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The preference analysis of baseball equipment consumers:

The role of regulatory focus, construal level and message frame
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Yonsei University

[Purpose] The purpose of this study was to analyze the propensity to consume the consumer of the

baseball equipments who have difference of the product preference by regulatory focus, and who have

construal level and suitable message framing. [Methods] Populations are consumers who have purchased

the baseball equipments before, and the sampling groups, five different society baseball group’ league

from Seoul and Kyeongi-do, were distributed, 318 copies, by convenience sampling. The questionnaire

proceeded by three-way completely randomized design with stimulated sentences of four different

advertisement compartmentalized by the regulatory focus, construal level and message framing. The

analysis utilized SPSS 21.0 to perform the frequency analysis, manipulation check, independent t-test,
two-way ANOVA, and Scheffe was used to post-hoc. Therefore, the result of this study is as below.
[Results] First, after analyzing the distinction of the regulatory focus of the consumers of baseball

equipments, the preference of the consumer who has improving focus was higher than that of consumer

who has the prevention focus. Second, preference differentiation analyzed by construal level and the

message framing of the consumer of the improving focus, the preference was higher when the message

framing was positive, and the construal level was in short time. Third, preference differentiation

analyzed by construal level and the message framing of the consumer of the prevetnion focus, there

was no difference of the preference of the equipments followed by the construal level and message

frame for prevention focus consumers.
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Table 2. Summary of scales used

Variable Items

1. In general, I am focused on preventing negative events in my life

2. I am anxious that I will fall short of my responsibilities and obligations.

3. I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and aspirations.

4.1 often think about the person I am afraid I might become in the future.

5.1 often think about the person I would ideally like to be in the future.

6. I typically focus on the success I hope to achieve in the future.

7.1 often worry that I will fail to accomplish my business goals.

8. 1 often think about how I will achieve business success.

9. I often imagine myself experiencing bad things that I fear might happen to me.
Regulatory focus ~ 10. I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life.

11. I am more oriented toward preventing losses than I am toward achieving gains.

12. My major goal in company right now is to achieve my business ambitions.

13. My major goal in company right now is to avoid becoming an business failure.

14. T see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my “ideal self ” —to fulfill my hopes, wishes, and
aspirations.

15. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to become the self I “ought” to be—to fulfill my duties,
responsibilities, and obligations.

16. In general, I am focused on achieving positive outcomes in my life.
17. 1 often imagine myself experiencing god things that I hope will happen to me.

18. Overall, I am more oriented toward achieving success than preventing failure.

Construal level 1. I think the discount period of this product is sufficient.

Message framing 1. This advertisement is considered to highlight the positive aspect of the product.

1. The goods in the advertisement are good

Preference of

: 2. The goods in the advertisement are favorable.
equipments

3. The product in the advertisement gives a positive image.
(Promotion: 3, 5, 6, 8, 12, 14, 16, 17, 18; Prevention: 1, 2,4, 7,9, 10, 11, 13, 15)

7] ol £l AeA Y o2 T F AEEY AHEst oM | AR (post-hoe) W S 2= Scheffe
< T < AHE-sksltt.
w dellA A3 7S ASet] fal Window-

SPSS 21.05 &5l SAEA S AAlstglon, 74

AQ A Aale v 2 A2z}
A, & ATFelN ARSHAEANA ANE 4714 7
20| ¥ A79 oo S AYHJEA L] o Fol
et 224374 (manipulation check)< A3t} Xxto| A=
A, A7 A AT EATH S Loki] 9
Wl =84 (frequency analysis)< AAISHATH = Aol ARG A=l ARAEAA A7 €
AR 2AZA HH5E AR B9 AgAe  =HE FE ALEHA A Aoy fe) 24T
02 aH|Ao] obFEE M| o2 BAE] 9aA < AAskg. 2 SE I o9 (Table 3)3 2
SSUEE -test, ST (o vy ANOVAIE T AT B 24T Bae] i 39
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A7 AR 344 WA ES 2 98 B
A AA B2 B QA 2 AR F% Aol
7 HEREHE=27.518, p=.000). 3 ol 23
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Table 3. Manipulation verification

m sd t p
high-level  1.570 .660
Construal £ 29777 000
cve low-level ~ 4.010  .778
ositive 4.180 723
Message P2 27518 000
rame negative  1.910  .749
*p{.001
1S

HI 324 249l of7-8%
ﬁéﬁVL4¢?%%ﬁ1#AXPV}%%ﬁﬂﬂ.

242Rd B ofr-8F HeEY Aols £ 2
e vl (Table 4)9 2ot g4 4%
AHAES] £F AT Er} dubzd AJ3ES 7}
=9 &F A3E Brh $A4 feleadM o
Al YERTH(t=2.003, p=.046).

Table 4. T-test of the preference in accordance with the
regulatory focus

Table 5. T-test of the preference in accordance with the
construal level on promotion focus customer

Construal d
Level m S t P
Near = 4086 1.028
(n=85)

Preference Distan 4560  .000
istance
(n=76) 3293 1.176

*p<.001

A v

A& Aot

P2 e 7 2njA HAA] Sl mE &5
Azwe] Aol & A3 23t tha9l (Table 6)3 2
ot 3R A XA =AM &F Bt #8A wAlA
< ARG &F %LJ—"Oﬂ HlajA EAHCE SF A=

(£=2.392, p=.018).

Table 6. T-test of the preference in accordance with
message framing of promotion focus customer

Message

Framing m sd ¢ p

Positive 3914 1230

(n=86)

Regulatory Preference — 2392 018
egative

Focus m s t p 275 3480 1050

Promotion 3715 1.166 “*p(.01

(n=161)

Preference b - 2003  .046
revention
(isp P T H2-3: 4234 2uAd da4%, WAA &

*p(.05

ZH Rl BE A7 A S E T

of }E of&F Aar X}OM & Aot

FE2A anAe] e viAA 2 TR 4
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#99) B8 1@ avAEe F HaEe Ao|
43 A3k b (Table Thsk 2tk 4714 £
2% 4 AR §F dEmdE $A502
A P‘JrF/} (F=12.229, p=.000), A%
Z3 :L7gx4 uﬂ/\] ] E_O_;S

=22

£ 02 Bae] 0 e Ao

Table 7. Variance analysis of the preference in accordance
with the construal level and message framing on
promotion focus customer

Advertisement m sd F

Type I
(®Near, Positive
(n=43) 4496 793
(@Near, Negative
3.625 1.075
n=42
Preference ( ) 12.239  .000
OFar, Positi
ar, Positive
(n=39) 3276 1314
@Far, Negative
"=37) 3314  1.009
Scheffe's post hoc: (1) ) (2), (3), (4)

*p(.001

H3-1: o2 2Rl e A7 a4 5z
A g mE o &% A3l Aot

A2 AFgE 7 2HRe] s mE &F
(Table 8)3} 2
721 A|7HE A A B

DR
)

Table 8. T-test of the preference in accordance with the
construal level on prevention focus customer

Construal d
Level m S t I
Near
(0=75) 3.315  1.109
Preference -1.582  .116
Far
(n=82) 3.589  1.059

“pd.01

A AR &3

&3 ﬁiiﬂ Ao 7}

H3-2: o243 2zt A 3%
FHA AR Sl W oF
A

A 2] WA Al Sl wE &

s éﬂrb th&<] (Table 9)%
s & Bk 74 v
AA &2 AT 85 FarelA %% AEEe] Aol
o7 FofoA FhtH(t=.742, p=.459).

Table 9. T-test of the preference in accordance with
message framing of prevention focus customer

Advertisement m sd t
Type p
Positive
(n=74) 3.527  1.081
Preference 742 459
Negative
(n=83) 3397  1.098

a2y an|ate] sjeEst iAlA] B2 T2E 471
A 439 B1E PP 20459 §F Hawe Aol g
248 Ane 029 (Table 10)sh 2t} 4717 $3e
F0E GF LS $F NI BAHOR &
oG zpo]7F vehtA] eskeh(F=1.419, p=.239).
Table 10. Variance analysis of the preference in

accordance with he construal level and message framing
on prevention focus customer

Advertisement m sd F
Type P
(Near, Positive
(n=38) 3276  1.006
(Near, Negative
(n=37) 3350 1.157
Preference 1419 239

QFar, Positive

(n=40) 3.752  1.056

@Far, Negative
(n=42) 3441 1.053
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o Aol & wM A%, FE2A AT 7 LAt
AP AFS 7Rl ARG §F ATt $AN guam auiRle] SMSED HAIX S0l mE
o8 F& AR ey o] of-8F TuiAke] 54 2= M3E9| 0]
e Qe HAE fe A N &5 HEE
o] Aok Weltag fvlgiet. o2 & A7e] Avke FexA 2l e iAA] 5o e &5
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FAAES] A FHOR HFt e @%o}@l B3, Wang & Lee(2006)9] AlF $25 §3 31
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el o] 5= F73 x}%ﬁﬂ et &4, g9 E F 2HlAAAE &F Azl 3849 9F< vAE A
& AFAL BTE ANk AP AP et A o' et 5 anirle] 2z gt s
2O ool debte s SUstalth ole AR ARM Art dAE At SFA g 7, 97t
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