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560 534 95.36%
28 506 90.36%

 

280 276
12 264 94.28% 264

78 29.55% 79.45%
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258 16 242
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Scheffe
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<0.001
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1  
1   

Scheffe  
     

Promotion/ (1) Prevention/ (3) .1656 .14514 .729
  Prevention/ (2) .6305(*) .14514 .000
  Promotion/ (4) .7533(*) .13488 .000
Prevention/ (2) Promotion/ (1) -.6305(*) .14514 .000
  Prevention/ (3) -.4649(*) .15472 .031
  Promotion/ (4) .1228 .14514 .869
Prevention/ (3) Promotion/ (1) -.1656 .14514 .729
  Prevention/ (2) .4649(*) .15472 .031
  Promotion/ (4) .5877(*) .14514 .001
Promotion/ (4) Promotion/ (1) -.7533(*) .13488 .000
  Prevention/ (3) -.5877(*) .14514 .001
  Prevention/ (2) -.1228 .14514 .869
*  The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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4  

 
4   

2  
2   

Scheffe  

     
Promotion/ (1) Prevention/ (4) .1819 .17017 .767
  Prevention/ (2) .7934(*) .17920 .000
  Promotion/ (3) .8234(*) .18469 .000
Prevention/ (2) Promotion/ (1) -.7934(*) .17920 .000
  Prevention/ (4) -.6115(*) .17554 .008
  Promotion/ (3) .0299 .18965 .999
Promotion/ (3) Promotion/ (1) -.8234(*) .18469 .000
  Prevention/ (4) -.6415(*) .18114 .007
  Prevention/ (3) -.0299 .18965 .999
Prevention/ (4) Promotion/ (1) -.1819 .17017 .767
  Prevention/ (2) .6115(*) .17554 .008
  Promotion/ (3) .6415(*) .18114 .007
*  The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
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5

 

 
5  

 
 

 

bxay –––––––––––––––––– (1) 

y :  a : b : x :  

2R 0.572 2R 0.571
2R 57.2%

Durbin-Watson =2.063 Durbin-Watson 2
3 F 350.466 p 0.000

 
3   

 
Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F P 
Regression 98.027 1 98.027 350.466 .000 
Residual 73.283 262 .280   
Total 171.310 263    

4 1.139
0.692 0.756

XY 692.0139.1 t 18.721 p 0.000
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Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients  

t  P B Std. Error 
(Constant) 

 
1.139 .141 8.102 .000 
.692 .037 18.721 .000 
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The Effects of Regulatory Fit on Consumers’ Purchase 

Intention-Sports Shoes as An Example 

Chin-Hao Lee  

Abstract 

This study is to explore the effect of regulatory fit (unfit) on advertising between 
different message statements and different goal-oriented consumers. This study had 
two experiments: Experiment 1 investigated the positive and negative messages for 
the goal-oriented consumers that have a fit, further influence consumers’ attitude and 
purchased intention. Experiment 2 explored the maximum and minimum information 
statements for the goal-oriented consumers had a fit, further influence consumers’ 
attitude and purchased intention and to explore the extent of involvement as a 
moderator in the research, for the effectiveness of attitude. In experiment 1, the result 
showed that the fit group (promotion/positive vs. prevention/negative) has higher 
advertising attitude and purchasing intention than the unfit group (promotion/negative 
vs. prevention/positive). After joining the moderator-product involvement, the result 
showed that in high involvement, it has more positive effects on subjects who fits ; it 
has more negative effects on subjects who unfits. In experiment 2, it showed that the 
fit group (promotion/maximum vs. prevention/minimum) has higher advertising 
attitude and purchasing intention than the unfit group (promotion/minimum vs. 
prevention/maximum). After joining the moderator-product involvement, the result 
showed that in high involvement, it has more positive effects on subjects who fits ; it 
has more negative effects on subjects who unfits. 
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