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BT b2 OiRe " b H AR 2, WIRR T DX 2 R0 00 I 9 i i 22 D e il B T BE RSB AT

RBUHRF W ENGAT TSI . R K45 S0 2 e i 4 o WFSEi s 4 A IECHRTE AN SERT TS, 3R TN 3% 1 &
A (TR vs. ARIEZC) XF 22 DRE™ bl i A2 i S VR JILI . 252001, 9% [T B IESC Cvs JRIESN) 320
ot Z DI REmiAR D Dyfe ™ hh R e, Herh SR BRSO A Th Ve s IBROCHSULAE T 3 1 52 R AR Sl 280 F AR xS 2
TIRET™ A i AR 0 v R AR T A T BIETE 7 1 22 DI RE )™ i i 60 T A0 98 2 e AR AR, DA il ™ i AR RIS i S B

AR Bl 2 15 e AU 22 5 o o A2 SR 25 7 TR B (A S B 7 o

KGR RN ZURET ARG BCRESR AL

1 5]

TR B B T 3758 A RN T8 T ) i 4 309 2
TR 22 8 A MoK 38 im 7 S D REAE R R A ™= S
FITF A 55 R ERE S (Lee et al, 2020) . REZL
DIfer™ ShAE T b OB , {H 272 B0 I 284 D
W ZRe = g R R R B R E D T OHZE
Il XUEAFTR LI, RENZAEHSIHL ( Thompson &
Norton, 2011 ) . FHifEREAKE (T4, 2014) DU
Ko RACSEAE S 30H 208 B s 2 Disemi=E > D hg
7= (Brannon & Soltwisch, 2017) o 124 M1k,
KA WTEIRTEILI P A B B 2 XU R 2 Dy RE P
R AF A2, SRIMTAE B ARG T, T 2 R KA
HB T RO IR AE 2 45 AN [ AU 1 46 6 T S8 Y o
R, JHPE AL NIRRT, EES A D45 T
BE A 2R XU R TR HAH 2w d, A8 A N 1)
it . BT ZIRE e P, E
BN TR A BRI Y 2 0 A e WU e ) A 22
IRES™ 7 X ik — ] @AY [m] 2 R A 225 A N B Y
PRIZR, XAl il e (485 6 SR s A A5 AL P e
8o

il

BT PRS2 BOR SCERE B, AR SR TEE
FE I E B B IR RS R S Rgm . Anfar s LA
FAREF MR (AT ASRE I ) T8 3% 34 1Y 2 T RE 7™ it I
I, BEAAREEAE S, MIEARIERELE, ENEEH
T TAEBAE (Kwon, 1994 ) , T TAEFIRCREA
Al 43 (Suzman, 2020) , WK Z Iy RE)™ il 2 B4
RSZIRCR HARIYE A (You et al., 2021 ) o ASSCHE
i, BEEIER (vs dEIES) R0 24 2 I 4
ZIIREMTAE DT RE = 5, SR AR B A o
HUbFEy, AR ER, BiAEE (vs. LK%
P BRSO AR B FRAFRAE BLAT n] AR
(Jeong et al,, 2023 ) . K, ARCH—PINA,
B ER (vs. JEIEUES) RTHE A2
RET™ M AT B G, FEFEA AR 18 P9 B RS UL 1Y
M2 H & LAAAE, MAEREA SEARIE I R KS WL Y
HEeE & LIHk,

ARSCH EEAHISME, B, ASCHESET
HACNHIE . CA TR UE T 45 % KUk 8 i J%
S i R 2R AR A AT PR SR  AE S I ( Adam
& Galinsky, 2012; Wang et al., 2021 ) , A SCif
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— R T A 2 Wt 23 ok L B XS 2 5 3
MR RAT R A e ), 3G 3 UG X 28 5 5 1Y 5%
M) A 35 T B (A 55 i DA R R A R B T B pL
B, M TEHAENS . Hk, AR T 26
i B TR R AR RN o X — A IR T B
AT s 22 Yy te s an PR A TR R A . X —
BT BRI A BB A8 2 SR X IE 2% 55 19 2 D e ™ i
U AR ST NG TE A 2838 INTE R IR S5 RS BT 2 3 1Y
FHRRHE L, )5, CAMRER THRENE
2 AU T A 532 1 o) 7 i B AR S B2 ( Cutright
et al.,, 2019) DL K X & ¥ 1 # 3K ( Wang et al.,
2021) o ARMFSEIRITIE T3 45 2 KUK Q0] 52 e
X 22 DIRE ™ ik — e S 2R Ar, HEE T AR
B 25 20 AU B 52 ) I 350K
Br 1 IREIRTTRR, AWFRSSISEEE 2T
REF A AIE FHRE . 77 i e SR s A B 5 4R
BEIIBA R SE G s, TR B N DL SR IR 2
1.1 JH P A SR N S0 H AR
FHEENAHE (dressing style ) 8 MAFET H 541
WO AR S S R, A ek as Jy T (38
P Py S B A ARRRAE ( Maran et al., 2021 ) o
ERER (v ) FMEEEXERE (k) 2
5CE WL EE e KA, I JLAE A2 B 22 351 6
( Wang et al., 2021 ) . %% H #5 (efficiency goal )
F8 ToRTE S R (R T ie Z2 =, sy (P
15 A e i 2 TR RS ((Veldre et al, 2022) .
ARICNH I T B2 2 KA 25 e HAS R H A
HIL S EAREAE S, B FEXERS RO S
IR HAR . X — UL S IR IE QT
HE, IEE AR S A T8 SR ECR Y ER
Ao OB U Yy B B 5 T A S B, A
A 22 Ml R 2 0 U 2 T AR N 1) B FR AR (Qin et
al,, 2021) , WEPKE I A A (s il E 2=
T AXH) FeAEERATES EIN (Qinetal,
2024 ) . HAKIAHN (enclothed cognition ) Fi*) W &5 17
— R, MAZGEEBARE S HRAER IR 2T
5 FH N B R AR ( Adam & Galinsky, 2012)
WP E A A IE R BRI B %
fiE, B 2EIE R R 23 Uas MR TAE S 0310 B FRIAR
(Kwon, 1994 ) , AR A4 ) 78 BR 2 et [

MBI 24155, RI3ESRZ8%( Suzman, 2020 ), A,
ARG ZEIEAE R (vs. JEIEXERE ) B]
RS NIERECE B
Hk, ERERGE DR HANTESCTAERIR
A AT Tl A B b A= i TARARBRSR I
A TR 2 FR i 7E U ( Kogan, 2021 ) , Az = JFIRT
[EHCRAG ZIEA T 2 A & e i SCEHE )R Zelenyuk,
2024) o AN A)Z T, i E#R Al S
AR A 7 T Je iR, oA & ik i T AR
R ZEIF R E2E (Peluchette & Karl, 2007; Sotak et al.,
2024 ) o kA AJJFEIRAUR ISR WA S A EE, A
AR IEUE SRS, IExUE R T EA OG0 A 77 4L
MR/ A s 1) 58 B 2 3505 a5 (Karl et al,
2013) o WA, BT T — T 28 A J1%EEE
BRI, 7EARSE R AR E A BOR S,
44% m) N PR B AT T A5 G ( Peluchette & Karl,
2007) , X—MEEER M THERIEXE RN
RSEAE F OB ORS, 218 1 22 1 TARIRE BT 2L
(Brown, 2024) o AJUL, MAREZFIESER (vs. dF
IEES) B AF RIS TARIRAS
1.2 HERHARS Z e bl ks
Hir#E i (goal theory ) &M, WIEM N ANH
bresTeEbE e RS e AR R LS B AR —B0ntT
A ( Concari et al., 2023; Greco & Kraimer, 2020 ) .
fan, FE e BAsmeila g Bz
(Papies & Veling, 2013 ) ;  “444k” HAREIE W2
i SRR AT 2 1) b 3T 2 R B LA S wp B SEA T
( THRESE, 2019) o HRUCHEN, BOE TRCE R
AR AT BB SRASCRINAT R . ROR Brfe (il
METE R R R TR 2 g, sl Ry R
Jra R il Z BY752K (Klinger & Cox, 2011; Veldre et
al,, 2022) . MZIfer” kR oRe gzl —14 "
dn PP AT 2 AR A I — 1 R
S ZFhE K ( Thompson & Norton, 2011 ) . Al
WaSK Z2 D Re ™ a1 BT 2 S AR B AR sz
(You et al., 2021 ) . Z¢ FHEN, JH#% 4 & EXE
46 (vs. JRIEES ) BESRIEE mECE Hir,
dEI 2wt Z e e b YiRer™ i,
BT RS, AW an k.
H1: W2EEAES (vs. ARIEERE ) B3
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I Z HiRe™ i i

H2: TH 2% W 2 XS RN 22 D) 6E™ il D ff- 22 1]
G FRAZ BIRCR BRI
1.3 B AAE AT TR

ASCNH, HE A S EAER (vs. JEIEX
BHE) WHE O BOR BRI RG22 DIRE ™ i 1 3K
%, SRR AR A BB, B
M5, ARG DG H 5 FAATE,
MPESEEH & 25k

W B A K% # 38 (implicit personality theory,
IPT ) 2R T ANMEAR (I, &5, Wi, A
FEHERLAE ) B o] PRl 15 B A A AR P ) B A
[ Fi¢ (Han & Stieha, 2020) , FEHJEAMALT K3
PLT T EA EZAEH (Han et al, 2020) . IPT 38
BT NRBAFE R RS AR 225, AR5
RIS E AR I . Hod, SHARRE A AR
FERLEEAE, Joii 2 > e kit 3 3.
i T eV NG E S i = ST B2 K = s
22 5] DU A AR i A 3 R (Jeong et
al., 2023 ) .

CA SRR, AN RS 1 75 2% 2330 AN R Y
AFE, A SR ERAE RS MAR LI 3% (Hong
etal, 2019) , 1 H S IEERHE MAR TAEA TR
( Kraus & Mendes, 2014 ) . R4 P B S FEIE 100
SUHEN, e AR REUCh E R AR, 1R
FHEIFER (vs JEIEAER) BEEE T/EARK,
MNTTIE SRR BRI 2 Z D)6 it TSRS
NN AR EEAZR, Ao RITEE, i
TEE TR XS %6 B IR, TOIEBE SR H iR
RN e SRR H AR Z DIRE fhile = 28R,
THRAEN RS A S AR Z BN ERR R, AT

PI B A

CHT A thvs. 2RI )
B TA(KEHEH3~H4)

A T—TRT (N =60, Pk 70%, My =33.13 %/,
SD=898) , Z5H KM, MILTIKILE, BiEieH
KBRS AT (p <.001) o K, A3
PEH DU B

H3: 98 A S ME RS (IEX vs JEIER)
X 22 D BE 7™ b A S0 P 352 T 37 1) PR B AR O P 1835
X RIESTHEE G LA, miEEikieE g L
Hk

H4: PIBSAHE WG 0 5 4 e WU S e 22 D) g
7 R VR R A2 R B R A BRI
WiAsieE B b AR (vs, EIENESE ) Ay E ]
REIESRACRE HAw, SEMTHG IO 2 DR i i T
M SEARIE# B 28 IE AR IE UG X eR Hr £
IREF= S IR A B 25

ZE L SISO BT HESR N E 1 FR .
1.4 WFFHEY

WmE 1 s, ARSI 4 A IE 258 Fgb
MR AL iR, R 1~2 BRI RN
B Hlo Hr, BF5E 1 R F R =R, M
PR DR Y e WUS AR GORAG 30 MK B 5 15 3%
A% CIEC vs. JEIEZL) J& 6 &g Xt 2 T 6
PR B IR G AFST 2 BT B UURAG IR ST 1Y)
R ERE RISk 2 AR E X E RIS, FoR
2 KRB, HIRELBER AR RK T AR BEf R HT
JIFHRE I R0 . BFAE 3 TR HIF 5T 1~2 K B0
B, HE—A00 T H2 (RCRERRATPAER) .
BJ5, W9 4 SFER K H3 F HA, RIS 23 Mk
NS 9895 4 A 0% B AR A 08 49 i b
ER. BRT Lk 4 A FEWFRAN, RATEFET
T, HEBR T AR A R MR e g rh

IR

4 305 25 R b__.‘ BOE H s }—-‘ zIJJﬁ“FEMﬁH}
[ CEsvs FER) B3, ATEF(RH2) ¢

I

W 1~2(k %iH1)

1 ARSI S B
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2 W5 1~2 HBEMELEREI SIS
R

21 #5E 1

98 1 BERS H1, BIMABEIENESE (vs.
JEIEAERE ) SR ZUIRe = it i ar . AT
1 SR E S, AR SN,

BT IE T, i G*Power 3.1.9.7 # A4k
B TFEAR, REVCRE d= 50, o« = .05,
K ¢ o, TERE] 90% Mg ST e 172 N
W 1 BB (I vs. JRIER ) BRI 4 fm) 5L
wvcit, RARRERZIRE R, 78 E PR
AL B — DA P BENUR SE AR E 213 A (Zotk
45.5%, M y=19.03 %, SD=1.80) .

HIOW . Z2TIRE ™ il B e S P il PTG Dy g
Bt 2 5oRIGER ( T4, 2014) o BT 1
VRN T PR0™ i BOSFRNLRNG LT, Hrp, 294
ML % T Thompson F1 Norton (2011 ) #iff 5% [ 5E
WMk, DOIREERSANLA 7 ATIRE, ZYIGEML
A 21 MUIE. BITHRERRIE T I /T, A
BOPG LHZE T 100 8558 (LM 62%, My =
30.15 %, SD=17.80) XM EEIIREZ 5L . SN
R HIAT 7 BV (1 = DHRESCRAER 2 / 40
e 2, 7=IReEARE 2/ SNEHER AR ) o AR
R, ZOREELT CREET . w5, FHLILg) )
ARG R E L T VIR ST (M pnn =241, My
giean = 5.68, H98)=16.39, p<.001) , HMHELT
TEAMRERE L TR EZEST (M yygean =479, M 4y,
e = 5.00, p>.05) o HIMEEREY], AL
(R R AL R 3K 5 T AT LU T 35 52

FEAR. B, BB 5T s B AR
W CGXRER AT, P IR &
W) o ZJEgidiR A CprER, SRS REHLA 2 I
BB AR E RG], EIERERA R T,
WA FEIEXERMN B -/ LB s JEiEX
BRFM T HOIAE FEIREERN S -/ ot
BUR (SCB0 R P oA Bl o5 i e et o 5 HL vk
Bl—EERE R ) o 208 Wang %5 (2021 ) 5T,
P BOR A S G B C 9 KR h R R R F
BEJE, BlAoe iR A R “NIA B H
T IR AR B ) E U 7

1=34EEAIER, 7=4E%1ER" o 2k, K
R BB APLAP K SX T R, s b
S H O EISEE R B AL G 4T, Bk
PN H O BTV S5 A T A, O 5 R A A .
ZJa, WigalmZoiner= mimas: WM - EHHE
BL/ BAT P —aKk, AIXT I & A2 ) T HF—
71 =HERAMBHIL 55T, 7= A
MIARBL / 50T 7 B IR BRI SR, — ki
BRI G LR DIRe™ i, o1 —Fet
B EZMFYLI G AT 22 D08 . AT K
PO E S ZE R, HI BT T8 —, 7Er=i
PR AT = FR X 2 DI Re ™ i R A = o fe e
PRI T H AR

Bkt A ol i S A, ST A
At KSR L, MR EERH (M =561,
SD=93) , IERXERA (M=561, SD=.95) HI#
WA E T ACEEEIER (¢(211)=-13.77,
p<.001, Cohen'sd=-1.90) , FHISLLEHXFE 2K
M BRI

FRON RS, DA e KA Ry AR o, 43 DA EK
T FEAILAN 5 KT 7= d A A 2400 kg R A5 S iR T ST
FEAR ¢ Ko, S5 R AR APLEERE [, 1EX
F AP AR B e A T - 2 D) RE SRS
FIHL, M px=5.53, SD=142vs. M ;. =431, SD
=201, #211)=5.12, p<.001, Cohen'sd=.71; 7F
BATEERE L, IEUE A R AR I U e plk
FRLFZINRESET, M =432, SD =196 vs. M .
=376, SD=187, t(211)=2.15, p<.05, Cohen'
sd =30, 5, HEAEELRGH 1, FEELER
i 0, 2% KSR D 0 AS i, B AR &
KT AR G153 50 50 B R A5 AR w7 I A A . 45
REIR, HRRIET ZDREEI ARG B3 1
[ FIERT (B = 33, p<.001); FAKIRXTZIIGE
BT LA B E M EEH (B = .15, p <.05).
PR SRR AR IE, FEREHITEA] RS,
BT Z e iR AT RS AR IR B2 (B =
33, p<.001) .
2.2 M5z 2

WF5E 2 B el e R A s i) (357
A ) PRI ROV R HL, R, A5 2 B4R
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F ARG AF R 2 BRI R 1 A
Mo HTIERX (vs JEER) HRERAMAMTTHA D
BUREEAE 55 BT REPET = (Watson, 2004 ) , 3425
F IR AR, & A IRALRE I f A L AT
% (Caliendo et al., 2023 ) , AT AT BE eyl FH 8 PRI E
IZIIREI AR/ D IIREr= M. BeAh, B SCHk R IE
K (vs JEIER ) FRAFH K F G H SR K - ( Slepian
etal, 2015) , iR RECEHEN 2834 1 2 D) hg
PR (CTZERESE, 2014) o DR, 7ERFSE 2 ks
F IR AR E AR E R T

HI, SEEGATELZTiRESR A (14 FTiER) 1Y

FR B SRR — = ), D DResR A A

(7 FIIRE ) 7E 14 FPOIRESEAN [ 220 T 7 FPIIREM
o AP RRE B T BT, A WA
FHRZET 60 52 58 (L 85%, My, =30.57 %,
SD = 8.06 ) XA AL REZ 5L )7 AN STy
AT 7 550F4 (1= DiResaadrs 2 /AMRAER 2,
7= ifecedE R £/ ANRARR L) o BOEEAS ¢ 4G
WaiR N, ZUhRestar (M=5.87, SD=1.12)
oy Red i 2 T Uine SR By (M =310, SD
=93, (59)=-16.74, p <.001) , HFiFFEFIEI
MR T REZER (M prrs = 518, M gy
#=507, p>.05) . LiRFETIALERE, KA1k
BRI A T DU T 505

Bl AT, RAE R (IER vs. JEIES
vs. XTREAH ) BRI R AT, NARR R Z IhE)
i, 83 G*Power 3.1.9.7 BT SEIEE T IS
FRTREAS, HE f= 25, a =.05, RHFKKE
KE] 90% MIGETTRLES 1 e/ DREEE 207 N 72 WA
BRI 240 & (&1 65.8%, My =29.30 %,
SD=17.65) .

SCRRRE . TS, WORATER TEE A (X
BRI, TR CAEE A e )
Z AR B REML AL 2 =R S i — il
IERAHE E S A S e o5 i e
K440 “TUEV” W4k i b 5 i1 i i 20,
GG HEGF T S0 sh e s, i s EFTR”
bifs, ENE R OG5 5 EUE 1/
HE R AEEE RPN E 5 R IE G2
H L B R (SRR SR ol A i b

SR S A E R ), IR A D)
ML ACHFER R TR ES (Wang et al, 2021) .
XTRRAGOAT AR S GRS “— KA A “TUEV”
A BRI L S A TS 37 B 2R 2R A
BHERE R WERREE R 80 s i A i
Wi “NIAEERR A E R R i, &
BB E R EARE 7 1 =4 AIERX, 7=
EwERX" o 5, PlERIMRFREETE R,
IS A CAEE R by g ae, BRI 55
WAL, W% s, 2, Waikn
ZIier” i anR N E P RS A P e —
K, AR s T3k 1= HERA
MR FRAAE, 7="HE A MMFRA . ” HEBRIE
DB PG RIAFSE 1, TR 2B 5
50, RIFRATHEER T T8 —, 5k b
1543 B AR IO Z2 DI RE ™ il 1) D - e

8 , B0 i B TR BRI BTl
H AR R SE AT AFGY (Chen et al,, 2001 ) , 2
B (A0 R T A, FRAJERE

Ui 5 MR AT, FRATA Ik
WASIRITER” |, o =.741) o FRRBIKT B9

Y5 Tsai A1 Thomas (2011 ) BYHGE, MAT ARG EFR
( Behavior Identification Form, BIF ) % 25 /M

BEBLIEERE 10 DALALARIRAR BIF 3%, A8 HiLwE
RIE “0 = BRI F1“1 = gk Z ey
TERE BT A REIAS SRR, (BB A DU A A K s
AN, I 777 AR, 77 S R R
AR, Fa, Ok T B OB

N L P W S 8 S B B URE Sy =K L1l P (YA
FEAR ¢ e g SR, AH AR IE G Re 9k (M
=167, SD=.95) , EXERHAPIKX (M =644,
SD =0.98) AL ACHZELEEIES (1(158) =
43.12, p<.001, Cohen's d=6.86) , FWHIFT 2 Xf
U R BT

FRAR S, DA RS B AR, AR
XHaF R AR e, AT R R R 7 28008 . AR R,
AN 2 26 KUk 250 T B i 2 D RE = i e A7 7 i
FXER F(2,237)=3.72,p<.05, n2=03, BILTM 7,
ERXHRAPIR (M =549, SD=167) WLIFER
FHAHAPIR (M =487, SD=194) Eltr£IhfE
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Feih (p<.001) , 1IENEZEH (M =549, SD=1.67)
EXFIA4H (M =556, SD =1.63) #iXHI £ty
IR ERARRE (p>.05) o MAFEMBPGRIE K
P R I AR S i, FRRAG 90 () 25 SR AR

(F(2,234)=4.53, p<.05, n°=.04) , X—450R%
B HL H TR0 (1) 25 256 JRURS X6k 22 TI B 7 i (i 2 140 52 Wi
SEH IR 2 59K E) .

B R . LU= S iy R R AR i, 252 XU (0
=JEiEER, 1 = EUER o AR, HIRALGRIE.
fif R KT [RIHE A /A8 5, fifi ] PROCESS ( Model
4, 5000 Bootstraps ) #4770, iR, &
BEXFG T HFRZLHE (indirect effect =-.00, 95%CI =
[-.0255, .0205], f14F 0) FlffBE/KF (indirect effect
=-.00, 95% CI = [-.0406, .0233], 4% 0) P20
A . X —ZE /R, B RERAEIHE P 2 )
REF A L A 520 AN A2 [ FRALRE I AN A 1y rh

I

3 % 3 MERBIFMHNEH

W5 3 B LSCIA R AR SR 35 HI, I Hak
— R RRCRE B AER (H2) .

B it SR A R A (IE = vs. JEIE
X)) W R mBeTE, HAE N ZIRE ™
FEXMR A e RE . SR S0F9E | AHIE e, il
G*Power 3.1.9.7 B AL T 5T i FEAR 02 172
No MILECT G455 320 MK S 54 Eis (&
£ 65.3%, Miyp=3033%, SD=863) .

HI, FRATEFSE 1 2 D) BEECRS AHBLIY D g
bl 21 MIIREAS S 14 FhiRE, A TIREEAS AL
WARIE 7 FhIIRE, DA BUAESE 3 iy Se b gt
MIBCE- 518 T 60 4258 (&t 65%, My
=27.63%, SD=1753% ) X SCH MR DI fE 2 5
AT 7 SEFTSr (1= DigedEw b, 7= Uhfedes
2 ), W HHLINOUAH FEAS R NS, BxT
FEAS ¢ K SR R, ZINREBHSAENL (M = 6.50,
SD =.65) [WYJReEUE W& 2 T/ 0 Uiaedi il (M
=399, SD =134, £59)=-16.77, p<.001) ., kit
RIS SRR FRAT TR AL 0 S A e v] T S 5256

SEEG AR, B, BOSE R A I (X
SRR AT, EERE CAER A e ) .

Z G WA AR A O BEHL A B PR SRR 2
—, IEERHAMEFEEEAE RN T+ L +HE
o, AEEE RN EFEEIEEA G RN H L/ &
B A BRI A O E R AT R
(Wangetal., 2021 ) . Ff5, #IR5E BEEAEA% A B
“WIA e 4 A O 2 B R v e ns,  SRsn

IR E I EAREE 7 1 =JE%ARER, 7=9E%
IER” o TR, BOE BIPEEEAEPLIY E F
G A C A RISE B R B AHNL,  H i
FHAETE, KWHHE M. 25, WL
(2 DI REAIPL IR AR . QR M AL
B3k, M E s TRk 1= 858
LML, 7= HE A MM 5
M AN R —k, kB —ake 1= 4
MAHHL, 2 =AML o H28 R A% A Han #
Broniarczyk (2021) #5822 H ( “FRAER
ATRERAC AT 3 AR AT AT (] 1Y)
RS 5 1= EFEAFE, 7=FEHFE, a
=.76) , MEPHARCR Bbr. &a, Pt T
H O B4R

EUE) Vo S S QWi BURE 9= WK A1 P LAY
FEAC e g2 e, M AR IERE 241k (M
=1.82, SD=98) , EAERAWPIL (M =621,
SD =95) INKHEE T ACHEZEEEIERX (1318) =
40.52, p <.001, Cohen'sd=4.54) , LHIWFIT 3 %f
B NS R

FRNATR . AR ARG Sy A AR, 7 A
Tty AR S AT ST FEAS ¢ K, 25BN, &
BRI R0 s, IR R (M =6.00,
SD = 1.17 )H AR IE A E R H A M = 4.71, 8D = 2.08;
1(318)=6.93, p<.001, Cohen'sd=.76) Hllf£3h
REAAIML, X IE S Red] SR IE 20 e 2 1 A BLIE
PEAT RO R . g5 s, IEERASIEER
BRI AR E LR, M TIEEE
PR (37.7%) , IERERAWIR (623%; x°
=3529, p<.001, ¢ =.133) ELEBFEZINFEAL,
RS RE HL

BCRHEBR T AAER . LU= S R AR b
G RE (0=FIENE, 1= 1FU5%) AL
i, ReEE AR, {1 PROCESS ( Model
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4, 5000 Bootstraps ) #4177 A, S5 R EIR,
R BARE R 2N (TER vs. JEIER) XT 2 )68
FAHUR SF sz g v A 2 (F B AR AL

R =27, SE= .11, 95% CI=[.0694, .4853]) ( W&l
2) o XMW, SRR ANERRSL, FIRZERSZ
¥ H2,

WEH bR

Indirect effect = 27
95%CI =[.07, .49]

[ BN
(0=1FER, 1=F3) |

Direct effect =1.01

=[$%%F&ﬁﬁ]

95%CI =[.62, 1.41]

B2 5% 3 hHEERNPNEEE
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From Formal Wear to Versatility: The Effect of Consumer
Dress Styles in the Marketing of Versatile Products

Yan Yan, Liu Wumei, He Qiong
( School of Management, Lanzhou University, Lanzhou, 730000 )

Abstract  An increasing number of enterprises are adding more functions to their products to compensate for limitations in product design and
development. Marketers also often promote products with more functions to consumers as a way to stimulate their purchase intentions. Although
multifunctional products are becoming increasingly prevalent in the market, academic research on consumer preferences for such products has largely
focused on psychological factors. For example, research has revealed that consumers with impression management motivation, high elaboration
level, and maximizers (who strive to make the best choice) prefer multifunctional products. However, no existing studies have explored the impact of
visual cues at the consumer level (such as dress style) on the preference for multifunctional products. In offline shopping scenarios, marketers often
decide whether to recommend multifunctional products to them based on their dress style, and in daily life, consumers make various consumption
decisions while dressed in different styles (e.g., formal vs. informal) every day. Yet, it remains unclear which dress style of consumers would prefer
multifunctional products and what the underlying mechanism is. This study proposes that consumers in formal dress (vs. informal dress) would prefer
multifunctional rather than single-functional products, with efficiency goals as the mediator, and implicit personality moderates the effect of dress style
on the preference for multifunctional products through efficiency goals.

This paper presents four studies that explore how consumers’ dress style (formal vs. casual) influences their preferences for multifunctional
products. Study 1 is an offline laboratory experiment with a single-factor between-subjects design of dress style (formal vs. informal), manipulating
the dress style of participants to examine the impact of consumers' dress style on their preference for multifunctional cameras/lamps. Study 2 adds a
control group and uses a single-factor between-subjects design of dress style (formal vs. informal vs. control group) to replicate the main effect through
real advertisements of products (health preservation kettles) and rule out alternative explanations such as self-efficacy and explanatory level. Study 3
investigates the underlying mechanism by which consumers' dress style affects their preference for multifunctional products, specifically efficiency
goals. Study 4 employs a 2 (dress style: formal vs. informal) x 2 (implicit personality: incremental theory vs. entity theory) between-subjects design to
examine how consumers' implicit personality moderates the effect of dress style on the preference for multifunctional products via efficiency goals.

This article presents consistent evidence from four studies. When consumers dress formally (vs. informally), their preference for multifunctional
products increases. This relationship is mediated by efficiency goals and moderated by consumers' implicit personality. The effect is stronger for
incrementalists and disappears for entity theorists. The mediating role of efficiency goals in this relationship is further confirmed, as incrementalists
activate stronger efficiency goals when dressed formally (vs. informally), leading to a greater preference for multifunctional products. This effect does
not occur in entity theorists. Additionally, a supplementary study ruled out the possibility that the observed influence of dress style on multifunctional
product preferences is due to the mediating effects of expected income and self-monitoring.

This study has significant theoretical and practical implications. First, previous research has shown that consumers' dress styles can influence
their overall purchase intentions and food choices. This study reveals a novel effect of dress style on preference for multifunctional products, thereby
advancing our understanding of how dress style shapes consumer decision-making. Second, this study uncovers the importance of dress style in the
marketing of multifunctional products, introducing a novel antecedent variable to the literature on consumers' preferences for multifunctional products
and broadening the research perspective within this domain. Third, at the mediating level, previous studies have found that compared to informal dress,
formal dress activates consumers' clothing-image consistency associations. Building on this, the current study reveals that consumers' formal dress (vs.
informal dress) activates efficiency goals, uncovering a new psychological mechanism through which dress styles influence consumer decision-making.
Finally, marketers can use consumers' dress styles to make recommendations for multifunctional products.

Key words dress style, multifunctional products, efficiency goals, implicit personality



