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o7} AATH3.23 vs. 4.36, t(116) =6.49, p< .01).
Aol thg Brkeln, 2

111)= 91 p> 34) HAGde FaIE folakx
YTHE(L, 111)= .02, p> .89). 28] 3 |42l
Bdo] ti gk B = (F(1, 111)=1.50, p> .22), A&
=(F(1, 111)= .85, p> .36) L AE(F(1, 111)=
p> .84)9 EHAA FolotA] Fokrh. 1y 24
TR olddsHE A=

(F(1, 111)=9.50, p< .01).

(% 4) 2¢7d x =237|(Ex. 2)

frelshsict

04,

df mean square F
Z24571(A) 1 1.23 91
B3 (B) 1 .03 .02
Hod = 1 2.04 1.50
A&sE 1 1.16 .85
ek 1 .06 .04
AxB 1 12.93 9.50***
Error 111 1.36
p< 01
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de BAUEol i dggEe] & BYHGE
Hgg&o] Ba Agstgo] v Hidd deiA
U4 4422 B7kskith(t(59) =2.18, p< .05)
a2y ddErle] Agele BAdueel wa 4
o] v HARGE HAdfdo] Au ddgE
of E2 HAd talM v Az Hrletd

THt(55) =217, p< .05). A8 13 5L3

obge] A9 20X = 2719 AA
o] dAG A el el A S skl S8
o, FdE71e) e HAdREel A d3g
Eo] & B (M=3.26)° Hlg] &S g1
Agetgo] e B (M=4.37)° tafix & &
Aol e HAAFE oz A 7skith(t(59) =3.34,

i)

A gEo] e ch}(l\/{:3.59 o vl B8
A3 Agetgo] & B (M=4.39)d| tisiA B
d % iz]zhhﬂ'i’i (t(55)=2.97,
AF2aTE 24F7|¢ B
A8 (regulatory fit)ol] &3t

:iu%
2,
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et Hrlo|th, old] wgl F&HWRe] ?:”9,73
2 A7 ojw gt B T2 e helA] 2A
= BnRAA 9] e Adel giaja] At
o}, a2y AR oufet BAF T2
Aelgr Ao gk iz Edsta gt o]
3 Zmo|A Mzl FEsle] BAE I g Aol
t}, old] ulgl AF 20N = AnH|zte] Wil ARE
Ae) &2 x\3kste] A B89t
AeH] & Zgd o3 249, 7] 934
of gojd BA Tz §3d o3 AE el
SAHCE fFoetA vEhAl UTH(70% vs.
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89, x’= .58, p> .45). ®dt oiHE7] HEA}
oNE B4 Zaady §3d 93 AEjele
oJsiA] tH(74% vs. 57, X°=
aey AAEe Hedns
H| & 5AZ R oA gAY
A D A5 MRS Hol
=719 FdAe B Lo
Bl Hlsf E*M%Ol

o}o
% )\)\—

A

A §}oﬂ ;\1 A& o]

TAI7}E v
"—rL% A 3H(rigorous)
E} aHug A9 1, 2 A
A (regulatory fit)d F
?4 ‘_“Jr‘ﬁ 2w 2

A=A

AR

o wAYFe] 2%
F3of oa ettt
A z&e Aol Art

olo] wa} B A=
A a3 (moderating effect) S
= APsiih.

Udnk o 2 AlgEE ojudt P&
HA9 Aol AL Afelle FAG
PE= ofARt, FHAY Afolle= 2
P 5<& sh= o] AUtH(Tellis and Geath 1990).
%3+ Zeelenberg, van den Bos, van Dijk, and
Pieters(2002)¢] A7 oJatd, AHgES P5=

al

EXE

1558

M

lok

gl SlojA] o]l AR (prior outcome)
Bed|, vk ojde] Ayt $AA A
AR A AHE vHtE e =gl HF‘FX]
A BHE 2HE frAlste Aol Hls) i
A (normative)olgta @}, = 712 W
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&9 o] opd thE FE 9 AHEe] ¢
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tafA At Jth(Kahneman and Tversky 1982:
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G (Putrevu and Lord 1994; Zhang 1996).
A 39 A=EL AF 1(0433“3), A 2(
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(Putrevu and Lord 1994: Zhang 1996).
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BN
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bga)
rlo
.

>,
&

Ry

& BAH4.21 vs. 3.89, t(106)=2.65, p< .01),
w$o AYSEI =& HYPFE(3.97 vs. 4.51,
t(106) =4.16, p< .01), A¥E719 dE71(3.18
vs. 4.17, £(104)=5.42, p< .01), ¥37 A3}
T8A Ad e Fog a7k AATH3.36

o

o,
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r{m

= Ak 5'*54(2 way ANOVA)
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vs. 4.33, t(53)=1.96, p< .10). ©
o 599 Ajolt),

79 vs. 4.13, t(51)=1.90, p< .10). 22}
WE719 ASde wgngel B
& BT WEe A1 4YsE]
ol el g FHHOR BIARITH3 98
= /\1*5‘:1 1’ 2

- =

A g5

(% 6) 1Age x Badwd x ZESV|(Z4H24, Ex.3)

df  mean square s
AAZE(A) 1 17 >
z24%71B) 1 | 89 o
BASE0C) 1 17 93
Axb 1 13 18
e 1 7.89 12.12***
oo ! 1.45 9.93
AxBx(C 1 22.48 34 FE**
Error 111 136
#**p< .01

—
(e)
DO
=
Il
w
=~
U‘(
U‘(
fe]
/\
O
=

s 1 - AAE
ddel s8AQ Aol Jﬂi%ﬂ( (1, 49) =
69, p> .41), BARI(F(1, 49)=1.74, p> .19)
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Effects of Regulatory Focus on Evaluation for Rewards Program

June-Hee Na*

Abstract

Recently many researchers have lively discussion on corporate rewards programs —popular
marketing promotion. Prior research have mainly focused on the contents of reward (e.g.
types or magnitude). That is, prior studies investigated which types of reward are more preferred
by consumers, or what point is economically optimal in respect of consumer satisfaction. By
the way, reward magnitude is closely correlated with its probability. It is general that trade-
off relationship between outcome magnitude and probability -larger rewards for lower probability,
and vice versa.

Because of rare studies -although its academic and practical meaningfulness -this research
investigates on relationship between rewards magnitude and its probability. Specifically, it
is inquired that consumer information processing in context of judgment weighting to reward
programs-which more weighted -its outcome magnitude vs. probability. This issue has important
implications to corporate that have invested in rewards program. “Which rewards programs
are more preferred by consumers?’, “Who is more proper consumer for our program?’, "How
effective are our programs?’

A point of these view, this research would propose a significant variable —Regulatory
Focus.” Promotion focus points to positive outcome, but prevention to avoiding negative outcome.
So, promotion focus prefer risk-taking, but promotion prefer risk-aversion.

Regulatory focus theory may have significant answers to research questions related to
rewards program. That is, promotion focus relates to positive outcome (denoted to rewards
magnitude), but prevention to preventing from negative outcome (denoted to (preventing
from low) probability). Briefly speaking, promotion focus have fit with rewards magnitude,

but prevention prevention prevention - probability fit.

* Chungju National University, Assistant Professor
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This hypothesis is examined by Ex. 1 and 2. Results of Ex. 1 examined our proposal.
Consumers who have promotion focus preferred rewards magnitude option (="large-uncertain
rewards’), but prevention focus preferred probability option (="sure-small rewards.”).

Results of Ex. 2 reconfirmed results of Ex. 1. These results say regulatory fit’ remains in
context of rewards program. Also, many research have suggested various ‘regulatory fit's
-various domains with various variables. But this research would go a step farther -regulatory
“unfit” issue investigated. That is, “inappropriate’ experiential learning associated with
regulatory fit may have negative influence consumer behavior consistent with regulatory fit.
Specifically, prior negative experience in context of rewards program may predict reverse
prior behavior. So, pre regulatory fit may moderate post regulatory fit.

Ex. 3 suggested that positive experience motivates post regulatory fit -promotion to magnitude,
prevention to probability —consistent with Ex. 1, 2. But, negative experience broke regulatory
fit —specifically, consumers with prevention focus do not prefer probability to magnitude option.
Maybe, prior negative experience would stimulate reverse action.

These issue and answers of this research have practical implications to rewards program
strategy. Promotional consumers are communicated with “high returns-focusing’, but prevention
with “high probability-focusing.” Also, “after program” management is needed for controlling

of negative experience and regulatory “unfit’ effect.

Key words: reward program(magnitude vs. probability), regulatory focus(promotion goal vs.

prevention goal), regulatory fit, prior experience

ZAstolT 373 A6z 20084 128 1567



