W “OR3FIRBIERE KRB , DL “I
EIRXFR R — S ABIGYIRE T, RIRBRRE” . ZEFRKH 7 fUhsr, 1 Ron—SHARE
B, 7 RpARE TR AT B LG a=0.96,

2.2.3. X&RE =R (Marital Aggrandizement Scale)

Z &R O’Rourke Il Cappeliez 7£(2002)5F gl Mk, A 18 MEHE, n “FJLFAREEZ A
DAAMINEELS” ,  “anfax A B HAL R e A R, MAERRARAT” o ZERKA T S0, 1
FoRT AR S, 1T B torra. HhEAE 2.0 11, 130 17 RHRMH, S8isE, RoRKABE
o FERFFAAPEERZSM: =088, «Ma=087.

2.2.4. BtEER(Passionate Love Scale)

R R Hatfield A1 Sprecher 71:(1986)4wfil, 347 15 AM@H, w1 “ A MR AN, HH1E
@it CRETRNEB|BEFIER”  ZEFKH 9 mithsr, 1 RR—S#AIER, 5 Rpn—
PN, 9 RRTERIEH .. EARFFRPEERZ, B =095 i a=0.96.

2.2.5. FAIRIE = R (Positive Feeling Scale)

ZERZ O’Leary, Fincham I Turkewitz (1983)4wfil, F R EXEAR ) Z 80E R IIIGEK, IH
17 MEEH, AR AR R IRAE T AR OB PRI RIS ? 7 2Bk 7 sy, 1 Rt
W, 7 RORAEERN . ZEREAV TGRS, BN —F a=0.95.

2.2.6. XFR3FMZE K (Relationship Dynamics Scale)
ZERZH Stanley Il Markman (1996)4wfi, £ 8 NEH, W “IRFAIHE 2 [HA & H X, P
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RIS, ZERERET S0, 1JFERAE, 2MBRESf, 38X, EATRPEERE, Bt
a=0.80, LM a=0.81.

2.2.7. 1BIRHMZEE R (Marital Conflict Scale)

ZER L H Eggeman, Moxley £l Schumm (1985)4w i, 3£ 27 NMEH, 5 A=Ar&ER, KA 5 it
gy, 1 FoRAER R, 5 FordEwRIE. 18] 11 BRCT HEEE P @, YR eEAExT B Z 1 s &
EAEE LR, A E 5. 7. 9y 11 RISy, W CORMIFNIE e AE 7 0 8 FEIX ANy R
BRI =081, Lt a=082. 12 F| 16 &KX T4, HABH 12, 13, 14, 15 £Z&AiH4r, W
“HRRENS I R IR RA R W A7 EEXAN D ERPEE LB o = 078, Ztka = 079, 17 5 27
RRTRAM T ER, BH 18, 20, 21, 22, 23 k4, W “RAVRRERBE RG240, FIAH
— NBARNHE” . XN ERPEREZIM: 0=075, LM a=078.

2.2.8. RSB IR (Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory)

RS FRI R R P PSS, 2R Brenchnan, Clark i1 Shaver (1998)Zmiil KIS % R RE
BRIBIEN, —3£36 8, KA 7 St LR TG, 78R TR E. ZERNEE CERE AT
FeH PG BBUE(ZE A, IEERICE, 2006). HAEE A 1. 3. 5, SSRPAUNR R ER, HAEH 22 ki
THors W Rk, AR AFIEFR A ORAE RS o FERR - ERHEER B a=0.77, Lo
=081. MHN2. 4. 6, SFHHAHEAEEER, HPEH 3. 15, 19, 22, 25, 27, 29, 31. 33, 35, x[i
e W “FIOMAASBGISOMIFERIOLIR” « EEESERPEEZ DM a=081, Lt a=082.

229. AO%Git=#EFx

CEWE, USURARVL, PEA, B, OCRFRENTIE, B ARG RRIRE, 5 RARKHIEF . Jackson et
al., 2006), LA ZEE KIFEE S RIUEEQ R LEHE XY, 2 FRmb ek, 3 RRKRFE%N, 43FR
WA )

2.3. BB
BIEIBFG I 5 HT

AW SPSS 22.0 AT EAR E B 0, HAEHBBRGEABEE, ANOgihF R
R?EARAE, HZTiT 20 (MANOVA), HER W% 1 iR, S5 REREMBERGAZ B ERE L
2SR Rk, EEREIE SR 2 QIR x 2 (M), 614 B @ BRI 2 2B R
3. &R
3.1. Mot

M RIS IR S AR A 25 44(1) =2.20, p =0.14. #EEAT &, F AT 451
[P EE AR —1E F (1, 1200) = 2781.10, p <0.001, 2%JjHE & —LE F (1, 1200) = 62.33, p <0.001, 7ERFRH
(YR ) A X 56— 28 F (1, 1200) = 506.88, p < 0.001. #Rif0, WSUAAR A H LR TR AR R T S 47
ffe BEIRZS F (1, 1200) = 24.81, p <0.001 (3 1).
32. EESH
321 FRIEEEFERELHES

IRYE G RIFFLERT A A i =, SE—4UNMAELLN, B v 2 2545, SE=42 5% 104, Hr,
{RFERS M Z U E R EE R R. SRNE 2 fin, RPBZHEEN, MR F (2, 707)
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=3.01, p<0.050, H#IFHMMIEF (2,707)=6.93, p<0.001, RHPHZ F (2, 707) =4.11, p<0.017,

KRS F (2,707) =3.93, p<0.020 FEREER. MEXKHEEEHE), RRBEELWAE), B,
KIK, FFEFE, 4hib, WKANEEE, %A ZER(E2). EEWXRKEAT, RELIKF (2, 485) = 3.06,
p <0.048, IR F (2, 485) =4.05, p<0.011, XP/NMEEIERFLEER ] FAFEZER, MERRIEEE(H
18), REREWEEW@EE), WG, KRERRE, HEMFERMR, 408, A, DLAKEEE, KN EESE
AF B AE RN 8] B3 7 (3K 3).

Table 1. Demographic differences between dating and married Chinese couples

F 1L BEXREAORHFLNESR

nE SHUS o
Univariate
ZhE B LM B Difference
(n=356) (n = 356) (n = 246) (n=244)
Measure M SD M SD M SD M  SD F Pz;;iza'
R 20.80 1.96 2150 233 2993 383 31.04 4.06 2781107  0.70
X AL () 2108 1671 2124 1669 57.06 37.44 56.67 37.00 506.88"" 0.30
HE KT 2.97 0.27 298 028 276 070 272 073 62337 0.05
@RS 2.46 0.84 221 087 262 091 253 089 24817 0.02
“p<0.05, “p<0.01, “p<0.001.
Table 2. Differences among relationship duration subgroup in dating partner
F#2 TWEMHEEFREMNELENTENER
0~2 2~5 5~10 F P n?
N =458 N =232 N =22
Measures M SD M SD M SD
R AR E(FER) 30.59 3.40 30.47 362 3168 201 0902 0406  0.00
AP 16.32 6.23 17.28 6.01  16.95 794 186 0156  0.01
B 110.80 16.83 110.80 16.09 11077 1715 0.022 0978  0.00
FARR N % 106.00 8.66 105.06 8.08  108.45 812 160 0202 0.1
R A A ] 100.60 11.19 99.50 1201 9677 1401 199 0137  0.01
PTG 10.95 2.61 11.46 265  10.64 236 301 0050 001
SR SiE SN 26.61 6.30 28.50 6.09 2655 7.06 06.93 0001 0.02
Fripi R 36.01 11.04 37.22 1122 3682 1092 0918 0400  0.00
AR 29.36 5.18 30.48 4.93 30.55 417 411 0017  0.01
[EIBGZHEN 53.02 15.03 54.68 14.17 4773 1436 278 0103  0.01
RS 66.05 16.20 64.68 1322  56.64 19.84 393 0020 0.01
“p<0.05, “p<0.01, " p<0.001.
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Table 3. Differences among relationship duration subgroup in married couples
3. HIENEEEFENE LS TENER

0~2 2~5 5~10 F P n?
N =134 N =158 N =198

Measures M SD M SD M SD
KA (FEAR) 26.11 4.89 25.29 5.36 2498  5.02 1.33 0265 0.01
2K 29.61 12.86 33.58 1462 3243 1406 3.06 0048  0.01
b4 81.19 29.86 80.23 2354 7848 2748 0501 0.606  0.00
R 175 Ik 91.49 17.52 89.42 1756 8830 1535 0.793 0453  0.00
g 82.81 14.84 79.87 1496 7831 1459 300 0051 001
B/ RUIEN 11.71 2.62 12.18 2.93 12.69 2.76 459 0011  0.02
SRCEE SN 29.35 6.22 29.79 5.49 29.96 621 0201 0.814 0.0
ETRIEN 40.10 10.19 39.74 1051 4138 1059 0350 0.705  0.00
AR 30.56 491 31.44 450 31.18 492 1.24 0290 0.1
EREITEN 58.32 14.38 60.57 1321 6033 1371 101 0366  0.00
FRIBAR 61.71 16.23 64.78 16.47 6377 1519 137 025  0.01

"p<0.05, “p<0.01, " p<0.001.

3.2.2. FRAEEBEERRESNMEINNER

KA 2 (USIRAS) x 2 (KRR BT 200 b, EhACE SRR, @RRRIL, MZAFERRE. SRR,

PR b, BREXRRKHEE LAEEER, BERNXRHEEERES T F (1, 1195) =6.13, p<
0.013, fERAFaMEPE L, B Lt Em—L F (1, 1195) = 4.21, p <0.040. TM{EHEIE F (1, 1195) = 3.45,
p<0.064, %ZJ°KF(1,1195)=0.96, p<0.326, MK F(1,1195)=1.90, p<0.168, HEHHMMHPRF
(1,1195) = 0.62, p<0.432, 4+t F (1,1195) = 0.45, p<0.503, ¥ F (1, 1195) = 1.34, p<0.247, K7%
[e]38 F (1, 1195) = 0.10, p<0.756, AMEKEEFE F (1, 1195) =0.90, p<0.342 &g FHIRH £ (5 4).

Table 4. Relationship status difference and gender difference in Chinese dating and married partners

F 4 BOEREAMAIMBIERS ENESR

F03 4 shUs ‘
bR SR
pra i Tk aik Bk &
(n = 356) (n = 356) (n = 246) (n =244)
Measure M SD M SD M SD M SD F Eta F Eta
%gfﬁf‘ 3028 358  30.89 328 2517 535 2561 486 613" 001 65497 0.05
BE(FEAR)
PR 1694  6.18 16.37 6.27 3204 1392 33.02 1409 096 0.00 11383 0.09
i 109.17 16.38 11244 1664 7959 2715 7998 26,79 345  0.00 110357 0.09
LS 10521 830 10633  8.60 89.41 1661 8966 1684 135 0.00 7765  0.06
SUAFEE  99.18 1151  101.06 114772 79.65 1461 80.44 1513 4217 001 118077 0.09
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Continued
TR 1113 261 11.08 2.64 12.04 274 1248 285 1.90  0.00 765"  0.01
i
H jf%$ 2717 642 27.28 6.21 2957 6.18 2992 578 0.62  0.00 3.73 0.00
fipmise 39.21 8.81 39.52 8.76 41.00 10.77 40.00 1041  0.45 0.00 161 0.00
WHIrhgE 29.89 5.08 29.64 5.12 3123 478 3095 4.80 134 0.00 0.20 0.00
[BBEKAS 5373 1509  53.06 1446 5929 1395 6043 1353 010  0.00 780"  0.01
KA 66.13 1516  64.49 1579 6405 1631 63.00 1551  0.90  0.00 0.24 0.00

“p<0.05, “p<0.01,

~*p<0.001.

USRS |, 2R WEE F (1, 1195) = 65.49, p < 0.001, 7N ()56 F0 & B 5 35w T 45 1St
9% R T, XK F(1,1195) = 113.83, p<0.001, &5 M%) KFEE B TREN LK, 185 2
TR, Bt F (1, 1195) = 110.35, p <0.001, X#HREaMME F (1, 1195) = 118.07, p <0.001, #S/EHIKR
Rl Pk BB T A Z i Ra v, ASW SR F (1, 1195) = 7.65, p < 0.01, @SEtHEZ MR EE ST
TEET, MRAREEE F (1, 1195) = 7.80, p<0.01, 455 RIS ELE E & TAEN (K 4). TEAR T HE
5 A HRIRAS B A AR

323 BEENHEREESCIEENHEEIL

TR 52 16 7 B /KT M = 30.59 (SD = 3.40) 7552 10 i = /KT M = 31.68 (SD = 2.01), X &R
R B A DHTUSHT 35 2 KT M = 26.11 (SD = 4.89) %I 45 4§ 10 = A3 & /K1
M=24.98 (SD = 5.02), KRIWEEAKFIZEEE, HBUAEAHE. A1, ERMCRRET, Lk
R B (2 LA, 2~5 4F, L& 5~10 4F), WZHK R RS TS5 KR E, KRRWEEE
KPHBFZESR F (1, 1195) = 65.49, p<0.001 (£ 1, % 2).
4. ¥W1ig

TEARRFF A, TATE LA T VI RE, FEEN RS, FURERS K, Mk, Hk
T ERH BT & SIS TR, B E W AERRAC, KRR, IR RIE, T
WERFM S, “USGIED ERBELTEEA T, XEWEAEERLKHHI 7”7 (Miller & Perlman,
2015) SCHF T APKAEAY, EARTETEH, FRATRIEE RASCHF VRS ENUEERL, ISHE IR JE 5 iR
TEMS G ILH SR, Williamson 25(2015)i@ 1 6] 40 2 BASHITR A, RILUS 5 rh I 38 e A A 19 =
BRATC R - R R o T S R e B2 5 A T T P DA SR AR S FE A DG (Barr et al., 2015) AR SCHI S5 LR H IE
P R SCRFRE A BB IR, DR R A SR AN TRAIR 1 2R S 3 T S 5 T R PR, SR TR

KJUF BRI s B A IS8 SR, BB ARATIR A T I M i &, 980/ o5 45 XU R AN [
M7 WRIEREAS IR, WSRO T FRAERT L% A oF J& 5 B R 3, TR 2SN, Fakk
2R DU B 7 SR A B ML US J5 B0 58, TS RAZ — R RN S 8 . Bea, L) RBEAUR AT A O
(5 NFNOG R ESEMRE R s &, b7 1R Bl 5 20K

AR FATRIN, BT 2 BB US 1 R ZELEUS IR LA I b K 2 BN T ze i KRR AN, s
WSURAE B R FE, FEASURNIT Gh il 5 B B 1% BAE 2 17 JE TS K. VRIS 52 15 7810 1 18R e A 4
BT K22 2 S, TS5 v SR e 7 RS US e (R R . DRI, SR RS ) A3 =K A
PRI ] R SR B G R A R BB R 5K
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AT E AT, WIS R A, 1R 7 REGS IR R B ACT TR JE D, @i LM,
FATH T — 2 7 EATSIAC R R R R HK, BATRBETES R R TSI R I R BRI
WA R, B KRR R, BAMEMR, EMSIR T N M AR AL 1 4Er5 a5 ik ol RETE -

5. &g

1) SRR SRR R B R R, TR 2 4F. 34RI02 10 4, KRB ERA BEZ.
R I IR A AT AR 2L BT, TS R BT RN 2 LT R g

2) USRS R BREE K, 8RR R PR KT 8.3 TR Z I 158 R IR LK

3) AWEFCIIGE RECHF T AVKIAR, #0 SCRF T RGN, SO IESE Son SCRARF A B IR

E&mHE
AT H B 2022 47 FE 5% PH 2% Bt R HA B A 15 10 H [2022xk-08] 55 B«

SE Tk
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