Supplementary Table S1. Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Three-Way Interaction of PE, Fixed Mindset, and Growth Mindset

	Hierarchical regression analysis results

	
	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3
	Step 4

	Constant
	3.72**
(21.18)
	1.25**
(6.15)
	-0.67
(-1.33)
	2.31
(1.38)

	PE
	0.32**
(9.06)
	0.15**
(2.60)
	-0.30
(-0.89)
	-1.29*
(-2.05)

	GM
	
	-0.03
(-0.52)
	0.55
(1.80)
	-0.32
(-0.57)

	FM
	
	0.64**
(15.90)
	1.32**
(15.71)
	0.74*
(2.33)

	PE*FM
	
	
	0.01
(0.17)
	0.19
(1.70)

	FM*GM
	
	
	-0.23**
(-4.11)
	-0.06
(-0.52)

	PE*GM
	
	
	0.14**
(5.25)
	0.38**
(2.87)

	PE*FM*GM
	
	
	
	-0.05
(-1.86)

	Sample Size
	303
	303
	303
	303

	R 2
	0.21
	0.57
	0.68
	0.68

	Adjusted R 2
	0.21
	0.57
	0.67
	0.67

	F Value
	F (1,301)=82.03,p=0.00
	F (3,299)=134.44,p=0.00
	F (6,296)=104.23,p=0.00
	F (7,295)=90.58,p=0.00

	△R 2
	0.21
	0.36
	0.10
	0.00

	△F Value
	F (1,301)=82.03,p=0.00
	F (2,299)=126.46,p=0.00
	F (3,296)=32.09,p=0.00
	F (1,295)=3.46,p=0.06

	Dependent variable: PI

	* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 




Table 4 presents the results of the hierarchical regression analysis, which examines the effects of Psychological Entitlement (PE), Fixed Mindset (FM), and Growth Mindset (GM) on Purchase Intentions (PI), as well as their interaction effects. The analysis includes four models. Model 1 includes PE as the independent variable and PI as the dependent variable. Model 2 adds GM and FM as moderators to the regression equation. Model 3 incorporates the two-way interaction terms (PE × FM, FM × GM, and PE × GM). Model 4 extends Model 3 by introducing the three-way interaction term (PE × FM × GM).

In Model 1, PE explains 21.4% of the variance in PI, as indicated by an R² value of 0.214. demonstrating that PE has a significant positive effect on PI. Model 2 includes GM and FM as additional predictors, resulting in a substantial increase in R² from 0.214 to 0.574, indicating that these moderators explain an additional 36.0% of the variance in PI. The change in the F value is significant (p<0.05), suggesting that the inclusion of GM and FM improves the model. The regression coefficient for FM is 0.640 and statistically significant (t=15.901, p=0.000<0.01), indicating a strong positive effect of FM on PI. However, the coefficient for GM is -0.027 and not significant, implying that GM does not have a direct impact on PI.

In Model 3, the two-way interaction terms (PE × FM, FM × GM, and PE × GM) are added. This addition leads to another significant increase in R² to 0.679, meaning the interaction terms account for an additional 10.4% of the variance in PI. The interaction term PE × FM is not significant (t=0.17, p>0.05), suggesting no moderating effect of FM on the relationship between PE and PI. However, the interaction term FM × GM is significant (t=-4.110, p=0.000<0.01), indicating a significant negative interaction effect. The interaction term PE × GM is also significant (t=5.248, p=0.000<0.01), suggesting that GM positively moderates the relationship between PE and PI.

Model 4 introduces the three-way interaction term (PE × FM × GM). The addition of this term results in a minimal increase in R² (0.004) and a non-significant change in the F value (ΔF=3.461, p=0.064>0.05). This indicates that the three-way interaction does not significantly improve the model’s explanatory power. The regression coefficient for PE × FM × GM is -0.05 and not significant (t=-1.86, p=0.064), suggesting that the combined moderating effects of FM and GM do not significantly influence the relationship between PE and PI.

These findings highlight that while PE has a significant positive effect on PI, FM also exerts a strong positive main effect on PI. GM does not directly impact PI but significantly moderates the relationship between PE and PI. The interaction between FM and GM further contributes to explaining PI, though their combined three-way interaction with PE does not demonstrate a significant effect.

Supplementary Table S2. Pearson Correlation Matrix between Growth Mindset (GM) and Fixed Mindset (FM) Items

	Pearson Correlation Matrix

	
	GM1
	GM2
	GM3
	GM4

	FM1
	0.387**
	0.374**
	0.326**
	0.369**

	
	[0.283, 0.491]
	[0.269, 0.479]
	[0.218, 0.434]
	[0.264, 0.474]

	FM2
	0.259**
	0.192**
	0.162**
	0.170**

	
	[0.147, 0.371]
	[0.076, 0.308]
	[0.044, 0.280]
	[0.052, 0.288]

	FM3
	0.364**
	0.334**
	0.309**
	0.274**

	
	[0.259, 0.469]
	[0.228, 0.440]
	[0.201, 0.417]
	[0.164, 0.384]

	FM4
	0.301**
	0.303**
	0.251**
	0.270**

	
	[0.193, 0.409]
	[0.195, 0.411]
	[0.141, 0.361]
	[0.160, 0.380]




This table presents the Pearson correlation coefficients between the items measuring Growth Mindset (GM) and Fixed Mindset (FM). All correlations are statistically significant at the p < 0.01 level, as indicated by the asterisks. Pearson correlation coefficients (r) are shown in the first row of each cell, and 95% Confidence intervals are provided in the second row in the format [Lower bound, Upper bound]. Specifically, GM1 shows positive correlations with most FM items, with FM1 showing the highest correlation with GM1 (r = 0.387). Similar patterns of correlation are observed for other pairs, such as GM2 and FM1 (r = 0.374) and GM3 and FM1 (r = 0.364). The correlations between GM and FM items suggest that these constructs are likely to be highly related. Given the high correlations between GM and FM, as well as the fact that they were measured within the same questionnaire and sample, the inclusion of these items in the same measurement model, as shown in our third hierarchical regression, is crucial for accurately capturing their joint effects.


Supplementary Table S3. Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Growth Mindset (GM) and Fixed Mindset (FM) Items

	Item
	Unstandardized Loadings (Coef.)
	Standard Error (Std. Error)
	z (CR)
	p
	Standardized Loadings (Std. Estimate)
	SMC

	FM1
	1.000
	-
	-
	-
	0.799
	0.638

	FM2
	1.039
	0.091
	11.441
	0.000
	0.681
	0.464

	FM3
	0.917
	0.077
	11.858
	0.000
	0.705
	0.497

	FM4
	1.074
	0.082
	13.052
	0.000
	0.782
	0.611

	GM1
	1.000
	-
	-
	-
	0.898
	0.806

	GM2
	0.968
	0.044
	22.058
	0.000
	0.877
	0.768

	GM3
	0.987
	0.046
	21.334
	0.000
	0.863
	0.744

	GM4
	0.933
	0.041
	22.563
	0.000
	0.886
	0.785




The above table presents the results of the exploratory factor analysis (EFA) for the fixed mindset (FM) and growth mindset (GM) measures. EFA was conducted using the maximum likelihood method with varimax rotation, and factors were extracted based on eigenvalues greater than 1. All items for FM and GM loaded significantly (p < 0.001) and substantially (standardized loadings > 0.6) on their respective factors, indicating good construct validity. The squared multiple correlations (SMCs) were high for each factor, ranging from 0.464 to 0.638 for FM and 0.744 to 0.806 for GM, suggesting that a substantial proportion of item variance is explained by the latent factors.

The AVE values were 0.552 for FM and 0.776 for GM, both exceeding the recommended threshold of 0.5. The CR values were 0.831 for FM and 0.933 for GM, both greater than the recommended cutoff of 0.7. These results demonstrate good convergent validity for the FM and GM measures.

The square root of the AVE for FM (0.743) was greater than its correlation with GM (0.385), and the square root of the AVE for GM (0.881) was greater than its correlation with FM (0.385), providing evidence of discriminant validity between the two constructs.

Although FM and GM were analyzed separately in the initial EFA, the clear factor structure, lack of cross-loadings, and the results of the convergent and discriminant validity analyses provide support for the distinctiveness of these constructs. 

