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Abstract

With the development of economic society and the improvement of social civilization, the fulfill-
ment of social responsibility by modern enterprises has become a broad consensus and general
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expectation of all sectors of society. However, in recent years, the problem of hypocrisy exposed
by enterprises in the practice of responsibility has become common and gradually attracted atten-
tion. The existing literature mainly focuses on the motivation and consequences of corporate hy-
pocrisy, among which the research on interpreting the consequences of corporate hypocrisy from
the relevant dimensions of consumer resistance attitude or behavior is still weak, because it is
rarely involved. This study deeply analyzes the internal influence mechanism of corporate hypo-
crisy on consumer resistance willingness in the Chinese context. At the same time, combining the
balance theory and cognitive evaluation theory, it clarifies the intermediary mechanism of con-
sumer’s perceived seriousness and examines the regulating effect of consumers’ moral identity.
The research results reveal the strong causal relationship between corporate hypocrisy and con-
sumer resistance willingness and the deep routing mechanism between them, and explore the
boundary of this effect from the perspective of morality.
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1. 518

FETAMVAAAE T AR 2, #GR A R, kR S S SRS . a2 iR < —
MR LT UE RESUE, AR THE. EESHME” , i A RIERA . VISEEATHE
SIUERANL S, A RERIERRRESATT” , eV EATAE S TUERE ] T 7. JRT, 4T —tedll e
AL TUERE RS “FITART . LA, RRAT PR TN “ Al EAT N . Wagner
S NK Ak Oy 35 52 SO LA AR AL SRS, BAR— Rk & SUE B S RIS B A — S SEFRAT
Z[1]e PoEAT AT RES S B L B 5  FE I 5t [2], KILDESE et b A BT
FIAILEZ K, IEHE R, SR Ty, Gt T fRra A .

eyl A A GE 2 —, W B o AR AL T 9555 Ay, M LUIS R SR AL 97
MR35 KA & SE e B R 2RI, — B 9 G L i D B AT R IF 3 DU, I R IR 2 B 5L
AV T R3], AERAR[A], B AR TR, HEE AL, PR, AR e W
EE TS DMECSOC R E R A RAE o dicdi s Al Dy 3547 04 55 V8 238 i 18] R P9 7R 12 4550 A
BAFIC s EREY) .

SEETERAR AT, AR ORISR A FR AN ORI G R AN AN — BN e AR AN 0 B
ARES S T JE DRDEACRE (3 IS AT RE /D ML A 7 IR DR 3 B0 DI U 6 25 3 R e L P A5 [5] . Ak EAT N S
[H 55 A SRR, 23 T B S IR R RE ) 2 BN B g A 2 it RO 95 ™ B s, R
HYE R BRG], tiut, B TOPETERE, KRR O HRR 2 AT ARG B A AT AT,
T AT BEAE 7 9 2 7 A S A R B S S FE AR AL

SEAh, T SE AR RN TR A HE O YI[7], RIS, R S 5 52 H SHE I I IR
SMA[8]. WEA BT R IR SHAE RIS, NS A0S m R R BN R O HE S, e
A RS2 MIA AT A 2B AR R IL[9], & 51 S A A S FRE AEVE A DL B AEAT OR[10], A RIIETE
NIRRT A — A RA R SR FTREAN R, AR — AT sh BB 2 A WP B R
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B, FEARFRRAR AR, MK i AR ST e B S eE, s AR AT N (a2 . BRIK
FEfh BN 8 AE) [11], DAL, DR ST SRR, AN RITE A AR T B T e e LE AR R AR I
L R R ) R 57

gr b, ARSCEHGH P A E AR R, BT P R T A D R AT eV P ] e R
BIVE FIALER S sz ma R, 3= ARAGTH 2 38 K A 1 R 5 Al O Ja SR B s 7, b — D, (I N TE 1S
PRI 32 B PP B8 R A8 2 B 1B A R 2 R RIAIMBCRVE R, Rl O 47 i 2
HE A B A R M AR LS. T 451 nd T At 2 ST AIY 238 17 MBS AME R R R B 5
EAE, STHEES R R R RS ES A B SR .
2. XukeA

TR ER AL O 35 PRI AR DG STk, R AT 90 AR = B AR b TR R VAT NI s R AN 5 2R . 23841
WA DG S AR [12] ) 5 AH G307 (1 5 J7[13] BA K 52 24k 51 f5 ik S 52T RIS S58K T 80k
AT NI FE A [14]. AR AL . WRE 5T RIS BT N Xtk = 2 [15]. kiS5
H[16]. G TATA[L7] [18] [191ZE i iz . (HAFER ISR, MM Ph3E T AXH 23 s st 7t g b H2
MV B SR W] [20] [21] T B o A i 75 255 B S PEAN [22] [23] [24]. (B ATEASFE[25] DA S 3K 9 3 1%
TR [26] [27])554E T, H T8 AR KAl O3 51 i % 2 KIS B 8T NIRRT

TH B HCH A 5 8 D9 v o 3 2T AL AT S B4 7 T R T SR A A ) S ot IR SS, H RN T
TN EFAE TE AT N[28]. 178 T R H IR L e M R %, BRAFEIRY B & 4EFF
AE, FRABFEINR T, BEFERSO%. BRI, BISETH29], PLIGERE BRESE., kY
T MRIE[30] [31]s MATHTE I 55 [32] 5 BT i) o v ol Kb R AR ML BE K sg e R 360 5, Al
E A2 TR AR FIHFAE[33] AV i F T S [34] Aol i b ke s e 555 11 2 152 [ 35 240 A2 fih % 714 B 4 41K
FT R EEERE, HREZEATTTIAR[36]. 2T TR[37I LA LU B 4[38] [39]4F th 2 X HAk#1
B AT I, AR AT O 0GB A T A BT 5 o R T ORI, (EAH OGER
AR, BRGNS FTHEMAEATANT, TRy — Bt I AEE AT ik
H B HEH = R R E AL .

3. MREE
3.1 BT HSHEERHERNXR

O AE R R 58 AR — € R LRI A 2 ST EAT NE I T IS
R O3 I BT GR T T RRINI[40] o Bl T 98 A 1A 52 30 R BE LA 2 SR L AR e, Aol Py 385 X
BEEIEERTE . AN T2 R RIAT R E SR W 28 1RO, A H B2 3B 2 7 A A
e VH B AR S B A DR T 2 A A 0] A S A PR 2R R OR A B0 A AT AT 1 )
SRR H K, DEHAT NEIRNE S A G A S [41]. Rk Dy i, A AT 2
XA A B2 R AR e A2 (23], 5083 Sk R B D) 0T 98 A s A B R s LR
B EE[24], BB s A VG Rt BB P AR S i IR S5 IS, DA AT
HBAEIEAAT N HE 2, BT s ERfEM TR R . dait, JRImERR:

H1: b Oy 384T s T 3 Fk) S A A R 25 1 IR TR R

32 HBRERMFEMANPNMER
b Py 3 AT R Al Ik BB SE H AT R 54 2 AT FB, A& SRS R e #E
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ERRIIRIN27]. BEHEE K, Aol it & THE@IMERL, WRFF S AR, FRE LR
TR EAHRE 2 —, WERE RN E AT . H I F AR 2 b D347, W& At
H E AT B 5 BRI B 77 R (B & B B A o 25 H™ L, R AR ™ L E[6]. HoARME Dy
BRI, S PR E RO P, SRR

H2: b Dy E AT 0 VH 2t 2 IR ™ B AR AE 5825 R IE [T RS

MR E e, K™ EAERR S I A L, A AR R 2P, B R K
A5 JFLSOF S M T PR A R R EAT IR, R VRSP A RS B AR B SOk DAAE JELIN [E) P AR )
[42], T2, ¥ B mon Al it e R R ok B T 7 2 A T AR B2 DA T BB KA o |tk O 17 80R
AN L) AL AT AT, W1 2 F] R I BRI [43], JFH., 2Bz 2 b BT a2 e HREE
sy, LKA SR R IR AR A WBOR [44] o DRI T DA H 9 9% 2 0 Ao b Dy 384T D B R ™ B P R
AR E R RURGR. Rk, SRS

H3: {1 2 TR ™ B o3I 2 A A A S 2 R AR [P R

A IR R, R SRS SR EER B AR . T, B TP R,
RPHTHCEFAT AR T, D 7 E AR BCHERRES, 11 23 AT RERS BRI bl () dep TR ™ A R T AR
Jones and Davis tAJ, FETH 9 7 Rl™ H A Aol SRk e B B SEAT N RORE I 280K, 7™ EAR R
R 2 2 B BOH P A5 R Sz Al i, U B Aol S 4 553 A AT IR 50 2R 5290 B xS
71 S PR TR Y () 4 S M [42] o YRS N AE Al B2 i W 6 21 531 3 3 3R 1 4T 9 Z 1R S B A2 PR B 7T
L, BIHIE 1V 2 S AR LR A RONE[6] o BRIRTIA T, Al O R AT R i v 2t 2 PR R
FEEE, ARz A AR RS SR, SR B

Ha: 31 2 2 1B ™ SV A Al O 3 AT R 3 8 JR R R 2 AR, Bk O 384T 51 %
TP Ry EAE, AR 938 0 i Al R e

3.3. HBEFEEA\RNETHIER

M R IR BRSO B, IARIEED 5 S ATHBE AR AW T BN AT TR
FHEEINIR[9], 251 S MR MU A B TEFE VPO LURTEREAT N, — AR il AN 2 ik 24708, feidt
AMEFEASER AT N[10]. T, AEWEITPNEIS[1L], Tx OB XM A S A B AR AT A
BB, AR FIRE L R 2 2 A% B AR RI S W, A T A R B0 R AN S5 PR OB o
TH P TE BN R AR e 2 5 VR HH A D AT AN Ak B AV, e B A AR T AR
kSR A Rk, SRHE B

H5: 1 2 B A FIE ik Dy 347 09 5530 B B i e JE 2 AL IE R R T AR, B 9 3 TE A A [ A
JERr, Al D 3 AT D95 ¥ 2 R M ) ) LA S

BB, HERICRE, ARG A BN A BORT LOR T Al O 384700 5 78 2 5 H i =R
IR ZR, IR TT LA TV 2l 2 I ™ AR A Al Dy 35 4T D9 5 S sk e R A e e RONE . [RIRE,
WHIPFO BRI, O A D AT O, e TE A R R 2 2 SE A G R A B A Rk R B
I B a2 BIERCE S PREIEE, TR T4 S INERIBURS (RIEAE 248 A, miE
TEINFIE S8 W e o AR IMAT AR S A A AL DA R AT B, Ee el iz Al adb AT 4], BRI, 3
P R EIER R E BRI . SRk, SR I B

H6: ¥ 2l & A A DA (7] 1 ) 85 9 2l JER e ™ B PR AE A b D 38 47 D 53 o 2 R S T ) A A
Mo 4 e BRI R RE B v I, ¥ 2 B ™ B A Al O 384T D9 5 9 B 2 iR I S R R A
PSR, S g
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4. WERiIRI
4.1 BAREFESHREWSE

FRIEHIF 7E 28 L S0 5, SR I ASOL R 53 ) 26 7 VR CER B o R ORI T I 250 B2 PR TR 1, 7R IE
SORBFRTREAT T RN A A% AT BEAFTE (0 [R5 ZE 52, AR OF S0 B4 PR SRR AH EL ST o AR TR B 1] i
EALH R, I HIEE 2 B2 NS A7 XU CSWEERE, 2l Emn 2 A~ H, LR 5
613 {7, HIBRVEZ A AT WA A TR B RV BRI OREEA, &Z153) 503 17 24
&, A& R 81.9%.

VX RIIREASFE N B 46.1%, &P 53.9%; FE 5, 25 £ K LL N 5 52.8%, 26~40 %
5 40%, 41 %5 )l B 7.2%: ZAERETTH, mh LT & 3.8%, TR 10.3%, K AFRL 57.7%,
it Je DL b 28.2%: HRNVES U7, BURERG AL N G 8.2%, A& HE 1 10.1%, AMPER Gk
28.4%, MELEF 5 4.6%, HHPOE H 2.8%, %45 45.9%.

42. TEMNE

NORUEAS BEANRLRE,  ASHIE SO0 AR B ()l BE 35 R FH A & b S B3 B O 2 IR H T e I R R
B T NG EA RGBT, KSR IS4y mR, K 1-5 RORZ V58 %8 R 1)
AN “dEEAFEE” 8] “EFER7 . FEFFRARENE T

K F Aquino %5 (2002) [45] ) 10 /™ @I & 2 I 2 V8 238 B £ BB S [F] 7K, 2% Wagner %5(2009) [1]
FRIRIE 50 5 SR AL (R AT, A A Vb IR ALZ5(2014) [6])5 T30 4 ) 47 T B S S T 9 2 OB BIT 9%
R R B 2R I Y B AL D B AT AR AT B, 48 A i8] Karine Cissé-Depardon, Gilles N’Goala
(2009) [46]HIHHF 7T LA AN 25 £1(2012) [47]RFH T 2 HUHIAT ot 9w (00 B 3R 00 BV 22 %o it B 3 4T
NIl R =R

5. SCUESM 4R
5.1 REMBERRE
iwit SPSS27.0 HATE AT, W& iR 1 pivs, WUAERAE LI RHT .

Table 1. Scale reliability analysis

* 1 BREED

AR T CITC P — S R (o)
Al 0.777
A2 0.770
A3 0.791
A4 0.796
N E R R INCh S s o8 0.949
A6 0.791
A7 0.827
A8 0.803
A9 0.676
A10 0.797
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B1 0.719
AN EAT N B2 0.664 0.825
B3 0.662
c1 0.746
c2 0.676
H B R T 0.868
c3 0.736
ca 0.719
D1 0.729
D2 0.783
VH P A R D3 0.798 0.903
D4 0.752
D5 0.726

it AMOS26.0 ikt B 1 AT i AT BRI RO AR K. E ORI RIS R, RS IR bR LA
R 2 fron, S5 RRWINY N 7R UL B (48] -

Table 2. Results of the confirmatory factor analysis

2. WIEMETF SRR

[R5 Y Pa df ldf RMSEA CFI TLI

JUE F-(CMI, CH, CPS, CRW) 345.513 203 1.702 0.037 0.981  0.978
= T(CMI + CH, CPS, CRW) 1035.388 206 5.026 0.090 0.889  0.876
—HF(CMI + CH, CPS + CRW) 1625.882 208 7.817 0.117 0.811  0.790
FLIK T-(CMI + CH + CPS + CRW) 3144.550 209  15.046 0.167 0.608  0.567

TE: CMI R 2 F BN, CH $Rkh81T o, CPS 4RI 2 & B Hik, CRW R HMHIEE. “+7 Q

RNTHH.

RIFIIR R G RUERIX 2%, 45 RV P BRI HEAL A T 8 4 KT 0.6, A2 AVE(T
W07 ERRE)EIRT 0.5, IS BRI BA R RIMUE; F2R AVE (TR K TR

A B R R B, VEABUE IR 3 i, DR R B B M X 8% .

Table 3. Relations coefficient and square root of AVE

3. BLEBEXRZRHM AVE FH1R

Bl 1 2 3 4
M S BN R K 1
ALy ET A 0.306 1
TH B e P A 0.474 0.639 1
TH P AR 0.314 0.615 0.590 1
AVE “FJ5 i 0.809 0.784 0.789 0.807

5.2. #RFEMEKRE

HRE R AR (8] W] Re e AFAE IR A iR 22, #odEAT In R ARG (1) SR Harman 5 JR Z AR I8 1200)
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FHEAT R ZE 3 AT . 42 SPSS27.0 X AT A RETIHEAT A e i IR R VE R T 40, 45 R om R i il v
AN T I ZE TR N 41.4%, ABEELIGFE 50%; (2) 51 NFLEJER TRHTIRAETE R 78T, R 1
RO AFAEA REUBRA[49], TRINASLFJTER T, KBRS RB LBk, Ay/df = -0.181,
ARMSEA = -0.005, ATLI=0.006, ACFI=0.006. AR FEAFAE™ FEIL ik w2, W7 G 8252
.

5.3. TEHERMS T RBXMESTH

L 4 AR TN AR B IREIR G BARSNE BT TR A O 4T N 5 9 S i ™ v
[&](r = 0.548, p < 0.01). S5V # &M= IR 2 18](r = 0.538, p < 0.01) ¥ L 535 A, %4 B LRI
Beik. IR, S5 RERAEmAR RN Fie. RBEBRE. Pl 5O 8y e EEAFE. bty
AT W IR E M T PR A R ) O AN B, R S AR B AR R R R E A
K, TatzE .

Table 4. Descriptive statistics and correlation analyses of all variables

® 4. AL EMNERMSIT RAXMES T

Bl 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
e 1
GRS 0.000 1
THERE 0.104"  —0.203™ 1
Bl 0.087  -0.309"  -0.021 1
HIHEEINFAKE  0.002 0.056 -0.032  —0.066 1
BTN -0.030  -0.004  —0.043 0.030 0.280™ 1
IH Bl IR G e A -0.072  —0.050 0.004 0.036 0.432"  0.548" 1
TH PR R -0.085  —0.055 0.016 0.089°  0.292” 05387  0530” 1
451 1.540 1.800 3.100 3.370 3.895 3.871 3.868 3.980
PRt 0.499 0.979 0.726 1.089 0.736 0.784 0.740 0.744

H: "H#Rp<0.05 TH#Rp<0.01, THKRp<0.001. FHE.

5.4. RigIE

5.4.1. EMEFPNHLKRLE

12 FH SPSS27.0 Xf MV AAFEFAT A Y P O B Y P R R AT AR, kiR as R an e
5 fzn . B 1 DAY AT o AR BEHEAT 32 RN ARG 5%, 32 RN ] H R AR 35 (B = 0.464, t = 12.697,
p < 0.001), A MMV Oh AT A 1E 1] 5200 ¥ 2 2 HH R R, HL A300F o AL 4 DAY 9% 38 B ™ s M R AR
K38 A AN AT 9 5 9 O 5 RN TR AR M B OC R, 45 SRR IOy AT D9 IE m) 52 e v 2 2 ke ™ =
(B =0.433,t = 12.574, p < 0.001), H2 5. A 2 DLyE R H BRAE S N H A E, TN TE SR
B EARLE, [FH AR (B = 0.487, t = 11.471, p < 0.001), 3B B B0 ™ 25 14 1E [l 52 3 27 25 41K
Hil R, H3FFIE. 58 3[Rl A D 35 AT A0 2 I 7™ B 1 o [ AR S g A7 A A 2R | b, A
WP EAT N R E(B = 0.334, t = 8.285, p < 0.001)FlIyH ol 34 J&k 1™ H % R4 (8 = 0.301, t = 6.575, p < 0.001) %R
3 . fi4E Baron A1 Kenny (1986) [50]42 Hi B PR SR IZ A2 [al VA Bk b AT rh /e B NA 3 75 HA T 20 85 B e 7™
FMEAE ARV O FAT ARV 2 Hl ) e R R AR o AR
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Table 5. Results of the main effect and mediation effect tests
5. EMMAMP NI LER

W E R IR VH B 3 IR T
A5 HiA 1 i 2 FE 7R T 4
B t B t B t B t
o 1.419™ 1.628™" 1.114™ 1.015™
(W) (0.266) 5.332 (0.269) 6.060 (0.260) 4.291 (0.251) 4.044
o -0.123" B -0.089 B -0.094 ) -0.096 i
P ) (0.056) 2.215 (0.057) 1.561 (0.054) 1.761 (0.052) 1.830
n -0.020 B -0.004 B -0.009 ) -0.037 i
RS (0.030) 0.662 (0.031) 0.144 (0.029) 0.309 (0.029) 1.287
< T e 0.048 0.024 0.038 0.032
ZHERE (0.039) 1.233 (0.040) 0.597 (0.037) 1.027 (0.037) 0.869
0.058" 0.055" 0.051" 0.023
5}
B (0.027) 2.162 (0.027) 2.015 (0.026) 1.979 (0.025) 0.920
N NN 0.166™" 0.091" 0.073 0.312"™
NG Jid —]
T P TGN [ (0.039) 4.263 (0.043) 2.132 (0.040) 1.812 (0.037) 8.475
~ 0.464™" 0.334™ 0.433"™
N “ﬁ/ \\
My EAT N (0.037) 12.697 (0.040) 8.285 (0.034) 12.574
487 301
H B 3 TN 7 E (20 g 12) 11.471 (2038 16) 6.575
F 40.205™" 34.664™" 43571 53.715™"
R? 0.319 0.287 0.372 0.387

e FESNObRER. .

1z H SPSS27.0 (1) Process fdiffilid Bootstrap 2t — a5 A A N K /NRIEE R, W€ 6 o, 9
P BN F A AN 0.130, 95%E(E X (8] by FERAELFE 0, i HA I 9 3 8™ H PR A Ak
RLe 2, H AR SR 28.06%. 2k, HA fHIE.

Table 6. Total effect, direct effect, mediation effect decomposition of the variables

F6 TEMBHN., EIFMN. PAUETE

RO

HA RN
R34 VA
SO

RONIAE

0.130 (0.033)
0.334 (0.040)
0.464 (0.037)

BOOT ClI
TR FRR
0.071 0.201
0.255 0.413
0.392 0.535

HARS R NAE

28.06%
71.94%
100%

5.4.2. WHMHMBFEHH PN B

K SPSS27.0 ) Process i -4 ¥ 9 2 38 I 7] (10 8 15 RS 3EAT 7 M, TR AA S AR 36 U3 7 P
B 5 vy, b 34T D9 5V B TE AR R A EL IR A B AR S R R B R A B2 (B = —0.048, t =
—1.061, p > 0.05), it B VK 2l B A DA [0S oIl Py 28 AV 21 2 41 5 B 2 18] R DR RAMEAE T 1, HS 3¢
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s, IXATREE FON AN EAT A T O S I SR M E R, P 2 M BRI R,
WA 5 52 AR R R T B 6 o, 9 9 38 B e 7 i M AR 9 2 2 T A ) 1) A8 JEL 00 ¥ 2 2 i
B 1E1 U SRR 35 (B = 0.215, t = 4.216, p < 0.001), id WA YH 2% 8 £\ [FI 70 V8 9 38 80 7 51 P RN v 9% 3 HK )
BRBZEFEER . S8 d, M PhEAT AFIH 28 A [F) A8 FLIGON Y 2 38 1 a7 B (1 (5] U5 R
(B =0.093,t =2.172, p < 0.05), 5t BV 2 2 8 AN R0 Ab O 3547 S A 2l 8 Jak e 7™ B 14 2 TR ) %
FATAETIAEF o AR I BRI 55 45 (2014) [SL]HE H 19 5¢ T W5 I e A 08 A 56 g v, ) (el A Y
RUGHAT RS0 1 5 T X B0 R AR, R % al # 0 H b2 # 0 (P55 2 #%42) 838 a3 # 0 H bl # 0 (117 =18
Z)sk# a3 £ 0 H b2 # 0 (R AT G B 2) 20— akor, WAl A P8 R A BB Sy . B 7 o, [F]
BN AN AT ¥ B T AN (R S R 28 LI, 2 B ™ B v e FL 5 9 S i A R 22
T, HHT s BT A5 B ™ B R AR (b1 = —0.745, p < 0.001), 4 B Ik I ATV 2
PRI [R5 BT AR E 35 (b2 = 0.286, p < 0.001). HHARAY 8 A5 s A e 45 SR v 1], Ak Oy 34T A FITH 2%
TE AR [FIAE IR 0 % (@3 = 0.093, p < 0.05). [Kltt, a3#0 H bl#0 fl1a3+#0 H b2#0 &pkr, BRI
AT A BNAE R BT, HE WIS ARHIE.

Table 7. Model and results of moderated effects and moderated mediation effects

F 7 FDYEMBF TR RN RR R EER

R =R T T RN ™ B
i 5 i 6 Wi 7 7 8
B t B t B t B t
o 0.835 4.854™ 2.192™ 2375
CiST (0.704) 1.187 (0.759) 6.397 (0.789) 2.777 (0.658) 3.609
. 0.661™" 11417 0.070
Al By 384T K
AT N (0.184) 3.587 (0.199) 5.727 (0172) 0.404
[ -03307" -0.745""
Y B 2 JE R P (0.201) 1.641 (0219) 3.404
N 0.340 —0.741™" -0.210 -0.049
N Jii =] . _ L
2R FE AN E (0.178) 1.909 (0.199) 3.726 (0.201) 1.043 (0.167) 0.292
AT N x TH -0.048 -0.217" 0.093"
s (0.046) 1.061 (0.051) 4.251 (0.043) 2172
T B 2 JE e 7 0.215™" 0.286™"
x A 05100  *2%® o5y 4983
F 75.540 74.850 67.610 106.425
R? 0.312 0.310 0.405 0.390

DN SE N B S W B B AR [ R Al D 34T 5 10 2 I ™ BV 2 A 9 3 A R ELAE S
P F A =R AR ATE R, AR4E Aiken %5(1991) [S52] (WL, KT R BT /04, Ll Rl 2 A,
b 1 K2 for. B LR, JERE A FIRE AR, T 2 B EAE S Ak Oy 3 AT 9 1] IEAR 5%
PEROR, R 9 TE AN RIS Aol Dy 38 A7 AN B 3 ™ B 2 1] B 00 AR BAT IE R R 1T R . &1 2
B AR FIRE RO R, B I R B IR B R IR IR A SRR, RO SR
AN TRDOS T 9% 38 [ R 7™ EE P A 2 I B I ) (0 5 R A IR i A A

DOI: 10.12677/ecl.2024.132179 1465 HLF R 55T iR


https://doi.org/10.12677/ecl.2024.132179

BARS, HE=

., 46
‘{ﬁé 4.4 s’
42 ’/'
& 4.0 ’
A 38 i el
E ’ —— I
W 34 ———= EE\FR
3.2
& =1
BTN

Figure 1. The regulatory effect of consumer moral identity between corporate hypocrisy and
the consumer perceived seriousness
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Figure 2. The regulatory role of consumer moral identity between consumer perceived se-
riousness and consumer resistance willingness
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Table 8. Results of the mediating mediation effects
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Figure 3. The validated theoretical model
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