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Abstract

Inrecent years, Chinese scholars, drawing on the sociocultural context of collectivism in China, have
expanded the scope of altruistic behavior in intimate relationships—particularly sacrifice—and pro-
posed the concept of sense of contribution. Preliminary studies have examined the association between
sense of contribution and relationship satisfaction. Meanwhile, international scholars have begun
to explore the role of responsiveness in sacrificial contexts. Building on a review of relevant domes-
tic and international research, the present article proposes that future studies should focus on the
specific mechanisms through which responsiveness operates in contribution-related contexts, as well
as on how individuals’ cognitive biases—especially similarity bias—shape perceived partner respon-
siveness (PPR) and, in turn, influence evaluations of contribution. Such efforts would help advance the-
ories related to the sense of contribution in the field of intimate relationships and inform interventions
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aimed at improving relationship quality.
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1. 5|8

BNATHER Sl BAER B R R IRG AR, BREFSEA —EER, WREHE. B, <E X
Fiss . WFAF IR LA R N BRI #2 0] Be P I [RIFE R 284, RIS 8 1 (responsiveness) (Reis & Gable,
2015)0 SRR AR AN S I SCHF R 7 B R SRR H bs, £ E ) N =R oG i 7530, 20 5 9 L (un-
derstanding). 1A A (validation). J%:»(caring) (Reis etal., 2004; Reis & Gable, 2015), AR [ 3 P (per-
ceived partner responsiveness, PPR) I & A4 AR ArAAr S O A SRR H BT . IAEWFFER I, FEARXH
DU SR AR 25 1 B B2 RIS R AU 98 R A% 0 (Gordon et al., 2011; Joel et al., 2020; Reis &
Gable, 2015), [FKS, & PPR A H| T NATLE M 0 X 56 2 B33 & (Gordon & Chen, 2016). M K (1)
=7 S BN SO B RHR,  BRARSR AEAR R AR AT 2 S S F K AR AR X AT H AT D B0
BRI E; R0 MR AR BLERR . JEE AT 0B RIS H (Reis & Gable, 2015)0 3% =& 7EA HY 1K 55 4
PR 7T BEAF 1L 35 72 5o

FESRE R AT, AMAT I+, P, FIAAT J95nl 258 0% 2 & iR 52 20 75 1 99T . H
f&,  FATE AT AR AR TR — AT AT R I . R AR DY TR AR R A S TR H O
)] &5 (Van Lange et al., 1997; Righetti & Impett, 2017), F4EH ZAEERT B B8 B 5 (Righetti et al., 2020)
WHFLE VOAPE T LA g A 2R, — ROy 8k, 20y 1A soc Rim T sl b 2 B C =47
NG, B, EFS5HEA—EWENTT EXEE CABMBR B, 55— Foabkshimet, 2487 H#
TREGR RTBGT B QB RS, i, vz ses POl A JE R THIR DL 255 (Righetti et al., 2020).

SR, WIE ST I3 5 BB K HAr et REFMbAT . (B %SE b, AR 1A BRI AT 9
2, BFZRMAT RIEA ZIGFEA NE bR, B0, 9w AR — . 2O 55 % ¢ & rp H At 28 Y
(AR A AT AN T B0F 50 8 %08 518 8 0% 28 0 B PR S ) (81 R R AT 2 T T AR N ORI o RIS, 7 [ A R R A 2
XOCACTE ST, W AR T EIMSEEKE S JEANE R TR SR R R TP AR A, B,
E WA REY 7 7S, Rl AR XS BRI MAX SRR R R R
TS, AREAMRBN BRI AT 0 R EEAR AR AN B SEBRAT AT B 5 8 T2 RSS2 (% oA
2021)0 M T L, FERERRJPEBERES, MBSOV AT NG, 0 B ST IS4
AR AR A H K

DAEBEFER I, AT HIAH SRAT B R ma RT3 02 08 i 0F AR o AR BRIy, MR A I
B, Rl ai 2 HARBL R ) (Joel etal., 2018), 1 HAHIRAT NERE A& B ARG AL H (Van Lange etal., 1997),
Pl AFHHEEASTEAT NGRS K. HiE, A SHBER AP R AP AT AL A R R %
AP RAMAT R, X B YO MELERS S R4S 2 4R (Blau, 2017), I HaRiEUc s AT -
5. I HUAAESHER AL, KR 1A FERT LTI 5¢ 2% 5 B (VanYperen & Buunk, 1994).
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PRI, A P AN [ R 2R 3 Ok AR AT U SRAT M MR B, T FE 3 A6 2R 3 0 A P A B R R AT
AT N i 15 T B PR ] 3 ) S5 28 B 2 W R 0 9 SR A 3 AN TE 26 A R 3 CRE TR, 2021 A5
AT BTN AT )G, W ABIRER A R 2, MR & AT A AT e I s (el
e

[E b2 AR R R R AR AT 9 USOT & 145 S S R I R BT JE(Visserman et al., 2022), {H
fe, MARA S RIEN AT NG RBNAPEZ W5 5 BRIk, ASCE 72 Bl B B B N PR A S =, BA
SR R A TP U AT SRR Y FAE 4538 O R, 94 ) [ A AT AR ST FLi s 2

2. R 41REY(Model of Responsiveness)
2.1. ¥R

PALERR 7 AN SO AT DLy N ER AR . AN]SR =AN SRRy, BART S, BRAR TR MR B AR
TEIAZ 0 B B, AL A/t (9 55 ZEFI S8 DA R] 2 F A A B B AT R B AEAR I 3R G0 IR MEA R R IR
FV), ROMBIER, BB T 7 E(Reis & Shaver, 1988; Reis & Gable, 2015). W 1 iR, X4
SRR RPIAARXUTT BT BB, BN e R FEAE AT —I0ES) . PHEASRIA A, A &/ 4F
B IEADCOEE®B)FR R BAEENER, M5 A 2l SETAMIEFIET A B Rty
R R, B 2l A B FEAT NAEE S IEAT AN B/ b 1) = B, T BUBI AR SN (Reis &
Gable, 2015),

— R, S LLEE A SEBRIG OB, PPR X B AT ARSI TE K. —H A RAERIH 50
1S PR A I N ) SR PR OB, BB A A BRI I F 84T N EEE S IEAT SN RN, YA AT RE
S B AN NG5 AR R R .

| AWEE. BFREZ |
g "y
A& BE AHITRHA AZILLL A BRORREIFE | | B %FZHA
ERNHE Rt 351 BRI ABIZER

[ BwEE. BHEZ

Figure 1. Responsiveness model (Solid arrows represent interpersonal processes, and dashed arrows indicate intrapersonal
processes)

1. REMHRB(AFREIZRASOEI LSRR ROERRRELSI LSRR

2.2. RN AERRBAXZRE=RRAFN

2, HORER 2 B TR B R MNP R SR % R 0 (Gordon et al., 2011; Joel et al., 2020; Reis
& Gable, 2015). iy, fEIRERFRT, AR NYER EZ), SOV VER) B 3) RESE 29 56 % X RINELE
FH3 % (Debrot et al., 2012; Gable et al., 2012; Gordon et al., 2012). FRILZ Ak, AN EFEAR XA 1) FRAR |
A AN O ) AN ) B R 0 BE AR AL AR B (Reis & Gable, 2015; Stanton et al., 2019; Tasfiliz et al.,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.163136 223 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.163136

E A

2018). FAKMIE, PPR A] LU HEAN A0 AN A Sk s 1) TR I 1% (Kumashiro & Sedikides, 2005), # & H RS
(Weeks & Pasupathi, 2011), # B AT RFI LI 5 A B b5 A0 K& 2 (Finkenauer & Righetti, 2011). &1 &
Z, PPRAMUEEMEAR G FR, 1 HA B T8 & MR 52 B 3R 40 (Reis & Gable, 2015), MII#E =4
NAEHE

DA PR SR RIE FE 48 HE SR 7T g DA LR FRIAL R AR OC 2 o B 58, IR /D T R R I o8,
DL FIF 2% 21905 RALHE T 2 RN — S A1E(Reis et al., 2010; Reis & Gable, 2015). [RIFF, NP4t
Mg T AFTRAEREMN AR B — RFTE)(Algoe et al., 2010; Kubacka et al., 2011; Mikulincer et al.,
2014). ffE, SOBPESRHEAN B FAFERL, BWAE &R P IAMA R R 75 SR 15 200 2 A AT RESE L, M
T 2 AR 2R R AR AR 75 K (Reis & Gable, 2015).

2.3. PPR EI#{RE

MR S SRS, AR FAT 32 2252 BRI AR S REPE(PPR)FISE IR, PR G A o EEHR DT PPR 5 SEfrf
AE SNV I 75— UL & 22 3 BN F 22 B FE M o

— AL Ny PPR 2 BN A 22 (520, 5 SePR R SOt IR AR e — 3. fltn, dhToRE
KR PR AL F R FEN], AMAT] BESK ST H R BAKCE HE &85 B8 & (Debrot et al., 2012;
Lemay & Clark, 2008; Lemay & Neal, 2013)o & 7 AHRME 22 LLAL, AN SR R 14 8 i 22 .52 B4R 78
KA E BRI a0, AR E BN R AR AN I SOB R TR A AR, i AR SR AT ER
fit(Downey et al., 1998; Murray et al., 2003), JfH, RIERKRFIMEIETRIARE AN, FES R
SH/NFIAEAR [ S PE (Shalleross et al., 2011).

B2, HHTTEE R, 165 % % 2 T ARABR0 J7 J& 1t 10 B 2 I e 38 BEAE R VE (Fletcher, 2015). AR,
A B T SOSAE FIAR SCHIE T R I 7 ARA R A5 R, SEBRAEAR SRR PPR (A7 E— Bk, PPR
FEAT] DL Sz W S2BR A8 [ B 1 (Debrot et al., 2012; Feeney & Thrush, 2010; Gable et al., 2006, 2012). K,
B H AT 38 A PPR BESZ BISCBR AR B BRI 52, (R 22 52 B A S i UL OS2 (Fletcher, 2015).

3. RMMEMHFEPHMR
3.1, RMERERE PR R

—EESE T TAER ], S S, BIEAME S A AR HbR R, — i T Z i, PPR fEfR
R KRR ES MRS 7 EEEH. EmR, R0 R T AT ¢ FR A DLHEAR IS
fF(Farrell etal., 2016). AR, BZEABRARPEAT HEIHEEAAT], 251 RAMMETER &R B (Visserman
et al., 2022). SCUEWFFUEE IR L], BE ) PPR {23k 1 SE MR AT P T A0 P SE 22 1) S SR AT O, 0 IR
R RS EERE T SR ISR R, FRAK 7 X B I TE RIS %6 (Visserman et al., 2022).

HRAEAZ 5 H brzh 7718 (transactive goal dynamic theory, TGD), 544 ity i Bl 520 A& th T4 4% A A
ANWTEFRZ R T AR RIS, K2 XFEAR 72 A2 7T 26 (Fitzsimons et al., 2015)6 J8ENE AR AR XA 1) 21
fifs NATRISG S, T A/ [0 3 o RS 72 A () 7 A 15 28 A D7 A1 12 (Caprariello & Reis, 2011; Reis, 2018).
Btz 4k, PPR{E#E T M DN U B 4E(Ttzchakov & Reis, 2021), MR AE A A% 0% 58 4 11 Ho X 475
PEHEAT PEAL AT AR AT A PP A B A o AR AT VP A

3.2. SR&EEICCLRIRME

SNAPERERIIN T, PPR CHER B AR . DA AT AT RS IR AR AE BEAT WUPEAT 9IRS 7™ A R S T 1% 245
[ BEAS e 68 AT OB AR A DF £, AT B S R R . SR, H B O% T R LR R BT 7 1 B v
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P A, TEWNRTSCATIR,  7E DASEAR 2 SCHUR R R AR iR E AR 2, A AN Rk BE 0 T2 M B RS
FRE( X, 2005)0 4PHHEIX — 8 AR PLAR 70 B4 55 3 0 R b 4 T AR AT v o DRI ST IEAMAALE
ASF HH i A 7 0 B () A5 L 2 v ) TR AR AR 40 DR T 2 A At 8 R S8R4T HE 3 G A, 2021),  TE 264
A5 H AR AT H S AN ER [l R 14T A 05 v [ S A AN BB R ) IR AR &, BRI, TG SRR A A
RLE PPR KUK, A —%E 27 AT R A1 A B (Goodwin & Tang, 1996). i, A AT H#E N
OB AR (Rl 5 B 2 U A VBRI OR, A RE 2 S BCH SR AT H & P2 AR LT “AdE” R A
58, SRR A VAR 45 (Visserman et al., 2022).

IbAh, B E A2 AT, XA S5 IR AR iR — AR IEAE B W8 55 A 2K (Liu, 2025),
I, A J5 SRR 5 — 7 THAS RE RRRAL G ST A 0t v [ 20538 5 00 SRR [EL R 2, g — D77 T B AN B A3
A T A AR T Sk 0 32 T () 367

3.3. FROMAEMTH BT REIERRE

PPR "R ERAA . NGO AESRE R R TP A Be I ANE M, 2l da1a) 1O R ARG A
TE R FE B 7Y » TR B B Rl e B CAREAR I — /N AE,  BRURTEAT B SR PPR AN AR 5
1Y R ME) W] R L4225 ) O 2R 0T B AN OC AR R R, (RIS B A AT R RN 0 B i KT (1) PPR T 2R AR A H & B4
] TR R 2 0 R A — Pl 28 ¥, PR BUERAR . AT R DGO 7E DA RIF F2 A i IE 552 1T DAZR o 2%
K F2 R S A Y T AR 38 (Farrell et al., 2016; Gordon et al., 2012; Visserman et al., 2022), &% RiEE .

UbAh, BRAE R —MOAEI Sy, AT BRI I S A SR A AT X R AR PRI DA AT 5 HL G AR R
WA AME RSy, SRR B IR E RS EAOS, A T BRI 520G 2 A AT H 38 1 1 R {5 e
KAWL, RRENERT, FREE RN %A RS2 % 0 R b O ARSI B HE 5
FOoR 0 R MO R R

4. RFKHARHRE

AR SC AR AR 15 5 R AR 2 AT EAS AN SAERIT USSR, BUYION i SR A B S SR (L R AR SR AN 2 26 K
Yoo SR, EETHE R AT R AERIE RS B R, B AR SR AR AT R 5T R BRI T DA K S A A AT H 1 5
HARBAENURIRT TE, R, 8GO 70 RN AN RN 22, JCH R AU f 22 G el 5 md. PPR, T R2
M5 HH PP A

4.1. RE M HAREPR#HR

MHECAAET S, A AV N2, AWk BARKIRSE, I, A O O% & 5 & s AL
TRA R RN L. O T FURIL, AT BB A S8 R IR B v, JFE(S BN TRk
DU AN SRR R 7, 2018)0 [RI, A5 H AT DASE 25 I 18] B0 A4 1) 50 SR BT, BV s A AN e T
PRt R AR, I AT RBCA S AR A M ATE 26 AR AT ) AE L ST A AT e 11 P9 B s BEAE A
HHRRAN G 2R 5 B [A) R B T AR R CRE TR, 2021)0 SUATRT S, R0 R BIAST IO O 22 I 8 (14 5 1)
SRR AR AE T, R — R T A 2 SR o AR R AT RO, (HR
W FEFFBA XX — I 5 R (O ER L AT R A IR

SR, HRAE B 8 S B 18 (Burgoon & Hale, 1988), 44T L IR, MASfEExt K PP, i3t
MAERER R, [N, HAT RPN, MEASFERRXS ABIEDY, B IROCR . SRR ST a2k
R, AN BRI, S 4R m AR RRAE TS, (O B E), MR ok R, (H 2
PEABRE A B, AP AR R B3 AT 5 3 B AT S L (Zoppolat et al., 2020).
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Bk, 0 FARAM SRR AT S, RBPEEST G B LS T RE R A K. AT %A
AN, PPR XA SRR I AT REZE R iy, SERESR A SR AR A (N0 R R BT R . [, X
THFZMABEFENS, IR CEMN DS, HESEE RS EE SRR, T TR
&, MATEA IR AR R EHRCE IR, 2021), BITESEARAT 2 AT REAEREAT At VPAf IS, S0 ) T3
AT LR AT VPAR Cn SEAR R A . B e R R 88 o SEARIRIE I, S0 i ORI RR), T % MR A HH A8 TR R AT
AF PRGN, ST T EAT SV A AT PG, TSRS 6 R R . SR, IR B AR A ERAR . A
IS, A SR AT B3 AT RE 2ok A AT B [T, AT S g A R PP A, HETI GRS 5C 2R R A 3 50

4.2. EfHFHEPENERES PPR B9

MEST BRI B . A W] FSCRR R & 15 AT N AR 5 AT NI R0 1T e 2 2 B0 S 22 B HL il f51)
AR 2 . 2 B H B JE I, MARTRE2 KOG T B N AKCF S S5 B4R & B (Debrot et
al., 2012; Lemay & Clark, 2008; Lemay & Neal, 2013). Kk, MER] PPR £ 2/ME AN H S BEfE. AT
Ao OAEAR AR FE I 2

B SRR AR SRR 8 R B BRI A CIE R, 2021),  BRITT SE A ] B 52 2 AH AL fh 22 1R 5200
M TG 25 A AT H 35 PT RE DA SE 5 WAL AR LB R AEAR I OB, DRI G PPR BEA% BE 78 43 b S Bt SEBR A4 e B
PR [FIF, R4 TGD #ig, RHE KRR —NHINHIT, KENTTH T3 LE LR, HIr Hbs
WRATHE M ), DRI, A B K R BUTT BIAH BAE AT SR 0. BRI, ARORAH 78 AT BLZE JE 4R
FEAS B BE T PPR X AN [FAT H B A5 AR e, AR G A R AR DM i 22
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