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Abstract

Impulse buying refers to unplanned or spontaneous purchasing behavior. 
Previous research has primarily focused on environmental psychological states, 
lacking studies that link impulse buying with customer personality traits.  
This study aims to investigate the impact of regulatory focus, perceived risk, 
and social influence on impulse buying behavior. Empirical results indicate that 
promotion focus has a negative effect on perceived risk, while prevention focus 
has a positive effect on perceived risk. Perceived risk has a negative impact on 
impulse buying behavior. Marketers can reduce perceived risk and promote 
impulse buying behavior by providing sufficient information, guaranteeing 
credibility, offering satisfaction guarantees, and implementing refund policies. 
Furthermore, social influence moderates the relationship between promotion 
focus and impulse buying, strengthening positive associations and reducing 
negative associations. These findings contribute to a better understanding 
of consumer impulse buying behavior in mobile commerce and provide 
guidance for marketers in designing strategies to promote impulse buying.  
In conclusion, this study offers valuable insights for consumer behavior 
research and marketing practices.
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Introduction 

	 With the rapid development of mobile technology and 
the widespread use of smartphones, mobile commerce has 
become an integral part of modern consumers’ daily lives. 
Consumers can access online stores, purchase goods, and 
enjoy various services anytime and anywhere through 
mobile devices. The convenience and flexibility have 

had a profound impact on consumer behavior, especially 
in situations involving impulse buying behavior (Um 
et al., 2023). Impulse buying refers to unplanned or 
spontaneous purchasing behavior (Muruganantham & 
Bhakat, 2013). Currently, online shopping websites 
resemble physical shopping centers (Bourg et al., 2021), 
making various stimuli likely to trigger impulse buying. 
Impulse purchases account for 40 percent to 80 percent 



H. Geng, W.M. Wong / Kasetsart Journal of Social Sciences 45 (2024) 889–900890

of total customer purchases (Khokhar et al., 2019). 
Previous research on impulse buying has primarily 
focused on environmental psychological states such as 
website quality, product assortment, price attributes, and 
visual attractiveness, but there has been a lack of studies 
linking impulse buying with customer personality traits 
(Lin et al., 2018). When consumers engage in impulse 
buying, it is an unconscious, thoughtless, and immediate 
purchase behavior based on the impulse to buy a product 
(Abdelsalam et al., 2020). However, consumer buying 
decisions are influenced by various motivations and  
can be distinguished based on the primary criterion: 
whether consumers are motivated to achieve specific 
desired states or to avoid undesired states (Das, 2015, 
2016).
	 The regulatory focus theory, proposed by Higgins 
(1997), examines individuals’ self-regulatory orientations 
during goal pursuit. Promotion focus prioritizes positive 
outcomes (gains/non-gains), while prevention focus 
focuses on needs fulfillment and negative outcomes 
(losses/non-losses). This theory has gained recognition 
in psychology and has been applied to marketing and 
advertising (Sit et al., 2022). It offers insights into human 
decision-making processes, making it valuable across 
different domains (Das, 2015, 2016; Higgins et al., 1997). 
The regulatory focus theory has attracted attention and 
found applications in various fields due to its relevance 
and potential in understanding human decision-making 
processes.
	 The relationship between regulatory focus and 
perceived risk has been overlooked in previous research 
(Das, 2015). Moreover, limited studies have explored 
the interplay between perceived risk, social influence, 
and impulse buying. Bridging this gap is crucial for 
understanding consumer behavior and increasing 
marketing revenue for e-commerce businesses (Rosário 
& Raimundo, 2021). This study aims to verify the 
connection between impulse buying and customer 
personality traits, reflecting regulatory focus. Online 
retailers can leverage these traits, promotion focus, and 
prevention focus, to attract impulsive buyers or first-time 
visitors, enabling more targeted marketing and greater 
profitability (Rosário & Raimundo, 2021).
	 Despite extensive attention to impulse buying in 
various research contexts, such as its manifestation in the 
hunger marketing model of live-streaming e-commerce 
(Zhang et al., 2022), its characteristics in virtual reality 
shopping (Chen, Ha, et al., 2022), its implications in social 
network marketing (Dodoo & Wu, 2019), its examination 
using the Stimulus-Organism-Response (S-O-R) model 
in online settings (Lin et al., 2022), its prevalence 

in mobile commerce-driven travel product purchases 
(Um et al., 2023), and the exploration of psychological 
factors related to online impulse buying (Pacheco  
et al., 2022), nonetheless, these studies predominantly 
concentrate on the environmental psychological states, 
neglecting the investigation of the connection between 
impulse buying and customer personality traits (Coelho 
et al., 2023; Cuandra, 2022; Das, 2015). In addition, 
previous research has overlooked the interaction between 
regulatory focus, perceived risk, and social influence 
(Das, 2015). Therefore, it is necessary to fill this research 
gap, gain further insights into consumer behavior, explore 
the relationship between regulatory focus and impulse 
buying, and examine the impact of perceived risk and 
social influence on impulse buying. This will contribute 
to a better understanding of customers’ impulse buying 
behavior and enhance marketing revenue for e-commerce 
businesses.
	 In summary, this study aims to explore the relationship 
between impulse buying and customer personality traits, 
reflecting their regulatory focus. Currently, research 
on impulse buying primarily focuses on environmental 
psychological states, such as website quality, product 
assortment, price attributes, and visual attractiveness,  
but lacks investigation into the connection between 
impulse buying and customer personality traits. 
Additionally, previous studies have overlooked the 
relationship between regulatory focus, perceived risk, 
and social influence. This study aims to fill this research 
gap, deepen our understanding of consumer behavior, 
and provide more targeted marketing strategies for 
e-commerce businesses to increase market revenue.

Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Development

	 Self-regulation theory
	 The Self-Regulation Theory, proposed by Canadian 
psychologist Zimmerman (1989), posits that individuals’ 
learning and development are achieved through the 
processes of self-monitoring, self-evaluation, and self-
feedback. Impulse buying is often influenced by emotions, 
desires, social pressures, or environmental stimuli. While 
the self-regulation theory focuses on individual’s internal 
self-control processes, it can offer some understanding 
of the background and motivations behind impulse 
buying behavior (Dorina et al., 2023; Redine et al., 
2023). Impulsive buying can be seen as a manifestation 
of self-regulation failure, which may involve a lack of  
goal-setting, insufficient self-monitoring, emotional 
regulation influences, and interference from environmental 
factors (Redine et al., 2023).
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	 Regulatory focus theory
	 The Regulatory Focus Theory is a theory of goal 
pursuit based on the principles of approach motivation 
and avoidance motivation. This theory proposes two 
independent self-regulatory orientations, namely, 
promotion focus and prevention focus, to guide 
individuals’ behavior in pursuing goals (Barari et al., 
2020; Higgins, 1997). Individuals with a promotion focus 
are more sensitive to the presence or absence of positive 
outcomes, while individuals with a prevention focus are 
more sensitive to the presence or absence of negative 
outcomes (Higgins et al., 1997). Recently, the Regulatory 
Focus Theory has received extensive research attention 
in marketing contexts, particularly in the realm of retail 
shopping behavior (Lee et al., 2022; Shi et al., 2022). 
In this regard, the Regulatory Focus Theory integrates 
multiple factors that influence consumer behavior (Das, 
2016; Higgins et al., 1997; Lee et al., 2022).

Research Model and Hypothesis

	 Regulatory focus and perceived risk
	 According to the regulatory focus theory, promotion 
focus and prevention focus are two independent self-
regulatory orientations that influence individuals’ 
behaviors and decision-making processes in pursuit of 
goals (Das, 2015; Higgins et al., 1997). Individuals with 
a promotion focus are more attentive to the presence 
or absence of positive outcomes, while those with  
a prevention focus are more attentive to the presence 
or absence of negative outcomes (Higgins et al., 1997). 
Therefore, these two foci may have different effects on 
consumers’ responses to perceived risk.
	 Based on previous research findings, there is a 
negative relationship between promotion focus and 
perceived risk. Individuals with a promotion focus 
tend to seek positive outcomes, pay more attention to 
potential benefits and rewards, and are less sensitive to 
potential risks and losses (Lin et al., 2012; Wang et al., 
2019). Therefore, these individuals may exhibit a more 
positive and optimistic attitude when facing perceived 
risks, being more accepting and willing to take certain 
risks, and showing a higher tolerance for perceived risks. 
Conversely, there is a positive relationship between 
prevention focus and perceived risk. Individuals with a 
prevention focus are more attentive to potential negative 
outcomes, emphasize avoiding potential losses and risks, 
and tend to be more cautious and careful (Lin et al., 2012; 
Wang et al., 2019). Consequently, these individuals may 
display a more cautious and conservative attitude when 
facing perceived risks, being more prone to worry and 

hesitation, and exhibiting a higher sensitivity to perceived 
risks. Based on these observations, this study proposes 
the following hypotheses:
	 H1: Promotion focus negatively affects perceived risk.
	 H2: Prevention focus positively affects perceived risk.

	 Perceived risk and impulse buying
	 Higher perceived risk can lead to consumer hesitation 
and concerns in purchase decisions (Pacheco et al., 
2022). When faced with higher perceived risk, consumers 
pay more attention to potential negative outcomes and 
possible losses (Lavuri et al., 2022). They invest more 
time and effort in researching and evaluating different 
options to ensure making informed purchase decisions 
(Marakanon & Panjakajornsak, 2017). They become more 
cautious in weighing the pros and cons, seeking additional 
information and assurances to reduce potential risks and 
the likelihood of regret (Chen, Ruangsri, et al., 2022).  
In situations with higher perceived risk, consumers often  
reduce the frequency and magnitude of impulsive purchases,  
tending toward a conservative and rational shopping 
approach (Dodoo & Wu, 2019). They place more emphasis  
on product or service quality, safety, and reliability to mitigate  
risks (Pacheco et al., 2022). Based on these observations, 
this study proposes the following hypotheses:
	 H3: Perceived risk negatively affects impulse buying.

	 Promotion focus, prevention focus, and impulse buying
	 According to the regulatory focus theory, individuals 
with a promotion focus are more attentive to positive 
outcomes or goals. They tend to pursue potential benefits 
and rewards and rely more on intuition and emotions 
in decision-making and actions (Das, 2015; Higgins  
et al., 1997). Conversely, individuals with a prevention 
focus are more concerned about the presence of negative 
outcomes. They prioritize avoiding potential losses and 
risks and rely more on logical and rational processes in 
decision-making and actions (Das, 2015; Higgins et al., 
1997). Furthermore, Das’s (2015, 2016) research further 
supports the impact of regulatory focus on impulse buying. 
A promotion focus has a positive effect on impulse buying 
because individuals with a promotion focus are more 
inclined to perceive impulse buying from the perspective 
of pursuing happiness and fulfillment, viewing it as  
a way to satisfy personal desires. Conversely, a prevention 
focus has a negative effect on impulse buying because 
individuals with a prevention focus pay more attention 
to potential risks and losses, approach purchase decisions 
with caution, and consequently reduce the likelihood of 
impulse buying. Based on these observations, this study 
proposes the following hypotheses:
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	 H4: Promotion focus positively affects impulse buying.
	 H5: Prevention focus negatively affects impulse buying.

	 Moderating effect of social influence
	 Positive purchasing decision information from 
others can enhance individuals’ promotion focus, 
leading to impulsive purchasing behavior (Dolan et al.,  
2019). Furthermore, social influence strengthens the 
positive relationship between promotion focus and 
impulse buying (Parsad et al., 2021). On the other 
hand, negative purchasing decision information can 
enhance individuals’ prevention focus, resulting in 
cautious purchasing behavior (Dolan et al., 2019). 
Moreover, social influence strengthens the negative 
relationship between prevention focus and impulse 
buying (Parsad et al., 2021). Notably, others’ opinions 
significantly influence individuals’ purchasing behavior, 
particularly through social media, online reviews, and 
product ratings (Fakhreddin & Foroudi, 2022). Positive 
evaluations and recommendations from others also play 
a crucial role in influence individuals’ regulatory focus 
and purchasing decisions (Lin & Wang, 2022). Based on 
these observations, this study formulates the following 
hypotheses.
	 H6a: Social influence can enhance the positive 
relationship between promotion focus and impulse 
buying.
	 H6b: Social influence can strengthen the negative 
relationship between prevention focus and impulse buying.
	 Positive reviews and recommendations on social 
media increase individuals’ trust in a product/service 
(Hanaysha, 2022). This increased trust leads to a 
reduction in perceived risk, which, in turn, increases 
impulse buying (Zhang et al., 2022). Social media and 
online reviews play a crucial role in provide access to 
others’ opinions and experiences, thereby influencing 
individuals’ purchasing decisions (Lin & Wang, 2022). 

Furthermore, positive reviews and recommendations 
not only enhance trust but also reduce perceived risk, 
consequently promoting impulse buying (Bawack et al., 
2023). Additionally, purchase displays on social media 
further reinforce the occurrence of impulse buying 
(Zhang et al., 2022). Based on these observations, this 
study formulates the following hypotheses.
	 H6c: Social influence can decrease the negative 
relationship between perceived risk and impulse buying.

	 Research model
	 This study applies self-regulation theory, linking goal 
orientations and self-regulatory strategies to behavior 
(Zimmerman, 1989). Promotion focus represents 
pursuing gains, while prevention focus signifies avoiding 
losses (Higgins, 1997). Perceived risk reflects uncertainty 
and negative outcomes (Shimul et al., 2021). Promotion 
focus is negatively associated with perceived risk 
(H1), as gains-focused individuals may overlook risks. 
Prevention focus positively relates to perceived risk 
(H2) because loss-avoidant individuals attend to risks. 
Perceived risk negatively affects impulse buying (H3), as 
higher risk perception leads to caution. Promotion focus 
positively predicts impulse buying (H4), driven by gain 
pursuit. Prevention focus negatively predicts impulse 
buying (H5), driven by loss avoidance. Social influence 
moderates these relationships (H6a, H6b, H6c). Figure 1 
illustrates the details.

Methodology

Paradigm and Research Method

	 The purpose of this study is to explore and understand 
the subjective experiences and perceptions of consumers in  
the context of mobile commerce. The interpretive paradigm  

Figure 1	 Research model
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allows us to delve into the meanings and interpretations 
individuals attach to their impulse buying behavior, 
providing valuable insights into the decision-making 
process. Building on the chosen interpretive paradigm, 
the research follows quantitative research, such as 
questionnaire surveys. The research design of this study 
is cross-sectional, focusing on a single point in time 
to capture participants’ impulse buying behavior and  
related factors. This design allows us to examine the 
relationships between regulatory focus, perceived 
risk, social influence, and impulse buying tendencies 
concurrently.

Research Design

	 Considering that the research targets consumer 
behavior in the context of mobile commerce in 
China, a convenience sampling method was used to 
survey consumers who have used mobile commerce 
for shopping. The questionnaires were distributed 
through online survey platforms, such as Questionnaire  
Star, and were distributed to certain group-buying 
communities, online shopping WeChat groups, online 
shopping QQ groups, and so on. Using Dillman’s (2011) 
sampling method, the sample size calculation formula is 
as follows: n = p(1-p)/(e2/z2+p(1-p)/N), which indicates 
a minimum requirement of 344 questionnaires to be 
collected.
	 A total of 647 survey questionnaires were collected, 
with 619 valid questionnaires remaining after removing 
inconsistencies, yielding a 95.67 percent response 
rate. The sample had a relatively balanced male-to-
female ratio, with females accounting for 51.7 percent. 
Participants were primarily aged between 25 and 45,  
with the highest proportion (55.4%) in the 25–35 range. 
Most had an associate degree (43%) or high school  
degree (30.4%). The majority fell within the income 
range of 3001–10000 Yuan, with 33.8 percent earning 
5001–8000 Yuan. Marital status was predominantly 
married (53.8%), aligning with age trends. These results 
are representative and reflect the actual situation.

Measurement

	 In this study, we selected and adapted several 
measurement scales from existing literature reviews to 
assess the concepts in our proposed model. These scales 
have been used and validated in previous research.  
The final questionnaire covered aspects such as promotion 
focus, prevention focus, perceived risk, social influence, 
and impulse buying tendency. To measure individuals’ 

promotion focus and prevention focus, we utilized  
a scale proposed by Semin et al. (2005) consisting of 
eight items. To assess perceived risk, we employed  
a scale with twelve items developed by Peter and Tarpey 
(1975). The scale for social influence was adopted 
from Koenig-Lewis et al. (2015). As for the assessment  
of impulse buying tendency and impulsive buying 
behavior, we utilized a scale developed by Parboteeah  
et al. (2009). A seven-point Likert scale was used to collect 
responses, where 1 represented “strongly disagree” and  
7 represented “strongly agree”.
	 To ensure the accuracy of our questionnaire, we 
adopted the translation-back-translation procedure 
proposed by Brislin (1980) to translate the English 
questionnaire into Chinese. The data for our study were 
collected from Chinese participants who are native 
Chinese speakers. Firstly, we entrusted the translation 
task to a professor specializing in the Chinese language 
in the School of Foreign Languages, who translated  
the original English questionnaire into Chinese. 
Following that, another English professor performed 
a back-translation, converting the Chinese version 
back into English. By comparing these two English 
versions of the questionnaire, we ensured the quality 
and fidelity of the measurement tools. Additionally, we 
conducted a pretest to further validate the questionnaire’s 
effectiveness. We distributed the questionnaire to 10 
experienced junior and senior researchers, collected their 
valuable feedback, and made appropriate modifications 
based on their suggestions.

Analysis Strategy

	 In terms of data analysis, the Partial Least Squares 
(PLS) method was employed for this study. PLS method 
possesses the capability to assess both measurement 
model parameters and structural path coefficients  
(Chin, 1998; Park et al., 2012). Compared to other 
model fitting techniques like LISREL, PLS method 
emphasizes more on prediction and data analysis, 
providing explanatory power by maximizing the variance 
that is explained within the structure (Park et al., 2012). 
Considering the predictive requirements of this study, 
PLS was considered as a suitable statistical analysis  
tool (Park et al., 2012). The data analysis was conducted 
using SPSS 26 and AMOS 26 for this paper.
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Results

Common-Method Bias

	 To address the potential issue of common method 
variance (CMV) in our social science survey, particularly 
with self-report scales, we employed Harman’s single-
factor test as recommended by Podsakoff et al. (2003) to 
examine the presence of common method bias (CMB). 
The analysis involved conducting an unrotated principal 
component factor analysis and assessing the squared sum 
of loadings for the first factor. The results showed that 
this factor accounted for 30.094 percent of the variance, 
which did not meet the criterion of 50 percent. Hence, 
we can conclude that there is no significant concern 
regarding common method variance in our scales.

Analysis of the Measurement Model 

	 In this section, we thoroughly examined the 
measurement model for validity and reliability, covering 
all constructs used in the study. The results indicated  

a strong fit between the assumed model and the dataset, 
as evidenced by the following fit indices: CMIN/DF = 
2.57, GFI = 0.914, IFI = 0.960, CFI = 0.960, TLI = 0.957, 
RMSEA = 0.044. These values signify that the model 
aligns well with the observed data, supporting its validity. 
Loadings of all items, presented in Table 1, were above 
0.5 as suggested by Hair et al. (2019), further supporting 
the reliability of the measurement model. For construct 
reliability, we used the CR value as it offers a more precise 
assessment compared to Cronbach’s alpha and composite 
reliability (Henseler et al., 2015). Table 1 demonstrates 
that all CR values exceed the threshold of 0.7, indicating 
good construct reliability. Convergent validity was 
evaluated by examining the average variance extracted 
(AVE) scores. According to the benchmark established 
by Fornell and Larcker (1981), an AVE value greater  
than 0.5 indicates satisfactory convergent validity.  
In our study, all constructs surpassed this threshold, 
confirming their strong convergent validity. Overall,  
the results from the measurement model assessment 
provide robust evidence for the validity and reliability of 
our constructs.

Table 1	 Loadings, AVE, and reliability results
Variables Items Loading CR AVE

Promotion 
focus

1. On mobile commerce platforms, do you usually succeed in purchasing the items or services 
you try?

0.697 .855 .596

2. Do you feel that you have made progress towards successful purchases on mobile commerce 
platforms?

0.786

3. When pursuing purchasing goals, do you exhibit strong enthusiasm and dedication? 0.781
4. Do you eagerly anticipate a satisfying shopping experience when you expect a successful 

purchase on mobile commerce?
0.819

Prevention 
focus

5. Have you ever purchased items or services on mobile commerce that your friends or family 
members did not approve of?

0.766 .838 .565

6. Have you made purchases on mobile commerce in ways that your friends or family members 
consider undesirable?

0.789

7. Have you experienced problems with purchases on mobile commerce due to lack of caution 
at times?

0.693

8. During purchase decision-making, have you found that there were some aspects you did not 
consider on mobile commerce?

0.755

Perceived 
risk

1. When using mobile e-commerce platforms to purchase goods or services, do you worry 
about the risk of personal privacy leakage?

0.657 .933 .538

2. Do you worry about payment security issues when buying goods or services on mobile 
e-commerce platforms?

0.757

3. When making purchases on mobile e-commerce platforms, do you worry about the quality 
or performance of the products not meeting your expectations?

0.747

4. Do you worry about the risk of merchant fraud or false advertising when buying goods or 
services on mobile e-commerce platforms?

0.818

5. Do you worry about encountering difficulties or dissatisfaction with after-sales services 
when making purchases on mobile e-commerce platforms?

0.703

6. When using mobile e-commerce platforms to conduct transactions, do you worry about the 
risk of transaction information being stolen or tampered with?

0.684
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Table 2	 Correlations between constructs
Variables M SD PROF PREF PERR SI IB

Promotion Focus 4.565 0.642 .77

Prevention Focus 5.027 0.734 -.43** .75

Perceived Risk 4.966 0.794 -.37** .40** .73

Social Influence 4.970 0.851 .35** -.18** -.22** .73

Impulse buying 5.007 0.930 .47** -.39** -.41** .33** .72

Note: PROF (Promotion focus), PREF (Prevention focus), PERR (Perceived risk), SI (Social Influence), IB (Impulse buying).

Table 1	 Continued
Variables Items Loading CR AVE

7. When buying goods or services on mobile e-commerce platforms, do you worry about 
receiving damaged or misrepresented products?

0.802

8. When using mobile e-commerce platforms to make payments, do you worry about not 
receiving the purchased goods?

0.655

9. Do you worry that the shopping experience on mobile e-commerce platforms is not as 
comfortable and convenient as shopping in physical stores?

0.676

10. Do you worry about insufficient or inaccurate product information when buying goods or 
services on mobile e-commerce platforms?

0.724

11. When purchasing goods or services on mobile e-commerce platforms, do you worry about 
receiving counterfeit or fake branded products?

0.781

12. Do you worry about the complexity or obstruction of the return or refund process when 
buying goods or services on mobile e-commerce platforms?

0.730

Social 
Influence

1. People who are important to me may recommend shopping using mobile platforms. 0.808 .774 .534
2. People who are important to me may suggest that I should shop using mobile platforms. 0.666
3. People who are important to me expect me to shop using mobile platforms. 0.711

Impulse 
buying

1. I had the urge to purchase items other than or in addition to my specific shopping goal. 0.820 .765 .522
2. I had a desire to buy items that did not pertain to my specific shopping goal. 0.656
3. I had the inclination to purchase items outside my specific shopping goal. 0.682

	 To assess discriminant validity, two methods were 
employed. Firstly, the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Fornell 
& Larcker, 1981) was applied. As shown in Table 2, 
the square root of the average variance extracted (AVE) 
for each construct exceeded the correlation coefficients 
between the constructs, indicating good discriminant 
validity. Additionally, the Heterotrait-Monotrait (HTMT) 
criterion (Henseler et al., 2015) was used. The highest 
correlation coefficient between any two constructs was 
0.47, below the threshold of 0.85 established by Henseler 
et al. (2015). This further supports the presence of good 
discriminant validity in our study.

Structural Model 

	 The structural model was primarily employed to test 
the hypothesized relationships. In this study, we utilized 
bootstrapping procedures to obtain path estimates and 
validate the hypotheses. Promotion focus negatively 

influences perceived risk, confirming H1 (β = -0.229,  
p < .001). Prevention focus positively influences 
perceived risk, confirming H2 (β = 0.193, p < .001). 
Simultaneously, perceived risk negatively influences 
impulse buying, confirming H3 (β = -0.270, p < .001). 
On the other hand, promotion focus positively influences 
impulse buying, confirming H4 (β = 0.253, p < .001). 
Prevention focus negatively influences impulse buying, 
confirming H5 (β = -0.188, p < .001).
	 Furthermore, social influence significantly and 
positively moderates the relationship between promotion 
focus and impulse buying, confirming H6a (β = 0.158, 
p < .01). However, no significant moderating effect of 
social influence was found between prevention focus and 
impulse buying, thus H6b is not supported. Conversely, 
social influence significantly and negatively moderates 
the relationship between perceived risk and impulse 
buying, confirming H6c (β = -0.171, p < .01).
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Figure 3	 Moderation interaction plot of social influence: (A) Moderation interaction plot of promotion focus, (B) Moderation 
interaction plot of perceived risk

Figure 2	 Results of structural model

	 As shown in Figure 3A, when social influence is 
high, the positive relationship between promotion focus 
and impulse buying is stronger compared to when social 
influence is low. This indicates that social influence has 
a positive moderating effect on the relationship between 
promotion focus and impulse buying. As shown in 
Figure 3B, when social influence is high, the negative 
relationship between perceived risk and impulse buying 
is stronger compared to when social influence is low.  
This indicates that social influence has a negative 
moderating effect on the relationship between perceived 
risk and impulse buying.

Discussion

	 This study examines the mechanisms that lead to 
impulse buying among consumers in mobile commerce, 

drawing on the theories of self-regulation, regulatory 
focus, and consumer impulse buying. We consider 
regulatory focus and perceived risk as important 
environmental stimuli influencing consumer choices 
in mobile commerce. According to the self-regulation 
theory, individuals’ behavior is influenced by goal 
orientation and self-regulatory strategies. Specifically, 
promotion focus negatively affects perceived risk (H1), 
suggesting that individuals focused on pursuing gains 
may overlook potential risks, thereby reducing perceived 
risk. Conversely, prevention focus positively affects 
perceived risk (H2), as individuals focused on avoiding 
losses are more attentive to potential risks, leading to 
increased perceived risk. These findings are consistent 
with previous studies by Lin et al. (2012), and Wang et al. 
(2019).
	 Furthermore, perceived risk negatively influences 
impulse buying (H3), indicating that individuals tend 
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to adopt a more cautious attitude toward impulsive 
buying behaviors when they perceive higher levels of 
risk. These findings align with the research results of  
Chen, Ha, et al. (2022), Dodoo and Wu (2019), Lavuri 
et al. (2022), Marakanon and Panjakajornsak (2017), 
and Pacheco et al. (2022). Additionally, Promotion focus 
positively influences impulse buying (H4), suggesting 
that individuals driven by gains are more prone to 
engaging in impulse buying. Similarly, Prevention focus 
negatively affects impulse buying (H5), indicating that 
individuals focused on avoiding losses are more cautious 
and less likely to engage in impulsive buying behaviors. 
These findings are consistent with the research results of 
Das (2015, 2016) and Higgins et al. (1997).
	 Lastly, social influence enhances the positive 
relationship between Promotion focus and impulse 
buying (H6a), but does not significantly moderate the 
negative relationship between Prevention focus and 
impulse buying (H6b). Additionally, social influence 
reduces the negative relationship between perceived  
risk and impulse buying (H6c). These findings align  
with the research results of Bawack et al. (2023),  
Dolan et al. (2019), Fakhreddin and Foroudi (2022), 
Hanaysha (2022), Higgins (1997), Lin and Wang (2022), 
Parsad et al. (2021), and Zhang et al. (2022).

Theoretical Contribution

	 This study contributes to the theoretical understanding 
of consumer behavior by examining the impact of 
regulatory focus, perceived risk, and social influence on 
impulse buying behavior. By proposing and validating 
hypotheses, the researchers expanded the theoretical 
knowledge of consumer behavior. Empirical support was 
found for the relationships between regulatory focus, 
perceived risk, and impulse buying (H1 to H5). The study 
also revealed the moderating role of social influence 
on these relationships (H6a and H6c). These findings 
offer a new perspective on how the social environment 
influences impulse buying behavior by affecting 
regulatory focus and perceived risk. The results suggest 
that social influence can strengthen the relationships 
between promotion focus and impulse buying, as well as 
perceived risk and impulse buying. This study contributes 
to the theoretical framework of consumer behavior 
by revealing the impact mechanisms of regulatory 
focus, perceived risk, and social influence on impulse 
buying behavior. It provides theoretical foundations and 
empirical results for further research in related fields.

Managerial Implications 

	 The research provides marketers with valuable 
insights for designing effective strategies to promote 
impulse buying. For consumers with a promotion focus, 
highlighting product features and rewards reduces 
perceived risks, leading to impulsive decisions (Pacheco, 
et al., 2022). Emphasizing long-term benefits further 
stimulates impulse buying. For those with a prevention 
focus, emphasizing safety measures and clear guarantees 
builds trust and encourages impulsive buying. Social 
influence plays a crucial role, and marketers can share 
positive experiences, offer limited-time deals, and 
associate products with social groups to drive impulse 
buying (Dolan et al., 2019). To reduce perceived risk, 
detailed product information, credibility assurance, 
and refund policies are essential. Building positive 
relationships with consumers and addressing their 
concerns increase trust and decrease perceived risk 
(Zhang et al., 2022). Implementing these strategies 
effectively promotes impulse buying behavior.

Limitations and Future Research

	 Sample and participant limitations may restrict the 
generalizability of the research findings. To address 
sample limitations, future studies can consider expanding 
the sample size to ensure the inclusion of participants 
from diverse backgrounds and characteristics, thereby 
better representing the overall population. Regarding 
participant limitations, research can explore a broader 
range of individuals, including those of different ages, 
genders, cultures, and socio-economic backgrounds. 
This aids in identifying potential variations in research 
outcomes and establishing generalizability across 
different populations.
	 Furthermore, diversity in data collection methods is 
crucial. Studies can combine quantitative and qualitative 
data collection methods to obtain more comprehensive 
information. Using multiple data sources and various 
data collection tools can enhance the credibility of 
research results while reducing methodological biases. 
Additionally, cross-cultural comparative studies can 
provide a more comprehensive insight, making research 
findings more generalizable.
	 In this study, cross-sectional data were used for 
analysis, but in the future, it may be beneficial to consider 
longitudinal designs to establish causal relationships and 
long-term effects. By tracking changes and experiences 
of participants over time, researchers can gain a better 
understanding of how one variable influences another 
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and identify trends and effects over time. This can aid 
in formulating more targeted intervention measures and 
policy recommendations.

Conclusion

	 This study delves into the complex interplay of 
regulatory focus, perceived risk, and social influence on 
impulse buying behavior in mobile commerce. Results 
show that individuals with a promotion focus are more 
likely to be aware of perceived risk and engage in 
behavior that leads to impulse buying, driven by the 
anticipation of advantages and rewards. Prevention 
focus highlights risk avoidance, impacting impulse 
buying differently. In contrast, those with a perceived 
focus tend to emphasize risk avoidance, impacting 
their impulse buying tendencies differently. Perceived 
risk plays a crucial role in influencing impulse buying 
behavior, with higher perceived risk leading to more 
cautious decisions, while lower perceived risk encourages 
impulsive behavior. Marketers can capitalize on these 
findings to facilitate impulse buying by addressing 
perceived risk through strategies such as providing 
comprehensive information, establishing credibility, 
offering guarantees, and implementing customer-friendly 
refund policies. Furthermore, social influence plays  
a pivotal role in shaping impulse buying behavior, as  
it strengthens the positive link between promotion  
focus and impulse buying while attenuating the  
negative association between perceived risk and impulse 
buying.
	 Overall, this study contributes to a deeper understanding 
of impulse buying in the context of mobile commerce, 
offering valuable insights for marketers to optimize their 
strategies and for consumers to make more informed 
purchasing decisions.
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