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Abstract

To investigate the influence of bandwagon effect and mental health status on the belief in and shar-
ing intention of online mental health misinformation, as well as the underlying mechanisms, a
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questionnaire survey was conducted with 316 college students. Participants were measured on
their belief in mental health misinformation, sharing intention, bandwagon effect, psychological
distress, perceived relevance, exposure frequency to misinformation, and sharing motivation. The
results revealed that the bandwagon effect was a core predictor of misinformation belief and shar-
ing. It exerted its influence indirectly through three parallel pathways: enhancing perceived rele-
vance, increasing exposure frequency (triggering the illusory truth effect), and activating pass time
and socialization motives. Furthermore, psychological distress indirectly influenced misinfor-
mation belief and sharing by strengthening the bandwagon tendency, forming a chain mediation
path.
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1. 5|8

WA R R A A i PO PR R 1) A R AN BE T, (O D R RO B R A e ik 7 2023~2024) e
M2 LR R R IR RAERI, 255 0 BEAE R KT RIEFR R MANINAZL5%, 2025). AR, #1452
OREAA 2 8 JE RE 0T 0 LA R U R AT W VR AT SR IUR 5C AR SCRE I 32 287 & (Chen & Wang,
20210 RAHE ) AL A BRI 9B, Hal RAt R B 5 505 SRR BB D68, BEJyRHAA BT 3 2
BRAG I SR AR BEALSE A 0], SO R 73 B 2 Sh R O PR R R R A5 SR . 28T, (EFERI )
T BRI RS — 5T, KAR OB FEAH OGN B S 9 ARl et B R AR, BRI LR Z AU = 27 81
OEZHARE S, RS W T 25 2= A A G RE2 12 R (Starvaggi et al., 2024); 3 —J71Hl, +E
SCEAR B BOEAMER A R DU P L B Dy 3 e, e THER & A, S EERNE, REHTARS
IS5 RS BEENLE], bR P EAREREF AR, HME50FHRERE, FRERELERE
BaVE/

EARERRE, @R RE S SN . B SR B FER ARG B A R . R
WREEHRE TAMAR ED B 15O LA 2575 4446 (Liu & Zhang, 2025). i, “ HARAE R 1A%
Fefl 7 “HRRRAE R FERUR 7 SRR, O AATR OBEEE IR AL B R B RS
PACKREE . XA N - 1B - AT BIRSIPER], (G430 B R R R A5 B L R 1R 5 e F AR T
R LU A B A R Q0TI B Dy B 2% (Starvaggi et al., 2024).

TERRIE RO, CAARRIHAEART & En 28 S AR 2 m H 15 B
AT TSNS B (R, 2021)0 HRAENUI THE S (Chaiken, 1980), AMAZE &N AT R E N T
BN, SRR RN R PUE RS . Sundar (2008)F IR - AREL - HA)ME - 7T FATIEMAIN)
BOME 5 AR i, BRSSO, 450 25 R R, (EF P72 “ RN
BT 3% U . S AR 2 8 s AU 3 A8 ) R B, M O RO 1 5
AT AR TR s R A BN [F B LA IE M 52 (Butler et al., 2023); 2R10, 59— 5 R 15 T F 200
H &2 AN (Koch et al., 2023; Lee et al., 2021; Mena et al., 2020). 7EAFR{E R RE SN E . HER
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i), TR R AR R BN B — e S SO, 2 iE S . BRA S EE SRR T AHE
BN R4 F (Al et al., 2022; Bode et al., 2021; Borah & Xiao, 2018).

SR, LRSS RE R 2 OB BOX — AR AU, H AT R STIER S . O B R
ARG R BB 5 RKAERE ] 215 8RRV (Starvaggi et al., 2024), HALRENLHI W] 585 A fd 5
SRR R EAEREER . WA LT OB ME R R B OIS — g, (AEE
IS AL . EINFERISEIE K51, Bizzotto 25 A\ (2023a)iid [ & A& &KL, SHE R RRESIAAEER
FAEAHI, FAREIIR R IR AL 5K 32 Ak DO 38 SCIGE A7 ) R /R A s Zhang 25 \(2024) 25 T3 1K 3t
SINTRIN, URREL. B RACS OEME R RS B IEAE G, YRR BN 2 FE IR B2 . b
R FONFRRRATLAS LR R B AR AL T WY, H LT A (it S ek e DT R SR G R . TEAE
&AM 5 TEBUR T, Bizzotto, Schulz 25 A (2023b)ilid 2840 R B, 0o B i B 7 22 4L [X Fh 405
LR E T8, BRI EREZE S TRITESZX: Heiss 55 A (2024)if 1 SEE A 78 &N,
T GR35 d F  SRVRAE RN AT U A B SR AR Y, H R FORIEH R AN T Bt . X LeHE 3R
IR T RIFLERAE OIS B R B EER, EREERR > ZHREHRERRNTW. R TN
fila1 75 1, Hoffner 5 A(2026)i0 1t 4% il 5 8 2R BL, HLF{8 B R IR RS R (5 B Pk B 3Rk he 8 IE ) il
T PR OB R ARG B IE R, (R T “A B madk “ 28R, KagsErH
PR R G B O 2

AR, MRS (TE A FEHh FE AN 73 R SRS R R AR ) ) P R R AL SRR 5
FERAE FAAE . RS D FRAR B 5 1045, 2024). MRAEAE I 5 2 BB (Katz, 1974), MER =47
A R E I A TE TR IR, WidT KRR #5265 B0 5% . Sampat 11 Raj (2022)MITF LR, TR
WpE) S A5 E B 0 WL T DI 4> 24T N B AR . [N, RSN AR , MARHE
S E S 8 2 78 o RN R PR SRR B A AT (Dechéne et al., 2010; Unkelbach et al., 2019). Bizzotto
A5 N(2023a) BB FLBGIE T 815 B Al 26 5\ R BE 2 [ (1 IEAH G R &R .

BT ERATEH, A FREETMEOHEEREEIRELD, URFERATRNR, KHEER?E
P, RAFRNARN . OIMEROR IS OB ARG BN = RIEZRIROCHE, AL
ML BRI OCHE SR RS B AR A P i /AR . B FUASE R B AR N BRI O B B R RS R
LSRN SR AL SRR, FF A5 2T Rk s i i) 2 SR LB 2% .

2.
2.1. HFRMR

AW TR BT F IR, LR E R R AR B R T 2025 47 H, it s 2 arEg xR
S, SRR S 354 4y, PRSI AN 6 2 38 Bb. SR E I R R . B KN T 2 b
i RIUA A E B IREA S, BRI A 316 43, A RECR A 89.3%. o Bk 132 #4(41.7%),
Pk 184 44(58.3%), “FIJFIE A 21.16 £ (SD = 1.62).

22. ARTEHE

22.1. NEBRREEREDVN

AW FALEL 4 550 BRARE FESEE RS EAE A RIEARE, ltan: 020 A A0 B O ] Ry 32 2 S [
ETEAL” o MESRIET = KRBT RREIE: BEEREMN . TR RN BUE N K [ E RO
fa B R RS 2023~2024)

BEAA LG ERBE 2% H &, B IAEE . 228 FH M LA % . Bergkvist fil Rossiter (2007)
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(R Feda e, X T HA RS B ZAR— B S, PAHNER RS 2 % &R MY,
IR XS BRPARE” #HTE( = S2ARE, 7= B2FE): 8B “&ak b
BAE R EHEMN” HATINE( = BEARKE, 7= TEFR); MHXMURH “ZE B S5RMNEFHCE
P17 T E( = TR, 7= BeFR); BES% Bizzoto %5 AN (20232)WHFF, W ZS5#%
I FE N AL ERE B (1= MoKk, 7= HONSE). ik RS o = s R I
J R e I HERA PR SRR N, A TR AL B AR 0] 35 P-4 — 25 2 R

2.2.2. ARHHEFR

S EF IR NQO2HKFERE R R(BIMARB ) EE, REZBIRRR S, 228528
BEEIREE, SN %E. BERFERN: “BE IR ZEE, BE TR Z87 M RN itk
i E BRI (1= Z2AFEE, 5= B2FR). HERN%E TS, 50 EEmERR RN
RN . BT, ZE KK Cronbach’s o %N 0.723.

2.2.3. LERRIRTITEERK-10)

K FH 944 #8000 HE R B 5 % (K essler Psychological Distress Scale, K-10) 3 A #5128 f1) O BE A8 FEIR I (Kessler
et al., 2002). ZERIL 10 NMEH, KM 5 SiH00 = VoREER, 5= 22wk, F5 10 MH B
(10~50 73), 19502 I O N ™ B . AW Fi, 1% &R N Cronbach’s o REHN 0.947.

224. FENER

g H Sampat Al Raj (2022)4 il AL AR 7 EEINLE SR, IR “ITRETE” “fFEA=7 “HA8”
UK A5 RFRT AAYEEATIE. RA S S0 = BEARA, 5= e/, AT,
HYEE I Cronbach’s o RE 5 : T REHAIZINL 0.640. 15 B Z3IHL 0.737. #E22BHHL 0.729. K5
Bl 0.664 (%S5 A5 BT RYELEEH 0.498 (Aikhs, R T JELE50H).
2.2.5. AOSEFHER)E

TIPSR A AR MR R, RN D B O R R T TE R

2.3. BURAE

AHF 5K SPSS 27.0 K Hayes F & ] PROCESS 7 F2 ¢ #EAT B 40 i . fEFEHIER SR )G, &%
F ARG HATIMAI M. SR)5, K Bootstrap 72:(FE & £ 5000 ¥X), @it PROCESS 725 H HH Al
4 (B PAT A AL 6 (i 3 PP A YRGB8 T4 ) AR A 1645 o

3. ZRE 9

ANBLAGE M IR E B, AN BRI ELE R B T (AT R ) R B A R
3.1. EEFERERE

K F Harman P [R-FA6 56 5 36 5] v Z AT Ge i A6 536 - 5T AT F M PE 0 2RI GA A 43 3L
MR EYV AT R IEFE IR R R F 00T, SR ExR, FERIYE 13 MHER AT 1 EF, F—1NAR
FIIRERBERN 16.48%, /NT 40%001k FAE, 150 B ASH 50 50 A A0 ™ 8 1) 3 [ 7 VW 22
3.2. R4S

N FER AR OB B EHRE BN R E 50 SR EIR, DA, O RRIL . &
FIARRHE . BRI NS AT, AR FOT R M, RARBREE Rk 1 fros. Brill
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51 316 B RFAERRAFE . 2 EIE. MARRN . CoFEFRRIL . BT S B MR M (72 4 4
AN 3724 3.720 3.25. 212, 3.89. 4.05. b, NFEE S0 ERER R H B TR E 4,
AR URHURE B AR A ot o B {gk B S0 A5 2 A ) 45 43 2 A v b T R 257K P s AR 1 2% H 14193(3.25)
BAR T B E 4, U BB R AAO0 HE A 2R R BOAKAR BE P S R IG s OB ORI 2% H 35190 2.12 (BF
SN 1~5), AT CRFCOERRE” X E .

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of bandwagon effect, belief, sharing intention, and related variables in online mental health

misinformation
= 1. W DIBRREBREEFIONXRYE. ARE. 7ZEEERETEMREARLIT
A FEAHL FHIME PRt 22 - JEROPI
UNG]E 316 3.72 1.32 3.72
ERR 316 3.72 1.43 3.72
MARRRE 316 325 1.02 325
L R 316 2.12 0.88 2.12
A 316 3.89 1.19 3.89
JERATAR A 316 4.05 1.35 4.05
3.3. XTI

FHSCHEAS 36 25 SR 2 2 Fs, AR 5 AR (r = 0.36, p < 0.001)« JEHIAH (= 0.67, p<0.001).
PRI (r=0.59, p<0.00 ) 2 B3 IEAHIK. 5 ERIE S MARN(r=0.23,p<0.001). CHE{#FE(=0.13,
p <0.05). JRHAAKM(=0.71, p <0.001). ZAAIZG = 0.66, p <0.001)I) 2R FIEMAHK . MR 5%
HIAHRIE(r=0.25,p<0.001) BEHE(r=0.24, p<0.001). CIEFE(=0.19, p<0.01) 52 53 EA%.
Table 2. Partial correlation analysis of bandwagon effect, belief, sharing intention, and related variables in online mental health

misinformation

=2 MGLBRREERESPHNARYE. AEE. 2ZEERRZTENREXIT

A 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. IR 1
2. nERR 0.75™ 1
3. MAREKR 0.36™" 0.23" 1
4. OEfEEE 0.12 0.13* 0.19* 1
5. HEfilsn e 0.59™** 0.66™** 0.24™** 0.25™* 1
6. FRAHIFE M 0.67" 0.71" 0.25™* 0.17* 0.58™* 1

e N=316; *p<0.05, “p<001, *p<0.001; ¥EHAE: MEH. £,

3.4. PABNKLE

BT XU TR 5 68 A 53 2 IR HESL, AT FUi 2 22 E rh B, SR AT Bootstrap ¥:(ZE & fliFE 5000
J0)iid PROCESS A8 Fr it AT sh /e RS 6 o /e ROMIAR B 45 SR A0 3 s, MARBEOSE IR = 26 IR 4T
(G EEES AP

B KR BELE AR 5 73 S B I 2 1A B T BRAR AL . AR RBORE I 35 18 7] T3 A [ FE (B = 0.4677,
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p*<0.001), AE S IE F W ZEIRQ = 0.829, *p" < 0.001). [AIFERNAE N 0.387, Bootstrap 95%
CI=[0.268,0.504], A& 0, HEKNK 85.43%. FELIEMNAEZEQPB=-0.066,"p">0.05), FHI\FE
TE AN 5 4y SR B 2 (RS 52 4 AR FH

B, BRENAE M AE AR RIS 43 S R TR R R A BR AR AL o AN AR 80N S 3 T ) Tt A S M
(B=0.335, "p" <0.001), BREIFHIHE 3 IE F T 2 ERIEPB = 0.734, "p" < 0.001). [EIFRLNAE N 0.246,
Bootstrap 95% CI=[0.137,0.349], AEL& 0, RN 54.30%. BEERN AL EB=0.076,"p">0.05),
W BRIAH R AE AR BN 5 7 R e TR AR e e /A o

=, o ENHIE IARRIN L 7y S B R B30 0 Hp A B AR ST o HT RIS TSI Hh A 8 2
[E) 422 24 M AB N 0.090, Bootstrap 95% CI=[0.021,0.167], 5 ERLM ) 27.95%; A SHHLAI A 20N 5.3
E) 422 24 M AB N 0.038, Bootstrap 95% CI = [0.002, 0.075], (RN 11.80%. M8 REHANE B> 55
HUI A RS 8 AS 2 3 (Bootstrap 95% CI L5 0). B, AXHT KIS B S-S 28 SHLAE WA 5 4y
ZRIBZ ISR AER

Table 3. Mediating effect of bandwagon effect on sharing intention

3. N 7 ZF R BRI P AR

B BAE Boot SE Boot 95% CI AT A BB
ARG — I\ [ i — 73 R 0.387 0.060 [0.268, 0.504] 85.43%
AR BIRE — A D 1 — 43 0.246 0.054 [0.137, 0.349] 54.30%
AR —FT S B} T AL — o3 2 R 0.090 0.037 [0.021, 0.167] 27.95%
MARRURL = 42 EN L — 7 R 0.038 0.019 [0.002, 0.075] 11.80%

E: Bootstrap 95% B (5 XA AL E 0 LR P BN R HIXS AR = (AN RN X 100%.

P e U0 O B Ak R LI T AL R A WA TR FE R AR (LA 4)0 25 R BIR, O BR AR S 35 1 ) 93
TMARRLB = 0.217, "p* < 0.001), MARZN 3 I [7] B R BE(B = 0.457, "p* < 0.001). [A[HERLNAE
0.099, Bootstrap 95% CI=[0.040,0.169], AELE 0, HERBIIT 60.74%. BEERNAEE(P=0.064, p" >
0.05), B MARRUSLAE L B B 5 I ] B 2 [R] R 5E 4 AR o

Table 4. Mediating effect of bandwagon effect between mental health status and belief

= 4. NN CIBRRSINEE Z BRI h AR

B RNAE Boot SE Boot 95% CI AEXT A 20
o PR FE — M AR, — W [F 0.099 0.033 [0.040, 0.169] 60.74%

5, Rr e < 0 PR — AN, — W [RIFE — 73 R IR s A B AR (LI 1) B8 42 REUK IR -
IR~ WAL = 0.217, "p" < 0.001), AR —~IA[FFE(B = 0.467, "p* < 0.001), INFIE—~7rEEE
J&(B=0.829, p" <0.001). = IA]4234 N AE N 0.082, Bootstrap 95% CI=[0.032,0.139], AEE 0, HEK
ifE) 9.92%. R RN 52 HAh B A2 T AT 3, (B O E A GG R, R MARN 5N
[F) o5 7 0 BRAE R0 5 43 = i SR R ) s ki e b o

4. Wig
RHFGE LA KA AR, RGIHEE T WA 500 FE PR PR of o0 25 0 B {2 A5 AR 5
SrELE RS R IL L EA AL SERREL, MUK AR S IR 5 A S A R, @it
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FETHREIAR S o 385 I F i AT (fk R ] R L SIERARE )« Y00 1 R NS (8] 5 4R A B L= 2% AT AR ) 2 R HEAE
Pl s o PR PN PIORE P U0 e 48 5 AR 5 i) T2 R S P A R AR DU RS B O A B HEAT IR N R B2 P

MARRL ~ [——0457*———>  \RE

OB ——8'=0099 (B=0216*) ————» HNEEE

PERTEZMMBERY, PRTTBERY

Figure 1. Chain mediating role of bandwagon effect and belief between mental health status and sharing intention

E 1. AXYRFAEEADERRS S ZER ZERNER RN ER

4.1. NAHREXRIRESNRS S ERNERIER

WA R R, REEAR OB BRI S B AN R BE AN 7 S R S AR KL T 35K AR (A
PR 7> R RO ESEAR S 2 R OB RENS 1L R T A R (5 B AR E S 0 B, X — RIS XL
B8 (Chaiken, 1980) 3 AL il vy B — B MR A5 S FIWHAE S5, AR B IREUI T3 LA 2
e T8 R A RGN, MAERGCh I T. ORI — s RN AL HEEAE S H
TP AHR T THE SR A USGE R, 3 RS2 AR SR R G R I PR B 2 BORS M 22 R, R DON S BN
REATIREEF LA . SE, #HAZBHA BRI “ R a0 “mr 280 ORI R R AR —
PR BEERE S ER T “ 2R 8 MERER , A PRIEE SON RO 7 AT 8.

K HURIE O B R SUSIC N ES B . 5 R R MR % a” Sl B AL R E 13U
A, OB RESRATR(E R (0 “HHSRE A AR B 7 R IR E AR MR EESZ . IS S i
ZAt(Liu & Zhang, 2025), MALERITEILIAE BN, AT RER]I 22 o 1h 46 Ml 5 Ik g, it — 2D 4 1]
AT RGN TN RN BT o DRI, ANARRIONE A1 P A O ZEL R 03 PT i B AE AR TS N UG P B9 R

4.2. MM EHTHLE

AT T AL Lo R MARE S 1 = 2% FFAT BR AR IR S i A R A5 S A 50 5, 23 4R T+ R
FHSRAE S SN A A (i R R AR L SRS ) IS AT R TRIALSE B L. AR 20 AT 38 .

4.2.1. BAEHEXMHHTEEPNER

AHFFERIN, JRAAMELE NN 5 ERIB 2 MR e R A ER . X —25 Rt T g4
PRABIGAIE, s T AR DK 2 AT I BRI R A FE . ARG 40N L] BEPEARAY(ELM; Petty &
Cacioppo, 1986), A& BAZIE T RN DGR UERIER S| 7). BEE )W BB R, AR5
RIL, WM 5 AR RS B R, MR ETERR T — Rl m i —— “BESRIX A 2 N GIEX &5
B, ENMZMEIEEAEVIRR” o X “ZHARE -S5O HER, Ap B R R m T
CHRE R IR (Sundar, 2008).
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ML PR HE SRR R PEOR T, X — WL B AR R AU o K2 AR AR T A T 00 L ) R v A 0 (B £ 7
AR R T7), SR “OBERIE” “PEZEIRTT 7 AR NS B A B I BURE . — %A KE
SRR R AE B LI S DA e A e BRI AN AR b LR D« HIRAESG” IS RME R, i sed HE
BRI E, HEEFEAE D FAITN. Lee Al Hameleers (2024) W5 &K IR, 18] RBRAH P 45 v FR) AN 44 56t i
FRAE B S ik A R T A, (EARHHE FEAN TR T — AN R TR AT BRI S (R mT e b A AR SBURE“ B¢ 7,
WY =R VR U VI | UG s RS S

4.2.2. RPN PMMER SERESSHN

AWEFER I, PSR AE AR5 I\ [ BE 2 TR B 0 v AR FH o DAL 10 652 e ) /I S 5 A 3 4%
ful ) SRR AT S, T S e AR AR st — 2D 3R T 7 O B A I o 31X — BRAR A% O Lo B 52 R AR
LR (Dechéne et al., 2010; Unkelbach et al., 2019): B G Al —PRid & 0 BRI oI T tE,
AR R X AP PR I8 A R T MR RO S T AR U R A g e

FEALSTIEARIR ST b, MARABE 1) 5 R AR S R0 P RE TR A IR o 5, T ARt i PO A4 B AT
Kk AAEE T ENAE, SEEe B2 FEREE, Bl “EREE” . ik, FREE
fl ) — SR A 2 (I R R O B ) ) 2 B PR T34 7 ), MARHZ A B B A BT
TR VEIE SR, RAAETOEIRPHE “EB” AN “HL” . Bizzotto 5 N (2023a) 7 B KA LB FEHE
DX AP UL SR B TR A5 S B i B IR (A TN A R JSE, ASHIE FU3E I MOAR RO — SRR — AR [ R A i A
B RN TR R JE IO BN ARSI B ERA S, T A AR R BXEh (4 3 B B B &
Ak, MR NFR BRI SCHE R A

4.2.3. SEHERSPNTER

AT, FTRET R BN 458 SILTE AN 5 4 = B Z AR 7 A E R, i R 3L
BERAZINP N BN R . X RHEMEH 5 LB (Katz, 1974) K0 FRAE R UGE 1R R
P AT IR N RS

FT A R ZNALAT R AR R B, MO ) 5 e (AR R B TC I B PRI, SE AT “ ek e =
B 87 AE N— P84T . Sampat £ Raj (2022)FIRIFFE [FIRE A I, HT R B[] A2 T i A8 9 [ 7 2 (9
B B OEMERRERE BT, XIS AR E” A 0% MR EER AR BT
VEHEATAE SBN, R AR AA L AC eaR RAR H r ER, DAUR A FR JR]

HEAZENHLA R AR S R 55— 26 O BRER AR . MM I A s AN R g5 20 5
5 RN — RS R B S 55 . fER RS ER T,  EAT NAUESE B
S iNE . AR T B AT R 45 (Chen & Wang, 2021). 24— 20 PR BERAR 1215 2
WA REW N 7 S21%A45 B R 51 A N VR B3Eng , T 4E R A KR .

BRI S5 B ZAHAM AR E? X—ARELSEREBNZ N AN MER. F—, ML
BYERE, (OIMERE W REE . WL, 15 A0SR E 8, 555N ENZRBEAAEART
R AMATERCELC B A B, BIACRAE RN T, g3 “RR7 “irbl” S HARREE. B
=, MBIWLET RMILECERE, (580 ZafUlE i “Ada M EMERrEE” o Rim, A7
RO B R RS R, AMERTE AR 3K T 7 =0, mTReFERR T 5 B e, mah
Tz EEE B Fit, (EE 02N A AR, i AT ERIE T AHIE FE & 2 10 21
PE—— M F AR B RE B “HEMERER” .

4.3. DERBERAHEN FNER
AWEFER I, OB PORE L 00 PR P AR —~ A A — 7 il O BE S rp A B AR (A 2

e EL B B B A
N IS EP R i)
FRE R, A

’
-

e
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AR S B B . X RIS R 7 OB R RS B R b — D CBE M AR 78 0 R O
ML BRI FE N FIR IR, 3 5RAE B AR

BRI, OB PRI 35 v IR A M (an K-10 7570 15 v PRt 30 ) JE o i 05 o8 s R R RS VI R 57 7K
Fo MRPEIAENBTIREL S, FELH SHE A0 E 212 5 TARICAZ A BAT hREBEIE, IS MARET R
Gtk 3PN TR B8 1 (Henshaw & Freedman-Doan, 2009). 7545 ELHIBHT 55 A7, 3% B8 AN T i 1) T 18 %
TARWNENE IR R A —— AR T, BRI AR R (R 0 40 BCIR5 N(2024) 1)
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