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ABSTRACT

Both consumers take an product attitude based on intrinsic cues such as product quality or price, and
they also are tendency to be influenced by extrinsic cues. For example, launching of a decoy brand
may cause uprising of its similar competitor and thus falling off its distant competitor - what we call
“attraction effect,” - consumers have a pseudo-justification for decoy-dominating brand because of
extrinsic cue that one brand is superior than another at least. In this way, consumers are likely to be
taken alive not only by real fact but by illusional context.

BDT(Behavioral Decision Theory), in point of fact, says consumers are “walking bias” - dazzled so
easily by extrinsic cues in respect of context effect. If, for example, a troubled young lady is in
agony between John(=extremely handsome but extremely poor) and Bob(=extremely rich but awfully
ugly-looking), entry of Kim(=compromised appearance and moderate wealth) may be the savior of her.
As well as consumers prefer A to B for its superior quality, they prefer A to B for mere feeling of
fluency or familiarity.

Many researchers have testified to a fact that consumers are easily and profoundly impacted by
extrinsic cues - attraction, compromise, framing, anchoring, or reference effect etc. On equal terms,
one brand assisted by context can go ahead another because consumers are “cognitive miser.” That is,
consumers are disposed to think of products with ad-lib or with ease - what we call “heuristic
processing.” Some stereotype or some feeling(fluency, familarity, or positive mood etc.) may overwork
consumer behavior as extrinsic cue. For example, Kim who’s height is 170cm would be advantageous
with 160cm-friend not with 180cm-friend when his marriage meeting.

For all that, all consumer do accommodate with extrinsic cue? Not at all ! Some consumer may
conform with context effect, in a matter of course, the other may not. In that case, which variable
divide into two consumer group in respect of being influenced by extrinsic cue? Maybe “vigilance
level” against to extrinsic information is possible. They would like to resist to extrinsic cues or
context effects - “vigilant consumers” who are vigilant to extrinsic or nonessential information, or who
are vigilant to being influenced itself by all external cue.

So, who are vigilant consumers? Based on regulatory focus theory, prevention-focused consumers
rather than promotion-focused are more vigilant. In according to this well-known theory, prevention
focus is prone to concentrate on loss aversion (vs. gain achievement), duty (vs. activity), and
avoidance to negativity (vs. pursuit to positivity.) Prevention-focused consumers, therefore, are more
vigilant against to uncertain information or extrinsic cues.

More interestingly, vigilant consumers would like to have a motivation to correct their initial
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attitude - this initial attitude made not through systematic processing but through heuristic. In respect
of HSM(Heuristic and Systematic Model), consumers prefer heuristic to systematic processing, but
under some “high” condition(=high involvement, high motivation, or high need for cognition etc.) they
begin to plunge into more elaborate and systematic processing, and then their initial attitude based on
heuristic is faced on correction or “overcorrection” potentially. Many researchers show us that
systematic processing is likely to overcorrect their first heuristic judgment. In priming effect, for
example, consumers who became aware of external influence would like to motivate to overcorrect
their initial thought - “contrast effect.”

This research suggests that vigilant consumers like prevention-focused would like to overcorrect their
initial attitude influenced by extrinsic cues such as word of mouth effect. If so, prevention-focused
consumers may not conform with word of mouth, rather counter-think of that information when they
become vigilant to word of mouth as unreliable extrinsic cue. We took development of three
experimental studies for inspecting these prevention-focused consumers’ overcorrection issues.

Experiment 1 carried into effect for the purpose of the proof of hypothesis that prevention-focused
consumers may overcorrect their first attitude influenced by word of mouth with no-friendship. We
predict that prevention-focused consumers will respond negatively for positive word of mouth, and
respond positively for negative word of mouth. Promotion-focused consumers, on the other hand, will
conform with the valence of WOM(word of mouth).

The 2x2 between-subject design is carried out for this purpose. The first independent variable is
regulatory focus(promotion vs. prevention) manipulated by mindset formation through relevant writing.
The second variable is the valence of WOM(positive vs. negative word of mouth) manipulated by
scenario contents.

In results through 2x2 ANOVA, the interaction effect with regulatory focus and valence of WOM
on product attitude revealed(F(1, 116)=92.341, p<.001). That is, promotion-focused consumers took
positive attitude(=5.72) for positive WOM, negative attitude(=2.67) for negative WOM. But
prevention-focused consumers showed reverse pattern - negative attitude(=4.32) for positive WOM, and
positive attitude(=5.02) for negative WOM. As well as product attitude, the other major dependent
measures(=purchase intention and predicted satisfaction) go after in same pattern. These results confirm
with our hypothesis that vigilant consumers resist against to extrinsic cue like unreliable WOM.

Exp. 2 inquire into the mechanism why prevention-focused consumers resist to extrinsic cue such as
WOM, but does not promotional consumers. We hypothesized prevention focus is more vigilant to
extrinsic cues than be promotion focus. In results of mediation test of vigilance through Baron and
Kenny (1986) methodology, prevention-focused consumers are more vigilant(=3.52) than promotion

(=2.63), and then more vigilant more resist to WOM.
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Exp. 3 suggests a specific condition - prevention-focused consumers take same pattern with
promotional consumers. Because systematic processing or overcorrection effect needs cognitive resource,
depletion manipulation may cause breakdown of vigilance system of prevention-focused consumers. If
so, depleted preventional consumers may conform with extrinsic cues like WOM.

We manipulated depletion condition through learning by heart a 9-digit number. In results, under no
depletion condition preventional consumers(=4.73) was more vigilance to negative WOM than
promotional(=3.64), but under depletion condition the difference between prevention(=4.42) vs.
promotion-focused(=4.85) consumers mitigated.

Concludingly, this study displayed that not all extrinsic cue operates influential effect. Instead,
vigilant consumers like prevention focus may response backfire effect against the extrinsic cue.
Specifically, WOM effect can be moderated by regulatory focus. If marketers want to apply WOM
effect, they must regard disposition of target consumers.

Theoretically, this research may light up regulatory focus theory with HSM theory. Prior researches
relevant to regulatory focus suggest promotion vs. prevention-focused consumers start to process
differently in respect of cognitive quality. The results of this study, however, provide some insight that
both prevention and promotion focus start to process at the same level - start point from heuristic, but
under some specific condition(for example, high cognitive resource) prevention focus may plunge into
systematic processing and then overcorrect their first attitude. But this suggestion is true only in
context of our research paradigm. If our somewhat provocative suggestion is replicated in other
studies, the idea of same cognitive processing start of both pro. vs. pre. focus may take a meaningful
role of regulatory focus theory.

Abraham Lincoln said “It is possible that dazzling a few person for a long time, and also possible
that dazzling many people for a short time, but is impossible that doing many for long,” But this
resecarch get a counterargument - if mixed application with regulatory focus theory and depletion
effect, then it may be possible that dazzling many consumers for a long time more than did Lincoln
think of.

Key words: extrinsic cue, word of mouth, backfire effect, overcorrection, regulatory focus,
vigilance, cognitive resource, heuristic, depletion,

Kim, Kyung Min | Assistant Professor, Department of Business Administration, Silla University
Kim, Kyung Jin | Adjunct Professor, Department of Business Administration, University of Suwon, Corresponding Author

74 op3HiE] A7 September 2010



. M2
SRR o AFS Tisherk O2le EdEoR
AFel Fv E8(utlity) WhEelth & ARA= AF
o BHH A F23% 7F 5 uiAE 94
(intrinsic cue)oll <At TS AAICE 12y m}
AR B2 AFE2 LPAE AE T B ol
g, 74, Mgas 5o AR g osiAE '
< FFE T AL AskATh

ojF % &HIA} AFHIE Al 2EAHA £ # o
Ut v oA @A FFEs wol W
= AL oefst g3 ier &3 context effect) 715,
<1 & I attraction effect; Simonson and Tversky 1992),
E}3] & 7Hcompromise effect; Simonson 1989), XU
FN(framing effec; Levin and Gaeth 1988), Zz}o|™
8 7Npriming effect; Wyer and Srull 1989) FolA UZ
Ha vk I = ARApE slgust 15 Jrke
o) T A By 'Y 22397 BkEr) okY
A 1A A Z2O3E Bgerte] webA v
Uat ool thgk Brke] kel gebd ¢ S
Z o] th(Park, Yoon, Kim, and Wyer 2001).

2HIZR= AFE7E B ohuet dAe] AgeM=
Aake & I context effect) 2] G2 Fo] ¥l 92
< & F =t 9dd 717F 170em] FAS HUY
g mEeA 717F 180em?] et The ARG
160cm?! X7} A 7= Zlo] o SAAR A3E
Us Zloltk. == Haro] A8 FHoteo| ¢
G, FHofel At Hael s TR
Atolell A a1l oAolAl, BE A=) AE
TE s YA SR shie g
UL olHZ WAHA 1q”ﬂ("ﬂ "}EHHL-J 7]9]'

[t
=

-

S8 o o
& ox M o
N
R a**
39

o rf
L
IS
ot
N
o
2L
»
_Y‘i rﬂ
;
:
)
ok
o
_1
g
ro
i

T oleh o] An|A} RGeS oy H]
Fef glo] desiAl WolgolZIt 27k &n|Al=
7] Wg8] Bho] E(naive theory)<
sh= frAFE Ak pseudo scientist) &S ZEAL QUTh

W opzl, Arle] o RS T val ]
AAME EEs, I '39E
9JA)7} Qtkal o Ahluwalia and Bumnkrant 2004).
ZHIARE AREA A HI2EAR] RIFE S

o wlE, 2] Bee =4, % dw
A

o m[o

< % gk o5 QF-FEFH Y Aol o A=
%% & 3overcorrection by awareness)2}il F-E=

(Wegener and Petty 1995). olZitl], AB|z}ol|A] s}e}o]
o] g2 GHE e 3 F FHEAY HERO]
Eo] IXE HIIH std, stetole] IR E et

A A e 2HUEG HERoES YANE ¢ ym

o

Al B7red Aotk 2 AniAtelA stetele] &
2 5 Zlo] TIERO|ES I Hrle] GFS 1l

A YES FolE Fi tlERolE NS Bl
Al S, AviAE stete] due] FUES uiAse
=% Av), 05w tERE NS
Bz A7 U B4 Wl BEE By b5
o] Qiths Zeltk

ols} o] iHlX}ﬂ ofwl Tyl thstel £43 =

TR FeElg B (heuristic processing)= ]
U AAA O] 2158t A (systematic processing)
= AAA HH, 7] #dde & 3ds s @

The AMe o8] AFEolA gRI=A T2y 9]
g e A S AX7] AsiAdE 2 tidol
< & wsk AEF

719} XA A Afree 21do] SRl Eojof
3HDevine 1989). = T&OﬂlEJ} =AU, A A
o2 AH|Ale] HlEle] 9
A A7 o &

E e

>
M
|
2
e
rt
I o
+
~
ol

£
rr
41
2

9| FyHol| CHot AH|XtO| BpETH

ox



& gloltk, w3k amlAte] 4% AAZL AF3t 913
Rere AASRE 2Eolehd A S)RgFol o
s AAANT 2447} B B Aol

ol AHolM =HA EF o] E(regulatory focus
Assl = Atk o] °]E2 &
HIZLY] AlER 5718 240l wEbs ojapEaAe] B
Axog gepd o vke Zlojth. FAIRoE P
Z7(promotion focus)S 7F AM|Ake] - 0] 5o
23 95 BEES T oA 7t w2 v o
ZZ(prevention focus)S 7} Am|zke] 74 £24135]9]
of 2HE 9 AFsta B4Rl apAA s &
7FsAdo] Ethal 3CKHiggins 1998). wWehA] oj® A}
°}°ﬂ st Az AHAte] Hls) Wiz 4H]
—/F%(Vigilance levelo] =& ZolH, 1
o]

<5 ?*E':‘«l 2IE Xt sjAlst

=

B2 ﬂ:r“)ﬂ A HXIZE Atel7) opd dnbAERl 4
(word of mouth with no-friendship)®ll s} Wiz
78zl &mjRke] A, 23] e JAEN 74

'ﬁ'
2 BY £ Yee AAstAA Bek

¢

Il. OI2H B & 7t &3

by

1_ AXA |

="

b

Higgins (1998)= AFEE©°| ARile] HRE G437 9

76 o A7 September 2010

3 AejH oz JHAA He F dsrEe 2HEs Al
okslA=dl, = (promotion focus)} Ho]2H
(prevention focus)©] TIAo]t}. o] o]&ol| oJstA Izt
g5 71EAR 77t He 3 Ao 75
WAl shEstal o)A - - AR - AFH - 25}

o] Jlicle] A& e 34 Al 2HEs F

3% 52 (achievement goals)= Zh= 23, G
dE S8 EATIEEAL oF- - BE - T -
I Zo] 7jle]l & & e FAHAH Al =4

= L
T3, IFOE FAHE YB ARE 3)ushs

o o o & rr

zAd 2e PR Pol 2ol Aoﬁ Ao}k
gE sk, old dz: kel Msel 3,
AR B, 2R3 e Boke] M 2R
she 7122l - weiwo] gtk webd o

A}
[e]
A3t oz anAEe] Eie me Had

b

Lo

2ol & REY3kal AThHiggins 1998).

Aoy vl S} o] ERlo] o]Fr|E IS
= oVFES Feke AIA WAUESLEA 1A+
Zog oA A|AFH A8 FY AuE W
© W oy Anixbe oFu AQl 53 ol
FAAR AL Fshs AIHAl MIAUELEA 1
M 07 @9F] AT HHETF 5o AuE

7] wgol oz o
3]3)Sl=(risk avoid) ]
1997).

=3 oM AW ARES vlEkA &
o} BaAshs A, nieke o] BYxake
Sith oA, gildAl] YoM B Y-S
3= Al m)g] Evo)E9) A9 HA AAE
v =mAl obe Adel BdAEE Ae g@)

AME =

fole Y-
A THCrowe and Higgins

A

0.4
1S 3

ol

ij;

R Fulol=rt wrhEe AdSEY W e
e olth=nteld gks Aseh AXsHE Ae



v|3h; Higgins 1998). & &Y ZXE e wie} vl
walA & st Bk Pl Heg shA dok
(Zhou and Pham 2004).

/Klg]]—l 57]_/] 71-1:01] 0101;\1 z;f_;_] = 4;,} /;DLQ-
E471e] Aol &5 v SEEE TR
3 Aol e d8elA dAHow
Zzel vs) xR A3 Ao=® Jehtar
ChHiggins et al,, 2003). <o, &Fd=4 2RA7}
Jidog We vl AFelA 4]
f2A WAA (s & 3] XeFe STE Y
A7 8 A3 =934, gz 2nA) g

O B oprof AN dx] X%

A wAAEEHE 3 ko] IEF2TL ke Cst
M7 B AL 2 A0 E UEith
ZHA 2L AvAte] Melo g Qlgh

B
2

off

()

offt I‘N'
le

7

_—

o o

o

P Jéi X0 o

rr

%3] (Rosese,
Hur and Pennington 1999; Pennington, Rosee and

Gardner 2000; Chernev, 2005), WA|A|£}2] A5 2H-8-0

2 QI%F AE(Zhao and Pechmann 2007) S%52/Ab&d
Q1 Z$-ol= &4d(Sengupta and Zhou 2007), FI1.2]
AEA ZF3KKirmani and Zhu 2007), &3] Fk

(Mourali, Bockenholt and Laroche 2007) 5 THSF H
ofoll A AgE 1 Qlrh

AEH O R 2R Aol vt oz 4
HIZH= ejFgaFe e gk AL FFo] Yyt
=& Zlojn, 1 wat 13 oRgad
HiAsl 24814 sk oA E ©

CRiley

=
i

2. ARHH EMZAM M

B AToE
A= 23R4 AL
24 POl MR AHend shedl olg@
R

SESTPS

go] of A AHARe] AFH Tt
102 oAA7] wZolth

word of mouth)2 A|F2] E2Z
< oPYAT MR AFHIFE AR o
ARe| sftEA aAEAA 7ol tiF T3 A

£ A, 7e Foto] d2 AR w2t A
IS Y 719 AFold Anl=E FHid A
AAN o oJAEAS SHAl FTh(Zeithaml et al.
1993). & T2 AH[RLY] delo) @ FIFs 1,
AEE g & ASZ YEPGTHHerr,
Frank and Kim 1991; Homes and Lett 1997).

TrolE aulAEe] olsl@AE WA wEAA
ow FAAA BAH Ans nAsit WS
Agolgln @ % otk = TA ARUAAeIEe #A
gl 49w 2 9 Bujls) go] F 1 of
o] ARE zbe) QEel ARYA Mo, Al

>,\i

I gEd

B4 oloe B SX @a Stk wFAA
ol T5F 9JAkAH(oral communication)S o|n|3rial

33 tHZaltman 1982).

Mar(1983)= THAES s 3 A7, ==
AR, TESOlAl DS AY BRI Al AEE &
Y= o sl e o2 &% %
<=l #A7}F 21 Borgida and Nisbett (1987)=
e A ARl 71x8A d2E AF oo &
= ZIFyAeldelgt st 12 FHYEe &
HIZEEo] Aol A ZHHA APS HEAFe=
Wk &5 £ Y9l & 5 S Aotk

Amdt (1979 AAFA tigte] FAZJA 74 A
FUAelde ol FEAE FAAd ARrUA
oldS whe FPAtHTE 3u] o) I AFS Fuls
HE Y=g Hltks A7 2345 Bustdx 74
AfUAeldo] 914 wiAEA FL3F o]FE FulE
AA QAR Aol e AR dHor oY)
o, wjzrtolols 2l A HEL ABH AA| ¢}

KR
=

KR
=

L

(3%

oz
kot
|2
2
e
r
re
1
~J
X}

I X0 ofgpeiol Chgt AH|Xte| BESH A

M



U wom ANAEL YR ARrUACIAE
Agstele Ao Bustyth

T2 AFUA ] wiAIR] o] AT P
&S vAA Hed tigdoR wEd 13 BNt
= 1 oA 77 o YFEE LI sk=A tigh
ATEAE Tl & F Aok TY ol2d A9
B HafiA= gk ool AAEH ATk vh
& o] ¢E &3 FHE-5Homes and Lett
1997), B9 140] BS &3k 7% Z-E(Technical
Assistance Research Program 1979), & Alo|ol] ¥ =}o]
7} §l3(Engel, Kegerreis and Blackwell 1969), 53+
Tof kR IR ol W e BN S
22l 7ol T A% ZS(Anderson 1998) 5 T}
SHA BaE A Qi

olHT thet o] wiFole 7 HEY &
I #EE AR EAol o8 HeEHe AoE &
a sded 53 742 7 ARrUAelde]l 3484
T AFrUAeldrt o FEd S mAA -
th= Zlo] YRk o g wholo oA QITh Y& - 2E

<= 2000; Coovert and Reeder 1990).

N

3. Atlxie] ZEX/AANY TehapEn st
S

Z2RAE AR & WEs Bles AARSALEHA
214 Wele HESE oE 4 AtHWilson et al
1984; Sengupta and Fitzsimons 2000). 53] Sengupta
and Fitzsimons(2000)2] Aol w=H, 159 Al WA
ARollA Aprle) 271 A ol tiste] AAbsarsiA g
@A OFe] 2¥A e OF BlE 2rEAAs
0§ @o] ¥MEst. & AAsIE fEsH 7 2
3, 2718A Y= Aaitle] B=E FsHl vk= Ao
ok ol& o' Aol it © wo] AR 7]
E9 HE == AR vhgIE OE AER HE
5

2 A FPsAo] Bt AL wEdT,

o

78 i 4 September 2010

Z2RlAbE ALY A g Al Hs F59)
A =3, o)A 7]EY HEE HEE HEE H
s gtbe A% olEdk e SRRtk U,
Wathieu, Muthukrishnan, and Bronnenberg(2004)& 1
o F WA AolA FAH R AFEH= AFHA
7HA AF] Rl ve A dES 5 gle 1FF)
a7 AFe] Rl AHAkE o W FoE 7]
olA e, 1 A 7HE itk AAsIE o
o] Al Hol 7|= rkF ARl
ofshg S ST S ol Aol AY BRIl 7
dol FRTH AAsIE EBEdoer|y, O A
71&9] HEo= viiE= Bi=E FHobA ke Zlolth

3 &H|ZRE 2] UE-e] Aol E(naive theory)E
zky1 APAAS = FAFL S RKpseudo scientist) A3 &F

zka glom, Apile] RFPFS L tkal 7]
Al HH ol thete] AASH, ok2wl 11 FEFE
9L wiAstky 2AstEE 9A7F JTHAhluwalia
and Bumnkrant 2004). & &H|AR= ARAl9] o] o
FHFELS et WA "9, 2] 3ds 246
A =HH, 223 24 TF 5T PSR Yot
A 2] Bgde At SAEAS A HY1=
stz o]H3t AFE FFFH AA o7 I
(=24 &I overcorrection by awareness)Z}il EHT}
(Wegener and Petty 1995).

olFe] w=ojollA WojxH AniAeE
Zpol| Hlste] ojHl HHo| IR &3
APREe] A3 1ol mE ARl H 3
3, wepA B]le] 7] ddte] ik A3k
o] A¥Ael B A Zo= JHnh

> §
H-lNg

b

7} L3

o W s mo

o

B
juiny

o
b2
proX 2

e

L

f
il

B

a3}

4, 718 4%

N M0 G2 PEN| FH
[e)

TS FaETY A5X]2(persuasion knowledge)S



A fabelr] w2, dukdow 7 g3yt Ity ¢
4 QtHHerr, Frank and Kim 1991; Homes and Lett
1997). 22y 25 wiAle] wEE dA) 7 A

A3 o] Aol Sl Ale] TH W ohle),
Bt g g AR 3] S BEdis 23

Aotk TjER XEo] gle &niake 7da

73T Rl = AQlY THAY SAHHA dF=
gRIT FED = fle Aot 238 AAA
o] B2 anAEhE E gle 2] 7 Ed
st} A B=E Al Ha, 222 I 74

X
it
N
I o

SRS

tlo
f
S
X
i
K
o
=
u
Av2)
-
o

(overcorrection) 73 &F
Aol gle aniAlebd FHEFe] Y E AF

o|o m=H, Wolxq AH|AHY A
H|zke] 7Bt AL FE(vigilance level)©] =
Zo 2 YebgTh

I 384 FHEY FA4H o] o AT
895 YehdtkE FA84 E 7K negativity effect)oll
20, 779 3854 W8l wet of7lel g &
HIZE ghgo] gdebd The AR Aok 1Euv A
M= SR B & whgeta, Wolxy ARAt
+ FAA O dASHA Bk ACE o)== vl
olglgt 7o W&ol mE FAH whg-o] WIFA
< AR BFsla e AR dE JFeAEE Utk
b AAEAE A S & Aelgh

AZ7MAE oA e, Wolxd avlAhs 34

i
H

Holut 4% 7 2 wrje] g nY Aol

[e)
= ARA tet 22 7S AAstaA

M 1 aviae) 2E Aol mel Aol g o
2 anlzte] PRI deba o)t
M 11 A avlAE TR el o
S o AFS WG Aol
M 12 oz AR ey el W

gl QHAA B BOT AFL ¥

elfFeEo et 2EH =3 29| HAHLIE
s

b 13 2ol THED 5 AFHE BAdzow 4
Agle 9% gole] Fakelo] sakzzle] AHRolA)

= 2 Ushia, Wolxgo] AHiAAlE 2358 o
BHRE YT F Athe A3 =814 ZAE T4
A7t AL A AFT 2 P2 xRt

% Al A (vigilance) F0] =
obA|, YRFFH IR wEee AIFAdo] ofsh]
EQl Aoz FhElChHiggins et al. 2003). Wk

O3t 22 7Hdo] Adddth

ook
o>
B
ox
lo
P
=
2
3
=
S
o

B>
R
X
2

7Hd 2-1: WolxF ¥R FEERA
%

7Wd 2-2: FREI ) td BAA FEe] =okd
7Fd Aotk
HIXIQ| QIXIM XtEzt 2IZHX ChMof Chgt zi=st

A
=X 51}
=)

Jolzx avlAet BAkE o) T Azlelae

ol

o
A

ot 42 79

>
M
0

o] ofefaiol| oSt AH|XtS| IESE KX Lujol

rr
e



&

WEsl™ AAA A(cognitive rtesource)e] A
A Zloltk fukebd FEA ol E4%

(heuristic processing)®ll Hlste] 2lFskal AAAQ] A
I} (systematic processing)> XA ARE WAYAF]
T o= d#A QK Chaiken and Trope 1999;
Wegener and Petty 1995). THeF QIR H S ARA
718 ol AHlAE AAAS T EE vk A
o] o7} §lolA17] wEol(Devine 1989), Fd=4
H|zte} mix7 IR &2 o RgaFgel A sxs= A
7} 22 A8 HAET weba oo 7ol 7t
S8tk

el
AUEV)

ok
By

i)

M 3 zAH 2ol mE TAETe] GeE Aol
5, anlae] 94 AU Aol we) deh
4 Rolc.

M 31 AAA Aol SR A, Bol2d &
HAbe gzal Anlxel Hls) Aol

W@ BANel B EE Aol
M 32 AIAH Aol RIS B, FA AA
AEE Wolxd AviAs $4Rd &

HIA 2} Aol g1 ol

>
oot
o
o
2

= ==

47) VAEL AFH) A8 ARATIE AAEL,
A9 1 7 12 AFE] 98] AAELT 7M1
o WRo] Yt e anAe] THEAN} 2EA 2
Mol wel 1 dakelo] Deixviel BeHolglt)
= g ANAE TAERE TolZuR WolA

80 otlg 917 September 2010

4

ofN W 9 X
P
™

o] Mak=TlR AFL WAL TPede] BAWL,
| gl Al sl AANE Fol 9
A3} g AERLE @ F AEAE

A o]t

o

ol
-
™

il

e

Kl

m

]_

o

oo
%
A

oIt F 240789 thshge] vl Fdell 60

A 2] deE ok

ZA2 2ol A¥ZZKmanipulation)S “E2 IS
A Aslvs. TA Be D2 3] ) FA
o] o U"& 5EXF VIEsSte BACE P (vs.
o)) 249 AeE FAdstaat stk o33 23
zxAo] Z HAEAE olF AEdEs T 22
Z4(manipulation check)=] 31T}

Tga FRES] WA FAHE FH(vs. F
A TS JEol e vE &vApE gAY 7|
ghol]l dist] A RAws. FAHAN) MAA BrE o
sl Aoz FAEAT o] w) AFBF7E S48 H
A==" 715, 34, 3, A<, LCD =71, YA

o o F U o px
< s
® o)

v}
St
R
X
i
=
2!
j?
rr
E{
»
P
et
_);l_"
O
o
o>

N

0

Mg 3, 288 249 Jol§ 24
S
=

e wf AFe] Al FEe =



=] Aol maA sheich PR =AU
Aol B, Yol EAIAE wilel o
2% 0% AT
1 thg delAelA AuEe ANE B3 bAE
Aulehe Tolehs A8 ANSAT. EH TAHC
= A, ARl gl e anxe) Ajeld 7
A Wge 9, FPAE A OAL AuietE Bt
a7 ek A" speee] Fak4 6 F 3R
T 2L o] oA £4 BT FHHOE HARG
T, 598 PR 2L oS4 F Vs FHE0
2, U e BARos mAsEn. $HE 7
AolA FHE SA7A EFAA FRA WA

rlr g

£l A

i

(two-side message) FEE F 3+ olfe
ngsow AN AFES ofm
2w Pt wg S g A

o) 92 mpRol e,

APEEANA FHH FAe| A AN o
23} e Yaolgik, “o] TR Fhlek Bxsa
d 7Is= 1AL, 15008 shaebM S ARl b
L3, T2ja A-s dEAY 7]l 3594 LCDE
glol, TAelE HilriAeloln, 1= 7

e U FE AT, o] AwE T
of thall |F ®iEste] e AlFS TshA ¥e=
o] AF2HE AToL FAE TeF gxE Fiv
ZE YA o] AFS I Fuishs Aol Fofs.

7HAtH] A AY F3 O 7leHelA A
TS24 Ao $3)81A] s AYYTh”

Hhde]] A2 71 212 Al £ 34834, U
A A S FARAoE HestE, AWkl =7
2 BAHoz HAET Y FHAHEE T
2ttt “o] fAY shglE A 23d 75 A
9l shde OopA] ARG ol ofyola. Igjal A
T =94 71ee JdARE AAA o e 35%
A LCD= fiEgh8. dARle 8F fFdshe AA

fod

[

=¥l

I
]

A

E=assiel

R |

A9

(]

2

w10 o
b
n
2

)

W, gl & Qeda. o) AL FuE 2ol of
3% UFHY YT G AFE Bl Yige

A e D

7 Yl ol ZsReA Fa7h He SHE 9

O o dolARE, WY AR FA Y, 7o

I, eEAY, Sols, Seln SRSl ATEA
WeE S PRES ANSEL  YEaTL
o) 7 N8 ARl SRASE

i
=
4
‘2

o] 22 B FEHUSTY LAY HE
o] Z&o| AR A=A HASHAT
A FEI=A, A FHI=A
A &4 Cronbach’s alphat= 0.624=
ek A= Ageta Baska, shuke)
FEo 7 it THSIATE STHAE FEH =0
A AFe] A 8 FEEAIM=4.84), TojxH
7oA AFY Gl ¥ FESh= AR UEht
7] WEl(M=343) 282 ZHo| B3 2
Y-S & T JASJUTHE(, 118)=40.85, p<.001).

2, Fije= F E(a=761), AFHE F F=(a
=751), =L F FE=767), THAE A I
=869)°l th3+ Crobach’s alpha AlGE T Holsd
e 2 Aew yeh, ol SANTES sht

N
2 Jlﬂ

Jt o
i B

ot 2
&
2,
=
0o o
l E
&

R

e

O

)

fl

M i ok

S o
ELESEIS

e
r
re
1
o
=

X Qe Q| ol chot AHIXte| M= ZF Bl

O.l.
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, p<02). =

2388 FAH (=502 LERITHE(Q,
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44
AR E RSk A7NTe4 FEHE Bl Aol

(Table 1) The Effects of Regulatory Focus and Word of Mouth Valence on Consumer Behavior

Promotion Focus Prevention Focus
Positive WOM Negative WOM Positive WOM Negative WOM
Product Attitude 572 267 432 5.02
Predicted Satisfaction 552 273 4.42 517
Purchase Intention 5.48 2.57 4.65 522
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ATHE(, 45)=6.343, p=015). & FAHZ FAL €1
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45)=14.525, p<.001). FGZ Q1 T8l thste] =4
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(Table 2) ANCOVA for Mediation Test of Vigilance

F sig,
Regulatory Focus 6.343 015
Regulatory Focus 3.220 175
Vigilance 3.036 .088

35 3.52

M Promaotion

OPrevention

Product Attitude Vigilance

(Figure 1)
The Effects of Regulatory Focus on
Product Attitude and Vigilance Level by
Negative Word of Mouth

Regulatory
Focus

Vigilance to
WOM

Product
Attitude

B=.890
(p<.001)

(p=.008)

B=.978 (p=.015)
(But if controlled p=.602 (p=175))

(Figure 2)

Mediation Test of Vigilance through Baron and Kenny

(1986)
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