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L 2 i — 2 BE IR BT TC Y R B 2Rk
FoRMHETHE, [FIRHER T H 3 A6E B A Ok
b AN B = A AR . SR, SEE 2 1 2
A AR AR A BRI O A, AT
HE— 25 I S B 45 AR e v N AL, SR
RIS S E NI E AT e SE1 S = W IBTii B & & S B '
REIRK, SRtk — A 56 1% TP A R

5S4 30k HHALE
J5 REEh A

4 Park 5 A (2020) A9 52 96 B3+ R 734 7

I8 e

B, 2 3 BYEE R pl A AR, R
77 R E A (H2) . AR SCHU, 2438 i
PR A IR ARE 1 o7 20K 3 R 8nE R B
bR, A i AN 22 SR R A BB O, kT ER
BETCJF X 2 FEAL TR AT I 0 ERON IR o LAh,
SEHG 3 HEBRIE 4 (VS AERERELE], T ISR T XA
T U 1) % AR B SR ARG I — R T AR o
51 Wit 5#Hik

LA A 5 S0, S 229 fi gkl
(52.84%H )2, FHAEIE 27.93 % (SD = 5.56)°,
SR 2 (MAEE. P vs. AF) x 2 (HIRRLEE:
K& vs. DA, B g g AL e £
WL . ¥k HIRRLBELL(59 N), BBy .
HILL(57 N), HEEA T Bk ARLEELL(S8 N), Al
WEA T . HEHIH (55 N)o #al 58 BT A -5 48
P4 T o
52 XERE

S 3 AR ST A AR AR
REMIRAEAT 55, R T EEE 1 T 2ok Bk pal iy
[ & & fiE B (Sharma & Morwitz, 2016), Hi, ¥k
A 3% A1t X B BER (Bl 12— T01 85 28 1 ) 5 AR Y
EHE BB, IR X WE 55 2P B, 2
il 21 4 12 BRI A2 I ik a2 — i v T 8 1 1Y
WA Y — K, FFHERX — RIWAE T . IRIE
& B FRALRE B O ik A Bk, R A S ) fE Ak
SC kAR, WATHAT T —WETI . 90 & ik
(35.56% B 1, M= 28.44 %, SD = 5.93 % )#i i HL 43
Be Rk A RAABEH (41 )Tl 49 4), IF5E
BUANHT T S R B RS . h Pz =S EE S
B P S5 B AE 22 5, IR TR B
38 M ) — M A FR LB B A R (Chen et al., 2001)il
A FReRLAEE, 4 3 NI (Cronbach™s a =
0.81): “F& [ 15 BEAT RL Hh R AT A 2 dan HOAe 1) o4
“ R 1% RIE AT 55, FRAARLE H O e s AR 47
“FARME A SR ARG DA E RS, 4
WoR, Bk IR BN A KBS (M =
5.67, SD = 0.90)%. & THHIHM = 5.16, SD =
1.22), F(1, 88) =4.76, p = 0.032, n* = 0.05. HIHL, %
K H AL A R A R

FEE PO o — 7 kR TS, &

AR SR 238 £z, el 9 AR i T I A I
BAEAES WARTFEER, 8T MR,
A TR LS I, STRRINE 1 Je/A .
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5 PR 5% TP 1 4 R AR A B i D i . itk
LR A G2 L T A 5 5 ) 4 0 i 495 0.2 7 T T 4K,
P I S T ACEAE A TFT IR 505 30, ST 3
SE o 2K T ARHAT DU R B ) e S, M
BRI (0 TR i) T T AR RS AR R] . T T
YA A F) 5 BT 4L B BR S LA IR A T 2R R 45 4
K, AP aenalam 2 n 2 4 Fhanym i 4g
(3t 24 @, HRFIE 6 A)RFFHIIME F; Trd
B B2 4 P ke i T AR ELHES B 1B R
558 2 AN[R], SR PR UESE g6 AR Y R R
AT 3 — T I S8 E T IR R O Bk
HHNE L 90 4 #i8(45.56% B 1k, M=27.74 %, SD =
4.60 2 )HEBENL A BLRI AT IO T 4146 2RI FA
(44 %), JFVPO TR ARG SR AL PRS2 KRS 2
S/ 2L BLE (R 5256 25 1 = 0.89, p < 0.01), 2554
7N, IRBETCT ALl 0% 2R R 5 A Bk R B T
Iy (M = 1.77, SD = 0.85) i FALTHFFLHM = 5.42,
SD = 1.22), F(1, 88) = 272.11, p < 0.001, n* = 0.76,

PR, R8O PR iR e A 0 .

BB G, POlgEoRE TR Z L 4
IR T AR, IF5 H B o A 00 S Y B8 i
Bk B 5 T AT R FAS R A, T L
Akl — e, g i AR AN ) Bt 1 Bl H
R Z AL T oRAT B (M = 3.04, SD = 0.89), 1%
TR, FRATIN R T AR A A SR (R S 5 2)0 2
Je, B B2 T X R R A 4 1Y) 25 JE R BE [ i (R T
WA 3K TE 13 AR A IR 75 23 8 AR SR R A ) o B,
BRI E T B R A8 H L 45 5 2% (Chae & Zhu,
2014)FIN G848 £ () 1
53 HEHWMEER

ST Ko FRELICF T 2R TR E 3L
MR, F(1, 225) = 0.11, p = 0.736; ik H ek
AEM RO % B3, F(1, 225) = 3.19, p = 0.076,
N’ = 0.01; HEETCF ML A REAEM L HAEH
W%, F(1,225)=6.43, p=0.012, 1> = 0.03, *f 4
Mras s, fEEhld, LR Apatn 2 ra1L
FRAF WM = 332, SD = 0.78) B F & THIFH
(M =298, SD = 0.93), F(1, 225) = 4.04, p = 0.046,
n’= 0.02, FRRIGUE H1; fE0k ARBAEL, HhE
Tor HPn) 2T RAT R (M = 2.81, SD = 0.96)
S5HFHM = 3.07, SD = 084) L #FE R, F(1,
225)=2.47,p=0.118, [AlHF, WPk 4E Sy ds i A5 1t
J&, WETCP MR R A IR AR Y 28 AR FATY AR B
F,F(1,224)=6.37,p=0.012,1>=0.03, R4

BSUE T R IR R/ .
WIATHARNER Dok sty m i 40
B EE A 5, R bootstrapping 7 (FEAR
1 5000, 95%E {5 X [6]; Model 8; Hayes, 2013), K
UER IR R A 880 . FEFE I, AR IF A 2
TR R A i 3 OANBE TC T 1 — A R Ml P AN T
B Z R TR p = 0.06, SE = 0.04, 95% CI =
0.0116 ~ 0.1643, AL 0); MAEHA HIRALREL,
AR A S AN B A AR A 28 O TE Ty 1 —
HARARIF A E IR — 2L TR g > —0.01, SE =
0.03, 95% CI = —0.0664 ~ 0.0563, f5 0), Hifk—
A, BRI AR B <9k JH B T A LN (moderated
mediation) 2. & (8 = —0.07, SE = 0.05, 95% CI =
-0.2072 ~ —-0.0032, AL 0), DL ES5RUEIATG A
TR0 BE XoF A e Al - AS 1 2 JB 1) TP A RN A A
FAVRA VR, AR T TR BE UM AN A K
SN R EE R AR, BRI EIE H2,
HRBEMBTE—FE., RITEBNN %
1 5 AN DIAG o3 A7 - 915 B BN G 2575 08, HTH
WAG LG/ 6 AN THAS 73 #5171 445 20 0 4 1% 26 15
g1 MIKZ ANOVA F3#fr &3, FRELTC PR R A
A B AL BT B g8 i 38 EAE AN B3, FQL,
225) = 0.01, p = 0.915; ¥k HIRABEM ERON A
W3, F(1,225) =228, p = 0.132; FEETLFMEN E
BN B, F(1, 225) = 0.15, p = 0.697, [FIH}, ¥
B8 J0 7 M RN & 1 R SRR X T B 26 5 T 1 38 B
YERIA R, F(1, 225) = 0.32, p = 0.573; Bk AR
AERY RN A BE, F(1, 225) = 2.27, p = 0.133;
PREE TP P 800 A W3, F(1, 225) = 0.002, p =
0.966 HUHFRR1F 23X — 1 1 Al BEBIL
MARRGBHFHEEBENRATIEAR, h TRk
PR BN 8 B AR R A AR i 2 —, PR oA
A G- () 2 RS R B I 12 BB I R R e B R
SUREXT 2 REAL TR AT N 1 38 B 52 ) = A 2 — O
AR . FRATTU, YA T i AU SE PR A
SERIFEH R T AR WA, MRS AR
RERU X ZHEAL T RAT M R B A i 2, HoR R
Pt S AN A L A B AR T SR S i
A% BAK R AFET, BT S A IR GE R T
ZREAL TR AT R B 58 5 W 0 A SR Al G S A S
9 AR FPRR I %
B, WATRAEPEE TP . ok AR
Xof A SH Al U 14 2% BB B X 2 AR AL TR AT R R i )
—HAHAEM . R bootstrapping 7775 (Model 3;
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Hayes, 2013), Z5$ R, FETLFME . ok ARk
A8 T AR R M 47 1) 25 SRR JE X ZRE AL TSR AT N R
e %) — A HAE = B (B = —0.60, SE = 0.13, p <
0.001, 95% CI = —0.8562 ~ —0.3526, {15 0), R
W TIPS A R ALRE WP ) 28 B AR AR I 2%
AR A B 1% AR B (> mean + 1 SD; =
—1.68, SE = 0.32, 95% CI = —2.3088 ~ —1.0551, A~
£ 5 0)a H 45 K F-Hf (< mean + 1 SD & > mean — 1
SD; B = —0.62, SE = 0.22, 95% CI = —1.0586 ~
-0.1726, AL O)FFAE

HIWR, B0 UE AN 4 AN 2 A iR = AR H
YER R AER . R bootstrapping 77 7% (Model
12; Hayes, 2013), Z55 Hox, AR A <9 87
B4 8 15 19 HF 4 (moderated moderated mediation)”
YERI 38 = —0.05, SE = 0.03, 95% CI = —0.1253 ~
—0.0041, NLF 0), FEL, X AL 1Y% BRI
B RS VR FAS BB TIE, PR AR UE A I 4 A i Je
R A4
54 itig

TESCH 2 WAl b, S8 3 gE— D I8 iy
Jr B UE T A3 i aE P A E R . I 2
(1) FRALBERIR T, AR L AN s SR ) h A AR
A2, 4k A5 0P X 2640 TR AT A 1Y
SEMATH G, 230 UE T 1 FRA5CRE S Bl A1 A Sk Al ff- A
T cE B A4 P AR, Rl SR IR AR A0
fif BERIL AR B2 HE T A S TE UE 4 o

SR, I8 TC P PEXT 2R A0 TR AT M I 52 ik
FELEVE FEFR R —— A B 25 4k T 3K il 17] (change
seeking). R TCIT AR i LA AR B . X 43
oy AR 1 7 2wk 4y BOFE A 858 4% 4k (Chae & Zhu,
2014), XFEFL Y XAUALFF G4 S0
(Crook, 2008), B2 & NTHT AL 48 8 4t T =itk
M2 THAI3E 71 (Vohs et al., 2013), 7EFTHALESE I
427 XN, T IF BB (vs. A 7S SRR
AU 2532 TH(Vohs et al., 2013), ki~ /k
B 78 A 55K A8 7] (Sharma et al., 2010), Flit, 52
5 4 B FEHERR X — W TE A REAIL A

6 Sy 4: AL TR B EEDL
il FlE B3

U 4 A9 H B LIE P T s — R AT IS T I
PR IR i W2, E ARSI F FSCRE B A1 AR R
i b AN i e SR BE S A O — R HEBR AR AL 5K
i) B A AP e

6.1 EIEiZiIT5#iIR

SR 4 A b E A S S, It 120
SR (42.50% B, M =27.03 %, SD = 4.47 %)%
55086, o spEYL R ST I dl(61 N)FA
FPAL(59 N)o Bl 58 BT A7 IS 2545 B 4 4R
6.2 LRI

AR S50 SR FH 55 00 S 56 A 7] 1) R4 T P
Jr o B R AR G L T A B (B 22 A% ) R Ay
BT HIINVAZE, IVAENIHEELLE R IERURR
TER I INA ZE TAEZ 4y, HAMFBI N IR R E 2R
BE A, BRI & FK 515
HNEBN G, WAL EORMN 5 Fh O BRCGRIS 58T
Ag . R A BRI 58 Sy e R 5 B,
Bl e 2 R 1Y 1 R R 2 AL SR AT S
HB(M=3.93,5SD=0.97),

e, WO AT [ 3R AR O (IR S 56 ) AN
R AN o SRR (R S 56 3) A am RIS, FRATR
FHT 4 ASII5T Rr22 1k 55K 5 #%(Change-Seeking
Index, CSDIM & A8 {3k fifi [1] (Cronbach’s a = 0.88;
Sharma et al., 2010), /5, #IX5EMIREE LR
PRPERS 6 (R 5256 2, r = 0.89, p < 0.0)FIA 453
75 g [

6.3 HEHKMEER

BRI, 5P A et R IR RT R
JERIFTIr(M = 2.80, SD = LT RFMTHFHM =
5.49, SD = 1.58), F(1, 118) = 79.58, p < 0.001, n* =
0.40, UFBHIREE TC 7 M 0 45 L 2 .

SRL IR, B LFHPER N 2R TR 1T
H(M = 4.10, SD = 0.85) B EHE THFHWM =
3.75, SD = 1.06), F(1, 118) = 4.05, p = 0.046, n* =
0.03, F-XEIE H1,

B %588 B Bh AN oKk SRR IF A # TE B A S X AP
BRI, 2K bootstrapping J5 i (FEAN I 5000, 95%
B {5 X [6]; Model 6; Hayes, 2013)5 {iE £ 2 A A1,
ER IR, “HBEIC M — 1 IR RE B — R K
U AN 5 I — Z R AL T 3K 1 b A 1 RO R
0.0384, T 7E i B A5 DX 0] i & Ml 25 0 (95% Cl =
0.0076 ~ 0.1145), W00 2, FREE H2,

HEBR B EERALF—T IR @, ¥ CSI
R 0 45 A W IBAS 43 32847 F- 34 45 31 A8 £k 5K A0 17
(I154), HNZE ANOVA 255 WK, M8 074 ot
WIS SR (M = 5.18, SD = 1.09) 5554

TASEIG Ry 44 52, SERARB N 1 I8/ .
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P4 (M = 5.37, SD = 1.10)&F BEESR, F(1, 118) =
0.97, p = 0.327, FAR b TR Al 1] 75 5049 AT, SR
JH bootstrapping 77 (Model 4; Hayes, 2013)f:56
“PREETC ¥ P — AR A TR e — 2R TR AT R
A ER, TP AE A 8.3 (95% CI = —0.1688 ~
0.0318, 7% 0), HMEHEBRAS ISR B AR
6.4 itig

S 4 FRRIGIE T ROV AEE LA 0, )
B HERR T A8 £k T oKt 1) 1 R AR A REHIL A, 2F— 25 4
S TR 45 S AR A P N P AR

7 dhigihe

AWV A T A TR S 2
FRATAHZ AP PRIRER, S—IBABE TR T
TH 98 ZRAL T oRAT N (L8 1~4), HAEFIALH] 2
F TR 25 FE JaU FI A SR A 47 AN it 2 i e =X b A A
(PRSI ALY 2. 3. 4), [RIIHHERS T 4 i S sl oy
(25 2) B 25 (250 3)FIAS A SRABE 1] (S2 5% 4) AT
TEMEBEALN . 5 ASC A EE R—Ei i, M9
BT TE (vs. AIF)HEEH, AhAT2 83 B IR AEE
S2EN T B, AR I A K g G AN R, B
H O AT 7™ a1 A L 060 55 T M ) i - 25 7 2
A, BRI, AT R AR AR i BT ST AR DR, T
B SR I ZHEALR ™ i

R T Y SR SR AR, A SR AN [F]
) ST 55 ) A O 4 4 R T T P, A L S 8 e (B
B 1) HL R RO 7 R (SR 2) (T T S (5
¥ 3), TAESWSEE . L8 4); WANFEFMH
2% S A T 2 AE WA e TR R Y 2 Ak SR AT
ALFGHERE I (SLH 1), WP 4REEs: 1, 5 3). £
T (L 2)MI5 52 J1 (L5 4); 32 FHP R AR [R] 5256515
THEAERE R P/ &80, AdE 2 Tl B I e s
VAT AL (SE5 2 4) s An G . SR IR
HEFP A Y7 (LS 3).

7.1 IBig Tk

AR SCHRF R EE XTI TP PR . IRk EE . ok
el G A W 2 SRR 22 4 Ak TSR AT Sl SIS A
FEORR A BEAE TRk o

G, AR EE T RO Y AE T e A 1
TR AL o FE A TR TP a5 v,
AR S FHXTAARAT g e 7= A ) B T s e, BPAL T
TP B A IR AT 50 55 JA T R (Keizer et
al., 2008) . #ATZPEIH 9% (Chae & Zhu, 2014), DU
e Al G- 33 /0 % [l i RS {8 A AR i 5%,

2012) fif A B 5T QAR 15 4 R — S B AT
SRR TCFF AR . A T IRANX — AR, A
ST R T AILTR AR BE R A, R S IF R T P
2338 3 R FH Z R AT T A o AR 0 %o B4 455 TG 7 M ot
51 &1 A FRALBE AR AR R (i A AN At SR
FEEE W — J7 T A PR T e 1 AR B B S SR AR TR
IR RS, 7 — I THAREE 2L TR AT 2T
B WX TG PR 14 T AW o

HR, ARSCRIAE TR 1AM A &
BUREIR, 1 & B IR B4 T IR T M R TR sk e
RS SE . — 7T, DM T IHEE IO P
B8N > BRAIL I A I 5T 2 O IR SRR (U0 Chae &
Zhu, 2014), EEMERLETT SRR 45, 2013)5%
A SCAHT I A 2 1 PR 58 TC P M s XA R 3 FRITE
F= A g, HARHD, AR SO A TR AR TP LA
Wk, KIIAEE IO S XA A IR AR E™ A
U, AR TR T AR A A S X — g A
1Y & B e T R 5% JC 1 500 1) U BRAIL ] A4 AIF 5
S o XA R FRATTAR A AT LA T 22 b 5 1 PR X 3%
A D0 v g A 4 B Y 52 e, A [ FROME S T
i3 38

3 —J5 T, AR EEX — K E, AR
REHR A BE TC Pk e ol i A i, Rk T
A R PR S NS B . AT AR R B, A IR
fig ) A B 52 o N 2R 3 2 4 2 A (Romero &
Craig, 2017). J~ %1% E.(Han et al., 2016)%% ., A1,
fitf /A5 A 5 DG T A B I R 6 AR IR ALBE 1Y 52
My, ASSCRPER tH AR &K, RIAREE TP M, ol
PRI e 1 F TR BRI A U A B R, x4
WHIE T IH AT i b i A FRALREDT Y . 5 L[]
B, A SCRTRA T [ FRALREA & 0 P9I 5 0 H 1
Bio B IRARE X — WL I T Ak 2 A 0 A
(Bandura, 1977), BJ5 7412147 A% (U Fuchs et al.,
2019) 5 IA Tz N, (HAETH 2R AT S S )
WIBEFRAT A BR . 7ETH A7 MO, A FRAABEX
— ME & F N H T A& 48 8 47 4 (Sharma &
Morwitz, 2016) . {5474 (Han et al., 2016)5F {F 5%
TEARRI ST HE SCA AR, An7E 24835 45 WG 1
BT, ARREER S SO AT B A R8I
Y ] (] 225 ARG 48 3 F2 B2 (Sharma & Morwitz,
2016) A SCANHrM: b 17 A% REME 2 A 2 7
VERRIE R, IR HE SO R Pk kAR 2 7 i 1
REJT o ARAERFHE—DARE A RARELE ™ M PR 1E
BT s g5 R, ndr o™ SR A
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BJa, ASCHIRIFFER T AR A AR
SRR TR AT A B0 BRIR 5 [ R B SCHERIIF 9% . 5
TERATRITHMIRSHAE, FECLMARTE
W PR A5 e, IF R 200502 07 A6 H T S
4% . Kahn (1995)H44°h =K Z AT RAT A B EK 5
HIER, A4 N ERSh LR U/ R K ) . AN R
(FrAETE 3K, an 22 Bt 37 5% 56 ) R0 A R Al 2 AN o
B W, AR ILIE 9 B T e U R L
(UD A SR AR I A B 2 /2% Simonson, 1990)F1 5L T 56
8O Can R L . BN 43 Menon & Kahn, 1995;
Ratner & Kahn, 2002)/#3l#L(Yoon & Kim, 2018),
AT WA A 2T 3K, AR AR I AN 2 B4 2R AL
FRAT A EZEIKS AR, R0, KT X —IKNA
R IYWEIE FEER ISR I (AN Salisbury &
Feinberg, 2008), fif A W57 % S50 7 AR IX —
X B PR 2R B SE A o AR SR 5250 07 EE S IE 1 AR K M
U AN 2 SO Z R TFRAT N A RE e, PSR 45 2R
SR IRAT 1 AR i G AT S TR T A g b e, R
R AT R YIRSl PR R AR TSI SRR
72 HEBBETR

FETARBFELE I, FRAT AL A FE 2 E A0
Ao AR TR R . B S, AR SO TR R Al
IV I 2% 20 55 0 TR LR AR i Z2 A Ak 7 il 1 4 B 42
HET AR, —JrTH, FRE A FHATT
G TR LA Bl ) 2Rl i o SRR L SR
FE— LB} (B BN AT 3k G b BTC P IR, 61 AN v
JAER . FAENRE L s B AERTASE, TR
T R EE P TAE A RS SR, Al T Re A
FEF R OR AL I S . LR, RAEA S 1S, 7
F ] LA SHE)T 200 i, AT DK ] 68 7
WATHGIT IR T 2R FL SR fE E S 6 o
Ji—J7H, M A T 2R R e, AT
DA Bk B B B P iR EE . filan, AESE
ISR, A wT DR & TR BT AR A 42,
A2 B9 TG e MR A TH Z A i B B X
FL 1 55 X, 7 8 AT DA Y M AE 7= i R 9] 1] ot
PR R AT AR | AR R G R, AT R T o
HWSK T Z 1 2™

Hk, HTFAWEIE & B A TR SCRE B A SR
- ATy 2 TR AE B0 T 1 A5 v & B R A
FH, PRUHAS SCAE IR I 2% 35 7 18 6 T 7 PR3 e
AT EA —ERSE L, BEmE, Mk
HAL TR ELIC Y W S IR B, WG SEAT R AT fig 23
PR ZE . BN, FEMATIE SE B 2R, A

Sy Y R AT BRI ANAE S AT R AT i ds o AR
PEAMEFE LSS, QR 2% 5 AR X A A T o O 22,
AT AT LA3E 3 A2 [ O 28 80 0 B2 Y S ok
&5 B IR BRI 32 20 04 JgBr, 8D A e i 2 AT
FE IR, I T HEAE TR LA X L i R B A S )
7.3 WHRBRAKRKHAR T E

MRV T FREETCIF X Z R4 TR AT
RIS, JEERA AT T H T BT Kok BEAc A,
W B e 5O o SR, AT
FHE—E A RRSFR, LU AR — 250
FR) ] R

B\, REAHE I ™ R ELe HE S Ao
Wit, AR 1 IR TE R 2 R TR —
ANEHEZE R R, RMAIEE 458 7 R T R
SEETiT AR M ) 3K 2R AL F R R T B . IR, 3R
fI1—J7 AT LR R BT R 4518, 51— 7 TFRAT]
TE AW I 75 B R W) S 2 A A T 3R 1 3
PIIREEZ AR, #E— 20 5838 20 TR X — Y
L BLAN, TSR ) Z R RS RS
SR 5 3 [ A ) S e A B, DR A E AR SR A v
AT T ZEHG X HA A A PRI BT 4R

R, ARSI BEAEE B R AR, — 7
T, ASWESE T BEAFAETH 9 AR ARE B 5 T 1) ol s 722
Ho BN, AS[RIAIH 2% 35 AT e T PR T R i
o B TS BEANIA], M43 2% 3 %) O 118 3 g A P AR
I, FREETC PR AT RO AN 20 H A IR Ak R
Ji g, PR AN 2332t Z R SR AT R T 2R XTI
S PR TRE DRIME RS BE ) BRI S AR e MR I 22 5%, X e
JE 7 it D G Sk 2 T B DR SR R R B LA, JF
FON TR S S, e i 2 I 4 1 ™ it B
IR, IR Tor ] e SRR AL
FRATH . TI—T7 M, ABFSEE T BEAETE S SRR
D7 TR AR S AN, T 9 XA R 7 A S
R FEARIR], Y 2838 M A B s e, X
I b ) O G PR TR, R BE TG T M S i R
WA 835 o AR RAEFE AT LAER X DL b ] B 7 R A
Wit

PR, TEJ7 IR, A5 HAT R 250 i
D7, ASRMESE AT LAA 4 4 A g s, >Rk 553
WAV 7%, o n] DATE 85 R I SR AT I 2 5 A
5] 2 PR ATF ) 7 2% o0 96 E P4 85 TGy 14 X 2 A4k 5ok
T MR TAE

e, TP HRBRNMUORIE T R, b
A PCRIE A2, anb A aE RO 1T R (Keizer et
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al., 2008)5% . BT ABFFERM, +h2T0F HEFIPR G
PR 2 O A TR N 1947 K (Keizer et al., 2008;
Kotabe et al., 2016), fH& TP RS HH 25 =4
B RS, NTXE B B 5 B8 I 7 A= S m Y A A
X E FRABCRE A WU, BRI AR w4
A SR . ARBFFE R T, 425 TP 1 23 F A
BT PE—#E, WXt 2R RAT P A 3 THE
., HAERIALS 5 35T R — 2 RRAFE
AT DAVER X ) A T IR AT S

2 % x W
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The effect of environmental disorderliness on variety seeking behavior
and its mechanism

WANG Yan, JIANG Jing

(School of Business, Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872, China)

Abstract

Given the development of the economy and technology, environmental disorderliness resulting from

product abundance and excessiveness has become ubiquitous and cannot be avoided. Thus, examining the effect

of environmental disorderliness on consumers’ choices is of great theoretical and practical significance. A

growing body of research has focused on the negative consequences of environmental disorderliness on

individual choices and decision making. However, few studies have explored its potential positive outcomes.

This research attempts to fill in this gap by proposing that environmental disorderliness has a positive effect on

consumers’ variety-seeking behavior, which is sequentially mediated by self-efficacy threat and perceived

preference uncertainty.
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We conducted one pilot study and four experiments to test these hypotheses. The pilot study combining a
qualitative method and a quantitative method suggested a causal relationship between environmental
disorderliness and self-efficacy threat. Study 1 was designed to test the main effect of environmental
disorderliness on variety-seeking behavior by using a real laboratory environment and assessing real behavior.
Studies 2 and 3 adopted two different approaches to test the sequential mediation effect. Specifically, Study 2
tested the mediation effect by measuring subjects’ self-efficacy threat and perceived future preference
uncertainty, whereas Study 3 adopted a moderation approach to test the mediation effect by manipulating
self-efficacy. Study 4 validated the results of Study 2 and ruled out the potential explanation of individual
change-seeking tendency.

In line with our predictions, environmental disorderliness (vs. orderliness) led to higher variety-seeking
tendencies, which was sequentially driven by self-efficacy threat and perceived preference uncertainty. It occurs
when a disorganized environment threatens consumers’ self-efficacy, which further increases their perceived
uncertainty about future preference, and consequently bolsters their variety-seeking tendencies in the subsequent
consumption choices. These effects were made robust by varying the experimental stimuli, product categories,
and consumption decision scenarios. Additionally, we ruled out a possible explanation that involves sense of
control, mood, and individual change-secking tendency.

Our findings contribute to the literature in several areas. First, by establishing the causal relationship
between environmental disorderliness and variety-seeking behavior, this research provides a new angle to study
environmental disorderliness. That is, environmental disorderliness can elicit positive effects on consumer
choices. Second, this research documents self-efficacy as a possible mechanism underlying the disorderliness
effect on variety seeking. Third, this research contributes to the literature of future preference uncertainty by
demonstrating that it can be heightened by self-efficacy threat and subsequently affect variety-seeking behavior.
Finally, the current research provides managerial implications for managers on how to match their product
promotion strategies efficiently with the consumption environment both online and offline.

Key words environmental disorderliness, variety-seeking, self-efficacy threat, future preference uncertainty





