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The Effects of Social Influence on Consumer Purchase

Intention: Regulatory Focus as a moderator

ABSTRACT

During the shopping process, shopping companions often offer many opinions to the
shoppers spontaneously or in response to the shoppers’ inquiry, which often functions as a vital
basis for shoppers making purchase decisions. The purpose of this research is to explore how
social influence and personality differences impact our daily consumption. This research
conducted two experiments to investigate how two kinds of social influence affect consumer’s
purchase intention with perceived social value as a mediator and regulatory focus as a
moderator. Accordingly, the independent variables are informational and normative influences
provided by shopping companions; the dependent variable is purchase intention. In study 1,
results showed that social influence from shopping companions would affect purchase
intention through perceived social value. In study 2, regulatory focus showed moderating
effects on the relationship between social influences and purchase intention.

Keywords: social influence, perceived social value, purchase intention, regulatory focus



Table of Contents

BN 5 2. N |
Table Of CONEENTS ....ccceverireeiiiiiiiiiicricninni e s s s s s s e s e s s e e e s e e sssssanes ]
Index of FiGUIes ......uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiieissssneieeeeeseensnssssessssssssssssseeee 1]
1. INtroduction ......ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeiie e s s s s s s s s s s s e e e 1
2. Literature ReVIEW......cccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiereneetesssssssss s es s 5
2.1. Purchase intention .........cccceeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinneeeriee s e s e s e s s sssaaes 5
2.2, Social INfTUENCE....ccceeeeeeeiieiiiiiiiiiiiii e 6
2.3, Regulatory fOCUS.....ccviiinmmmmtriiiiiiiiiicrrrer e 8
2.4. Social influence and purchase Intention ............eeeeeieeiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnneenn. 10
2.5. Social influence, perceived social value and purchase intention ...................... 13
2.6. Social influence, regulatory focus and purchase intention ...........ccccuerereeeeeenen. 17

R R\ 7 1 1 1 22
28 B 1 T P 23
3.1.1.  Participants and deSi@n .........cccccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiineeiei e 23
3.1.2. Materials and procedure .......cccccceiiiiiiinnnnnnnnnnniiiiiiiiieenen 24

R 8 UK N 2] | | L 28

200 R 1 1T 32
3.2.1. Participants and design ........cccccviiiiiiiiiinnnnnnniieiie e 32
3.2.2. Materials and procedure .......ccccccveiiiiiiiinnnnnnnniiieiiie e 32

R 20778 R 2] | 1 £t 36

4.  General DiSCUSSION .......ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiereeei e 41
72 5 R ©71) 1 16 11 ) (1) 1 41
4.2. Theoretical contribution..........ccccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 44
4.3. Practical contribution...........cccoceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinii e 45
4.4. Limitation and future research .........ccccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiierieic e 45
S 5 Q) 1 L 46
APPENAIX ceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie s e s e e s e s s s e s e s sssasanan 53



Index of Figures

Figure 1 Interaction effects of regulatory focus on informational social influence........

Figure 2 Interaction effects of regulatory focus on normative social influence..............



Index of Tables

Table 1 ANOVA test results of informational social influence for study 1 ................... 28
Table 2 ANOVA test results of normative social influence results for study 1 ............. 29
Table 3 Linear regression results of perceived social value on informational social
influence for StuAy 1.....iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiir s 30
Table 4 Linear regression results of perceived social value on normative social
influence for StuAy 1 .....iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 31

Table S ANOVA test results of regulatory focus on informational social influence for



1. Introduction

Have you ever gone shopping with others and found yourself influenced by them
to change consumption decisions? Human beings are gregarious animals to interact and
get along with other people frequently. Through interacting with others, we tend to
observe, evaluate, and compare ourselves with others. A lot of social factors in the
purchasing environment may affect consumers’ behaviors. Similarly, the evidence in
which consumers see others in a store as the cue could change their intentions or
behaviors. For example, consumers favor the stores which enable them to find
analogous people due to a higher degree of identification (Chebat, Sirgy, & St-James,
2006). In the consumption processes, one of the sources that influence consumers’
purchase decision may be the shopping companions. A shopping companion is a person
who goes shopping with the consumer and participates in the shopping process. This
shopping companion can be a family member, a friend, a co-worker, etc. (Borges,
Chebat, & Babin, 2010). A great number of previous studies had shown differences in
consumers’ thoughts, feelings, intentions, and behaviors while the consumer is
shopping alone versus while the consumer is shopping with the shopping companion
(Borges et al., 2010; Breazeale & Lueg, 2011; Mangleburg, Doney, & Bristol, 2004).
Furthermore, compared to going shopping alone, shopping with companions will
increase retailing expenses (Granbois, 1968; Hart & Dale, 2014; Sommer, Wynes, &
Brinkley, 1992; Woodside & Sims, 1976). In consumption contexts, consumers are
affected by opinions from their shopping companions, which can be regarded as a kind

of social influence.



Among social influence context, the reason why individuals have interactive
processes mainly occurs when individuals participate in their beliefs, thoughts, and
expectations of others (Bearden & Rose, 1990). Previous researchers believed that
individuals use or select products with consideration on social comparison factors.
Based on the above, we can already see that individuals in the community world
inevitably have interaction processes and opportunities with others. Therefore, we are
also unknowingly affected by many other people's influence on us. Social comparison
theory is proposed by Festinger (1954). It proposed that individuals evaluate their
opinions and abilities by comparing to other people’s views and that individuals can
understand their thoughts and achieve self-evaluation through comparing with others.
Thus, social comparison is obviously an interpersonal process, and the focal point of

the theory is that individuals engaged in self-evaluation.

Moreover, individuals can satisfy several personal motives by comparing
themselves with others (Helgeson & Michelson, 1995). For instance, people can
compare their opinions and abilities with others to eliminate their own uncertainty
(Festinger, 1954). Social comparison pervades in our daily lives, and it may happen
automatically. Comparisons do not need to involve a clear evaluative condition (e.g.,
test-taking) or a notable comparison to others (e.g., colleagues get promoted)
(Brickman & Bulman, 1977). Besides, previous studies have also indicated that other
people would significantly influence consumer’s purchase decisions. Before deciding
to purchase the products (or services), consumers may consider other people’s

judgments (Wood & Hayes, 2012).



In the past, many factors influencing consumers’ purchase intention have been
widely discussed in various aspects. However, it is also necessary to understand the
motivational dimension of consumers’ purchase intention. Much studies on consumer
decision have gradually focused on regulatory focus theory (Avnet & Higgins, 2006;
Higgins, 1997; Higgins,1998; Higgins, Friedman, Harlow, Idson, Ayduk, & Taylor,
2001; Pham & Avnet, 2004; Pham & Chang, 2010; Pham & Higgins, 2004). The
regulatory focus theory demonstrates motivation and self-regulation to explain various
consumer decisions (Pham & Avnet, 2004). It describes how individuals’ motivations
change the way to achieve their desired goals in regulating pleasure and pain, and can
be divided into two distinct types of regulatory focus, a promotion focus and a
prevention focus (Higgins,1987; Higgins, 1998). In addition, previous studies have
indicated that individuals with distinct types of regulatory focus lead to disparate
decision ways (Avnet & Higgins, 2006; Crowe & Higgins, 1997). That is to say, two
types of regulatory focus individuals act in different ways. A previous study has shown
that two types of regulatory focus individuals making different decisions. For instance,
individuals with a promotion focus are much more inclined to pursue goals related to
advancement and to take an approach-oriented strategy. In contrast, individuals with a
prevention focus are much more inclined to pursue goals related to safety and to take

an avoidance-oriented strategy (Liberman, Idson, Camacho, & Higgins, 1999).

In consumer research, the regulatory focus theory has been extensively used and
discussed to predict individuals’ behaviors. One of the primary predictions of the
regulatory focus theory is that a promotion orientation is related to sensitivity to positive
results, while a prevention focus is related to sensitivity to negative results (Higgins,

1998). For example, the sunblocks experiment is based on the perspective that



individuals have different goals and motivations when purchasing a sunblock.
Imagining lying on the beach on a hot summer day, you may enjoy the sun and hope to
have a great tan. But you may also worry about getting too much sunburn and harming
your skin. Individuals who are with a promotion focus are much more likely to select
sunblocks claimed enjoyment of sunlight and having a healthy tan. On the contrary,
individuals who are with a prevention focus are much more likely to select sunblocks
claimed to avoid sunburn and safety protection for your skin. These results indicate that
a product (sunblock) can be a mean to approach a positive result (getting a healthy tan)
or avoid a negative result (sunburn and harm your skin). Therefore, the goal of getting
tanned is related to a promotion focus, whereas the goal of preventing sunburn and
protecting the skin is related to a prevention focus (Florack, Scarabis, & Gosejohann,
2005). Moreover, although the regulatory focus has been used predicting individuals’
behavior based on different motivations, few studies have examined consumers in
different regulatory focus personalities on their purchase intention. As a result, this
research adds regulatory focus personalities (promotion focus versus prevention focus)
as the moderator so as to investigate whether different regulatory focus personalities of

consumers have different levels of purchase intention or not.

In summary, there are many factors that affect consumers’ purchase intention.
Previous studies have discussed that consumers would take the price, brand, quality of
products, and other factors into consideration during purchasing. However, this
research focuses on social influence to link the theoretical gap. The main purpose of
this research is to explore the effects of two kinds of social influence from shopping
companions on consumers’ purchase intentions and further consider regulatory focus

as the individual differences in the personalities of consumers themselves.



2. Literature Review

2.1. Purchase intention

Purchase intention has been recognized as a part of consumers’ behaviors. The
purchase decision on consumers is a successive process. During this process,
consumers may receive some information that affects their purchase intention (Engel,
Blackwell, & Kollat, 1978). According to Dodds, Monroe, and Grewal's (1991) study,
purchase intention was defined as the possibility that customers have willingness to
purchase commodities. The higher the possibility is, the stronger the purchase intention
will be (Schiffman & Kanuk, 2000). Moreover, a previous study indicated that purchase
intention is the accurate prediction item predicting consumers’ purchase behaviors
(Morwitz & Schmittlein, 1992). Therefore, purchase intention often becomes an

important variable in predicting future actual purchase behavior of consumers.

Many studies have discussed lots of factors such as the price, the brand, the quality
of products, and the store information influence consumers’ purchase intention
(Andrews & Valenzi, 1971; Chang & Wildt, 1994; Dodds et al., 1991; Monore &
Dodds, 1988; Monroe & Krishnan, 1985; Rao & Monroe, 1989; Render & O'Connor,
1976; Zeithaml, 1988). Moreover, a previous study has shown that the effects of the
atmosphere in the shopping environment, such as lighting, cleanliness, display, and
scent, will impact consumers' purchase intention (Hussain & Ali, 2015). However, this
research focuses on social influence and explores how social influence from shopping

companions affect consumers’ purchase intention.



2.2. Social influence

Social influence had been long considered and widely discussed as a vital factor
in shaping individuals’ consumption behaviors for a long time. In the social psychology
field, lots of studies have discussed social influence affecting individuals’ behaviors
(Kelman, 1958; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). Social psychologists emphasize that when
individuals face group pressure, they will change their thoughts or behaviors and tend
to be consistent with the group. This phenomenon can be called conformity behavior.
Therefore, the definition of conformity in the social psychology aspect is that
conformity is the performance of social influence, and its effect comes from individuals
being influenced by other members of a group (Allen, 1965). In the marketing field,
social influence also plays an essential role in the consumer’s emotional connection,
cognition, and behaviors (Ratner & Kahn, 2002; Argo, Dahl, & Manchanda, 2005).
Hence, social influence could be regarded as one of the crucial factors affecting

consumer decisions.

According to the social influence model, when individuals are induced by others
or a group, they will change the outcome of their behaviors (Kelman, 1974). A previous
study found that when consumers do not know how to make a decision, they tend to
observe others’ behaviors to obtain information, which will be used as a reference for
their purchase decisions (Burnkrant & Counineau, 1975). In addition, some research
demonstrated conformity behavior is that individuals change their intentions and
behaviors to meet others’ expectations when facing others’ purchase intentions and
behaviors (Lascu & Zinkhan, 1999). That is to say, when we go shopping to purchase

commodities, we often purchase the same brand or same products which our family,



friends or relatives also buy it, in order to get a sense of belonging from them. Such an
act of changing our ideas and attitudes to acquire a sense of belonging from others is a

basic conformity behavior.

What causes individuals to conform and why individuals are affected by others?
A previous study has distinguished social influence into two kinds, one is normative
social influence; the other one is informational social influence (Deutsch & Gerard,
1955). These two distinct kinds of social influence have been recognized in previous
literatures (see, e.g., Burnkrant & Cousineau, 1975; Bearden & Etzel, 1982; Bearden,
Netemeyer, & Teel, 1989; Bearden, Netemeyer, & Teel, 1990; Childers & Rao, 1992;
Deutsch & Gerard, 1955; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Price & Feick, 1984; Park & Lessig,
1977). Normative social influence was defined as “the influence to conform with the

expectations of another person or a group” (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955, p.629). Normative

social influence occurs when another person has a relation to the individual’s self-
concept (see, e.g., Bearden & Etzel, 1982; Childers & Rao, 1992; Kelman, 1961; Park
& Lessig, 1977). Such behaviors help to increase or maintain an individual’s self-
concept (see, e.g., Burnkrant & Cousineau, 1975; Bearden & Etzel, 1982; Kelman,
1961; Park & Lessig, 1977). And informational social influence was defined as “the
influence to accept information acquired from another person or a group as evidence
about reality” (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955, p.629). In other words, as evidence about the
true state of certain aspects of the environment (Burnkrant & Cousineau, 1975). Here,
informational social influence will be influential to some extent, and the information
which other person provides can enhance an individual’s understanding of somethings
or phenomenon (Mangleburg et al., 2004). In consumption context, on the basis of these

considerations, consumers may be affected by the shopping companions’ influence,



because shopping companions have relevant information about products (informational
social influence), or shopping companions are associated with the consumer’s self-

concept (normative social influence).

Regardless of what kind of social influence, experimental studies have found that
they could influence individuals’ evaluations of the product (Burnkrant & Cousineau,
1975; Cohen & Golden, 1972; Pincus & Waters, 1977). Informational social influence
and normative social influence may lead to similar behavioral results. Due to
differences in motivation, they operate through different procedures (Burnkrant &
Cousineau, 1975; Kelman, 1961). In the light of previous studies on social influence in
this section, in this research, informational social influence is regarded as the evidence
that individuals accept the influence of the information acquired from the shopping
companions as the understanding on reality; normative social influence is regarded as
the impact that individuals’ behaviors behave to meet the expectations of the shopping

companions.

2.3. Regulatory focus

The theory of regulatory focus (Higgins, 1997) was widely concerned in the social
psychology field in the earlier days, and it has also been gradually used in the realm of
marketing, organizational behavior, advertising, and even consumer’s behavior in
recent years. Regulatory focus can be used to analyze the individual’s behavior in the
process of trying to achieve the expected result, owing to different goal orientations in

individuals’ mind, leads to different decision-making ways.



The initial notion of regulatory focus came from the theory of self-discrepancy
(Higgins, 1987). Self-discrepancy theory assumes individuals being inclined to
approach the pleasure and avoid the pain as a theoretical basis, and are motivated by
two different ways regulating pleasure and pain. The one is self-regulation in relation
to ideals which makes individuals tend to be related with attaining their wishes, hopes,
and aspirations to achieve desired end-states (approaching strategy for discrepancy
reduction); the other one is self-regulation in relation to oughts which makes individuals
tend to be related with possessing their duties, responsibilities, and obligations to
achieve desired end-states (avoiding strategy for discrepancy reduction). This self-
regulation occurs when individuals seek to keep their behaviors and self-concept

consistent with their desired end-states or goals.

There is evidence that different ways of regulating pleasure and pain, called
regulatory focus, affects individuals’ thoughts, feelings and behaviors. The principle of
regulatory focus is presented more completely, simply speaking, ideal self-regulation
and ought self-regulation can be seen as involving two distinct types of regulatory focus
(Higgins, 1996). The hedonic principle operates the regulatory focus of two different
orientations, namely, a promotion focus versus a prevention focus (Higgins, 1998). A
promotion focus pays more attention on wishes, hopes or aspirations. It approaches to
match with a desired end-state, and it is susceptible to things involving the presence
and absence of positive results. A prevention focus pays more attention on duties,
responsibilities or obligations. It avoids to mismatch with a desired end-state, and it is
susceptible to things involving the absence and the presence of negative results. (Crowe
& Higgins, 1997). For example, people who want to maintain a slim figure (a desired

goal), people who are with promotion focus will likely do exercise (approaching the



match to a desired goal), whereas people who are with prevention focus will likely

avoid eating high-calorie foods (avoiding the mismatch to a desired goal).

Further in-depth discussion, it can be found that promotion focus and prevention
focus are often easily misunderstood as opposing attitudes, but in fact, no matter what
type of motivation-oriented individuals, they have a positive attitude towards achieving
their goals. Therefore, in terms of regulatory focus, there is no difference between a
positive attitude and a negative attitude, but in essence, there may be differences in the
length of the regulating process. The short-term regulatory focus is called situational
regulatory focus or temporary regulatory focus, it can be manipulated by the situation
and stimulated by pictures and slogans. This regulatory focus is temporary and can be
stimulated by specific conditions or tasks (Avnet & Higgins, 2006; Chernev, 2004;
Higgins, 1997; Jain, Agrawel, & Maheswaran, 2006; Kirmani & Zhu, 2007; Micu &
Chowdhury, 2010; Mayer & Tormala , 2010); the long-term regulatory focus is called
chronic regulatory focus, which belongs to individual subjective tendencies and is
related to individuals’ personality traits. This regulatory focus is a socialization process,
which is affected by the accumulation of individuals’ long-term experiences, and is also
related to the cultural environment and upbringing process in their life growth.

(Higgins, 1997; Higgins, 2002).

2.4. Social influence and purchase intention

Social influence is a pivotal topic when discussing about consumer behavior. Since
some previous studies might discuss about that how retailers influence the consumer's
decision, but it is also an eventful issue that opinions from others may change
consumers’ purchase decisions. Therefore, this research focuses on how shopping

10



companions influence consumers’ behavior on purchase intention. When we go
shopping, we often seek out information about the products, such as price and quality
of the product. However, when we go shopping with shopping companions, they may
become a source of influence on our purchase intentions because they may provide
information that affects our purchase decisions. Furthermore, findings show that
shopping with the shopping companions can reduce perceptions of risk and
uncertainties before purchasing (Kiecker & Hartman, 1993), and it also enhances the
consumer confidence and believes that they made a wise and appropriate purchase

decision (Kiecker & Hartman, 1994).

These viewpoints are almost consistent with our points and can be
comprehensively discussed under social comparison theory context. Festinger (1954)
proposed social comparison theory, which pointed out that people could understand
themselves and afterwards change their own self perceptions by comparing with other
people to evaluate their abilities and opinions. The author emphasized that precise self-
evaluation is the goal of social comparison. In faith, succeeding studies have shown
that social comparison is one of the considerable means for individuals to attain self-
related information, and the most possible reason is the high availability of social
comparison information (Wood, 1989; Wood & Wilson, 2003). Social comparisons
usually take place automatically, and may even occur out of individuals consciousness

(Gilbert, Giesler, & Morris, 1995; Wheeler & Miyake, 1992).

Based on social comparison theory, individuals indeed have a basic need for self-
evaluation, when individuals are lack of objective standards to evaluate their own

behaviors and attitudes, they will be prone to compare with other people and use social

11



bases of comparison as the evaluation standard (Moschis, 1976; Price & Feick, 1984;
Feick, Price, & Higie, 1986). In the context of consumption, consumers use the
information given by others as a standard for comparison. Informational social
influence from others is a comparative basis of personal knowledge ability to
understand the familiarity with commodities; normative social influence from others is
a comparative basis of personal opinions to understand the similarities and differences
between your own opinions and those of others. Previous studies have shown that
individuals sometimes conform with others to stay consistent, not only because they
are under pressure from others, but also because they acquire new information about
the condition from others’ responses (Kelley, 1952; Asch, 1955). Furthermore, previous
studies have found that informational social influence indeed have the influence on the
consumer’s decision process about product evaluations (Burnkrant & Cousineau, 1975;
Cohen & Golden, 1972; Pincus & Waters, 1977) and brand or product selection

(Bearden & Etzel, 1982; Park & Lessig, 1977).

In summary, when consumers go shopping with shopping companions, they would
be affected by informational social influence from shopping companions, because
shopping companions may offer some information about the knowledge relating to
products, for example, the quality, materials, and durability etc. Then consumers will
be prone to use the information given by shopping companions as a standard for
comparison on their purchase intentions. In addition, consumers would be subject to
normative social influence from shopping companions, because shopping companions
may be associated with the consumer’s self-concept, and they may care about the self-

defining relationship between themselves and shopping companions. Then consumers

12



will be prone to behave to meet expectations of shopping companions on their purchase
intentions. This research proposes the following hypothesis:

Hla: Informational social influence from shopping companions will positively
influence consumers’ purchase intentions.

H1b: Normative social influence from shopping companions will positively influence

consumers’ purchase intentions.

2.5. Social influence, perceived social value and purchase intention

In Zeithaml (1988) study, the conception of consumer value was originated from
utility theory in economics, which supposes consumers’ purchase decision are in
accordance with product evaluations. The most commonly used the definition and
conceptualization of consumer perceived value in the literature is Zeithaml (1988)
study. It proposed that perceived value can be considered as the consumer’s overall
evaluation of the utility of a product (or service) in view of the perceptions of what is
received and what is given, that reflects the tradeoff between perceived benefits and
perceived risks. In other words, value is what consumers perceive (Woodruff & Gardial,
1996). When consumers have the perception of value, they would generate having
purchase intention, and consumers' purchase intention usually depends on benefits and
values acquired by their perception (Zeithaml, 1988). Consumers will evaluate value
based on the benefits of the product, that derives from the perceived quality of products’
features, as well as the psychological, physical and financial sacrifices which are
resulting from purchases and uses of the product (Cronin, Brady, & Hult, 2000). And
the two core factors affect consumers’ perceived value are the measurement of
consumers’ perceived benefits (value) and sacrifices (risks) at the time of purchase. In
addition, previous research demonstrated that there is a positive correlation between

13



consumers’ perceived value and their purchase intention (Grewal, Monroe, & Krishnan,

1998; Zeithaml, 1988).

Based on Sweeney & Soutar (2001) study, people use perceived value to measure
their purchase decision. There are four value dimensions determining consumers’
value-driving purchasing behavior: price value, quality value, social value and
emotional value, among these dimensions, social value is defined as “the utility derived
from the product’s ability to enhance social self-concept” (Sweeney & Soutar, 2001,
p.211). Therefore, social value often comes from the using of products shared with
other people. We redefine social value is the value derived from the shopping
companion’s ability to enhance the consumer’s social self-concept. In the context of
consumption, factors such as people’s interactions in shopping, the relationship
between consumers and shopping companions, and the social support or the
enhancement of social self-concept obtained during shopping process can create social
value. The consumer’s perceived social value is determined when the consumer feel

being accepted by shopping companions they are with.

However, the information offered by the shopping companions in the consumption
context is not only used as a standard for consumers to make comparisons on purchase
decisions, but also can reduce their uncertainty. Moreover, adopting the opinion from
shopping companions can satisfy consumers their self-defining relationship, and then
maintain or enhance their social self-concept. Previous study has mentioned that there
are two functions of using shopping companions during shopping processes: control
consumers’ risk perception and reduce their uncertainty. And the perception of risks

consumers may face during the shopping process can be divided into two categories:

14



functional risks and social risks (Mangleburg, Doney & Bristol, 2004). The functional
risks refer to the risk of a product’s quality or performance; the social risks refer to
owning or using a product may cause social embarrassment or harm to our self-esteem.
Therefore, using shopping companions during the shopping process can satisfy
assistance motivations to provide consumers with social support and professional
information about products. Furthermore, in addition to reducing the perception of risks
and uncertainties associated with purchase decisions, it also enables consumers to have
higher confidence and believe that they have made the wise and appropriate purchase
decision (Kiecker & Hartman, 1994). If consumers believe they have the social support
and being accepted by their shopping companions, it is likely to enhance consumers’
social self-concept and increase social value, thus further increasing their purchase

intention.

When consumers go shopping with companions, shopping companions may offer
positive or negative opinions to consumers, the positive opinion consumers received
will perceive benefits, and it will generate the social support from shopping
companions, the social value consumers perceived will be higher, and thus it also
enables consumers to have higher confidence on their purchase intention. On the
contrary, the negative opinion consumers received will perceive risks, and it will not
generate the social support from shopping companions, the social value the consumer
perceived will be lower, and thus it also enables consumers to have lower confidence

on their purchase intention.

To speak more clearly, when consumers are affected by the informational social

influence with positive opinions from shopping companions, the statement shopping

15



companions say will be like “this product has good quality and performance in using”,
and consumers will perceive benefits and have the social support from shopping
companions on this product, the social value which consumers perceived will be higher,
and thus consumers’ purchase intention will be higher. When consumers are affected
by the informational social influence with negative opinions from shopping
companions, the statement shopping companions say will be like “this product has bad
quality and performance in using”, and consumers will perceive risks and not have the
social support from shopping companions on this product, the social value which
consumers perceived will be lower, and thus consumers’ purchase intention will be
lower. When consumers are affected by the normative social influence with positive
opinions from shopping companions, the statement shopping companions say will be
like “this product you have and use will give others good impressions, it is very suitable
for you”, and consumers will perceive benefits, it is likely to enhance consumers’ social
self-concept from shopping companions on this product, the social value which
consumers perceived will be higher, and thus the consumers’ purchase intention will be
higher. When consumers are affected by the normative social influence with negative
opinions from shopping companions, the statement shopping companions say will be
like “this product you have and use may cause social embarrassment, it is not suitable
for you”, and consumers will perceive risks, it is likely to harm consumers’ self-esteem
from shopping companions on this product, the social value which consumers perceived

will be lower, and thus consumers’ purchase intention will be lower.

In conclusion, we predict when consumers go shopping with shopping
companions, they may be affected by normative social influence and informational

social influence from shopping companions, and influences with positive opinions will

16



have higher purchase intention through higher perceived social value. This research
proposed the following hypotheses:

H2a: Perceived social value will mediate the relationship between informational social
influence and purchase intention.

H2b: Perceived social value will mediate the relationship between normative social

influence and purchase intention.

2.6. Social influence, regulatory focus and purchase intention

Based on the regulatory focus theory, individuals who are with promotion focus
are more concerned with achievement and advancement, and they are sensitive to gain
and non-gain. They tend to expect positive results, so they will tend to be risky to pursue
their goals. On the contrary, individuals who are with prevention focus are more
concerned to duties and responsibilities, and they are sensitive to loss and non-loss.
They tend to avoid negative results, so they will tend to be more safety to accomplish
their goals (Higgins et al., 2001). As a result, this research considers two types of
regulatory focus as the moderator to test if consumers with different regulatory focus

personalities reveals different levels on purchase intention.

When consumers who are in promotion focus personality are affected by the
informational social influence with positive opinions from shopping companions,
consumers with promotion focus will perceive benefits, because consumers with
promotion focus are more care about positive results, so they will listen to positive
opinions given by shopping companions, and thus they will have great social support
in knowledge from shopping companions on this product, and it further greatly increase
their purchase intention. When consumers who are in promotion focus personality are

17



affected by the informational social influence with negative opinions from shopping
companions, consumers with promotion focus will perceive risks, but because
consumers with promotion focus tend to be more risky to approach their goals, so they
will not listen to negative opinions given by shopping companions. Even if they do not
have social support in knowledge from shopping companions on this product, their
purchase intention may still be high, but it will not be higher than purchase intention

with positive opinions.

To put it another way, when consumers who are in prevention focus personality
are affected by the informational social influence with positive opinions from shopping
companions, consumers with prevention focus will perceive benefits, because
consumers with prevention focus tend to select the safety choice, so they will listen to
positive opinions given by shopping companions, and thus they will have social support
in knowledge from shopping companions on this product, and it further increase their
purchase intention. When consumers who are in prevention focus personality are
affected by the informational social influence with negative opinions from shopping
companions, consumers with prevention focus will perceive risks, because consumers
with prevention focus tend to avoid negative results, so they will listen to negative
opinions given by shopping companions. Since they do not have social support in
knowledge from shopping companions on this product, it further greatly decreases their

purchase intention.

When consumers who are in promotion focus personality are affected by the
normative social influence with positive opinions from shopping companions,

consumers with promotion focus will perceive benefits, because consumers with

18



promotion focus expect positive results, so they will listen to positive opinions given
by shopping companions, and thus it is likely to enhance consumers’ self-concept from
shopping companions on this product, and it further greatly increase their purchase
intention. When consumers who are in promotion focus personality are affected by the
normative social influence with negative opinions from shopping companions,
consumers with promotion focus will perceive risks, because consumers with
promotion focus tend to be more risky on their choice, so they will not listen to negative
opinions given by shopping companions. Even if it is likely to harm consumers’ self-
esteem from shopping companions on this product, their purchase intention may still

be high, but it will not be higher than purchase intention with positive opinions.

On the other hand, when consumers who are in prevention focus personality are
affected by the normative social influence with positive opinions from shopping
companions, consumers with prevention focus will perceive benefits, because
consumers with prevention focus tend to select the safety choice and avoid failure, so
they will listen to positive opinions given by shopping companions, and thus it is likely
to enhance consumers’ self-concept from shopping companions on this product, and it
further increase their purchase intention. When consumers who are in prevention focus
personality are affected by the normative social influence with negative opinions from
shopping companions, consumers with prevention focus will perceive risks, because
consumers with prevention focus are more afraid of negative results happening and they
will tend to avoid negative results, so they will listen to negative opinions given by
shopping companions. Since it is likely to harm consumers’ self-esteem from shopping

companions on this product, and it further greatly decreases their purchase intention.
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General speaking, this research assumes that consumers who are affected by the
normative social influence and informational social influence with positive opinions
from shopping companions, promotion focus personality results has higher purchase
intention compared to prevention focus personality because promotion focus
consumers tend to have strong desire and pursue achievement and advancement in

connection with products.

On the other hand, this research assumes that consumers who are affected by the
normative social influence and informational social influence with negative opinions
from shopping companions, prevention focus personality has lower purchase intention
compared to promotion focus personality. The reason is that prevention focus
consumers tend to avoid potential failures resulting from using and having products, so
they will make safety decisions on purchase. To summarize, this research proposed the
following hypotheses:

H3a: Consumers in promotion focus have higher purchase intention than consumers in
prevention focus on informational social influence with positive opinions from
shopping companions

H3b: Consumers in prevention focus have lower purchase intention than consumers in
promotion focus on informational social influence with negative opinions from
shopping companions

H3c: Consumers in promotion focus have higher purchase intention than consumers in
prevention focus on normative social influence with positive opinions from shopping

companions
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H3d: Consumers in prevention focus have lower purchase intention than consumers in
promotion focus on normative social influence with negative opinions from shopping

companions.
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3. Method

Pilot test
This research selected the products of the experiment through a pilot test. The

design of the questionnaire is according to the literature of Crowley, Spangenberg, and

Hughes (1992) and Chang, Pan, Chang, Lan and Lin (2018), the purpose of pilot study

was to select both hedonic and utilitarian products from the ten products, six products
(stereo/ luggage/ jewelry/ jeans/ cold weather-jacket/ athletic shoes) were chosen from
Crowley et al. (1992) literature, and four additional products (polaroid instant camera/
watch/ play station/ backpack) that are more in line with modern times were added. The
main purpose of adding some more modern products for testing is to update the era.
Furthermore, this research chose products to be tested on the basis that products could
be manipulated by independent variable context. Fifty people participated in this pilot
study and were asked to evaluate eight dimensions (nice/ happy/ agreeable/ pleasant/
beneficial/ useful/ wise/ valuable) for ten products taking on a seven-point scale,
ranging from 1 “totally disagreeable” to 7 “totally agreeable.” Four dimensions (nice
vs. awful/ happy vs. sad/ agreeable vs. disagreeable/ pleasant vs. unpleasant) for
hedonic items, and four dimensions (beneficial vs. harmful/ useful vs. useless/ wise vs.
foolish/ valuable vs. worthless) for utilitarian items. The outcome indicated that
backpack and athletic shoes are representative products for both hedonic and utilitarian
products (M nedonic backpack = 4.775, M utilitarian backpack = 4.775 VS. M hedonic athletic shoes =

4.275, M utilitarian athletic shoes = 4325)
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Main study
3.1. Study 1

Study 1 aims to investigate the main effect whether two kinds of social influence
might affect consumers’ purchase intention when they go shopping with shopping
companions, and this study also tested the mediating effect whether two kinds of social
influence might affect consumers’ purchase intention through perceived social value.
Thus, this study is to check, under two kinds of social influence conditions, how
different levels of opinions (positive and negative) from shopping companions affect
consumer’ purchase intentions. Study 1 selected one product (backpack) to put into the
context, and it was tested by the pilot test as a product of both hedonic and utilitarian.
The condition was manipulated by this research. Study 1 is used to examined Hla, H1b,

H2a and H2b.

3.1.1. Participants and design

Study 1 is a 2 (social influence: informational vs. normative) x 2 (valence: positive
vs. negative) between-subjects design. This research manipulated social influence into
two versions of scenarios (informational vs. normative), and two kinds of social
influence were manipulated into two different conditions: positive opinions and
negative opinions. In this study, informational social influence and normative social
influence were divided into two independent experiments to test separately. Group 1 is
an informational social influence with positive opinions and negative opinions from
shopping companions. Group 2 is a normative social influence with positive opinions
and negative opinions from shopping companions. All of the participants would read
the positive opinion scenario first, and then read the negative opinion scenarios after

answering some questions. A total of 120 participants were in the experiment, and the
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average age of participants was 25 years old in both genders, all of them were randomly
assigned to two groups (informational social influence (n=60), normative social
influence (n=60)) and did the survey online. Then, their perceived social value and

purchase intention with the conditions were measured.

3.1.2. Materials and procedure

In order to explore the effects of two kinds of social influence with different levels
opinions on purchase intention, this research was conducted by dividing the participants
into two groups. Group 1 is the scenario that informational social influence with
positive opinion and negative opinion from shopping companions. Group 2 is the
scenario that normative social influence with positive opinion and negative opinion
from shopping companions. The materials for this study was presented in the form of
questionnaires, and the simulated scenarios were designed in the form of scripts. We
gave all of the participants the story and asked them to imagine that they go shopping
with their shopping companions. In the process, their shopping companions would
separately provide them positive opinion and negative opinion about the product. After
reading the story of simulated scenarios, all participants were required to complete

questionnaires to answer the questions that how they would behave in this condition.

The definition of informational social influence from others is a comparative basis
of personal knowledge ability to understand the familiarity with commodities;
normative social influence from others is a comparative basis of personal opinions to
understand the similarities and differences between your own opinions and those of

others. Thus, this research described the product’s function and quality as the statement
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of informational social influence, and the description related to the product’s social and
psychological risks is the statement of normative social influence. Furthermore, in
positive (negative) opinion with informational social influence condition, this research
described the product with the advantages (disadvantages) of function and quality as
the statement; in positive (negative) opinion with normative social influence condition,
this research described the product with the advantages (disadvantages) of social

attributes.

In group 1 which is in the informational social influence condition, participants
were required to read the following script: Imagine today that you and your shopping
companion are shopping in a shopping mall and see a backpack with various colors
and styles on display. So, you and your shopping companion decide to go in and have
a look. After entering the backpack shop, you are attracted by a kind of good-looking
backpack with good color and special design, which makes you a little excited. After
you take it up and have a look, you suddenly feel hesitant because you have never heard
of this brand or even bought a product of this brand. So, you decide to ask your
shopping companion for opinions. Thus, in positive opinion condition, shopping
companion said “I heard that pressure-reducing straps and wear-resistant fabrics are
the main features of this brand's backpack, and this one is also made of water-proof
material. Moreover, there is also a layer of waterproof glue inside, and the use of YKK
zippers is also more durable. It's a heavy-duty backpack!” In the contrary, in negative
opinion condition, shopping companion said “Although this backpack is made of
pressure-reducing shoulder strap and memory cotton filling, the thickened shoulder

strap will be very stiff, and it will be very uncomfortable at the beginning. Moreover,
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there are few layers in the backpack, which makes it difficult to classify items.” The

detailed information is provided in Appendix study 1A.

After reading the script, first, participants were required to answer one question
for the manipulation checks in order to test whether participants know that this was an
experiment of shopping with shopping companions. The question is “Do you know that
you are shopping with friends in a simulated shopping scenario instead of shopping
alone?” (Dahl, Manchanda, & Argo, 2001). And participants were required to answer
this question taking on a seven-point scale (1= “Totally don’t know” to 7= “Totally
know”), when the participants choose this item above five, it means that the

experimental manipulation of this study is successful.

Second, participants were required to answer four questions taking on a seven-
point scale (1= “Totally disagree” to 7= “Totally agree”) to check if they generated
“perceived social value” (Sweeney & Soutar, 2001) with the product from shopping
companions’ opinions. Four questions are: 1. “Purchasing this product will make me
feel acceptable to others?” 2. “Purchasing this product will improve the way my friends
perceive me?” 3. “Purchasing this product will have a good impression on my friends?”
4. “Purchasing this product will obtain a social approval from others?” And then
participants were required to answer three questions taking on a seven-point scale (1=
“Very low” to 7= “Very high”) of purchase intention as Dodds et al. (1991) and
Zeithaml (1988) were performed. Three questions are: 1. “The likelihood I purchase
this product is?” 2. “The probability that I take this product into consideration to

purchase is?” 3. “My willingness to recommend this product to my family and friends?”
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In group 2 which is in the normative social influence condition, participants were
required to read the following script: Imagine today that you and your shopping
companion are shopping in a shopping mall and see a backpack with various colors
and styles on display. So, you and your shopping companion decide to go in and have
a look. After entering the backpack shop, you are attracted by a kind of good-looking
backpack with good color and special design, which makes you a little excited. After
you take it up and have a look, you suddenly feel hesitant because you have never heard
of this brand or even bought a product of this brand. So, you decide to ask your
shopping companion for opinions. Thus, in positive opinion condition, shopping
companion said “l heard that this backpack is the latest popular style now! You can
carry it and have a good look. It's very suitable for you! If you carry it out, many people
will envy you. It's the front end of fashion.” In the contrary, in negative opinion
condition, shopping companion said “There are too many people carrying this
backpack. No matter where you go, you will bump into others' bags. It has been out of
fashion for a long time! And I think it’s not suitable for you, not good at all!” The

detailed information is provided in Appendix study 1B.

After reading the script, procedures and questions were similar as group 1. First,
participants were required to answer one question for the manipulation checks to test
whether participants know that this was an experiment of shopping with shopping
companions (Dahl et al., 2001) taking on a seven-point scale (1= “Totally don’t know”
to 7= “Totally know”). Second, participants were required to answer four questions

about perceived social value (Sweeney & Soutar, 2001) taking on a seven-point scale
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(1= “Totally disagree” to 7= “Totally agree”), and finally answered three questions
about purchase intention (Dodds et al., 1991; Zeithaml, 1988) taking on a seven-point

scale (1="Very low” to 7="Very high”).

3.1.3. Result

Using one-way ANOVA to analyze the effects of informational social influence
on purchase intention, and the results are shown in Table 1. As this research predicted,
the participants in Group 1 were affected by informational social influence from
shopping companions to influence their purchase intentions (F (1, 118) = 49.273, p
< .001). The result found that there was a significant difference between positive
opinions and negative opinions on purchase intention in informational social influence

COl’ldlthH (M positive = 4.68, SD = 0.97, M negative = 3.27, SD = 1.21).

Table 1

ANOVA test results of informational social influence for study 1

Source SS df MS F p s
InformationalSI 59.737 1 59.737 49.273 .000 295
Residual 143.059 118 1.212

Total 2096.222 120

Note. SS = Type III Sum of Squares; df = degree of freedom; MS = Mean square; 1,° = Partial eta
squared = Effect size; InformationalSI = Informational Social Influence

The same procedure this research used one-way ANOVA to analyze the effects of
normative social influence on purchase intention, and the results are shown in Table 2.

As this research predicted, the participants in Group 2 were affected by normative social
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influence from shopping companions to influence their purchase intentions (F (1, 118)
= 606.875, p < .001). The result found that there was a significant difference between
positive opinions and negative opinions on purchase intention in normative social

ll’lﬂuel’lce COl’ldlthl’l (M positive = 4.71, SD = 1.18, M negative = 2.93, SD = 1.21).

Table 2

ANOVA test results of normative social influence for study 1

Source SS df MS F p s
NormativeSI 95.408 1 95.408 66.875 .000 362
Residual 168.346 118 1.427

Total 2014.333 120

Note. SS = Type 111 Sum of Squares; df = degree of freedom; MS = Mean square; 1,” = Partial
eta squared = Effect size; NormativeSI = Normative Social Influence

So as to test the mediating effect of perceived social value, this research separately
performed linear regression using The Baron and Kenny's Approach, B-K method
(Baron & Kenny, 1986) for two independent groups, and set positive / negative level
of social influence as 0-1 dummy variables, where 1 means positive level of social
influence and 0 means negative level of social influence, the results are shown in Table
3. First step, this research tested the path X to Y by regressing the informational social
influence on purchase intention (Bxy = .543, t = 7.019 and p < .001); this result was
significant for confirming that informational social influence affects purchase intention.
Second step, this research tested the path X to M by regressing the informational social
influence on perceived social value (Bxm =.311, t=3.561 and p =.001); this result was
significant, showing that informational social influence has a significant effect on

perceived social value. Third step, this research tested the path M to Y by regressing
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the perceived social value on purchase intention (Bmy = .510, t = 6.448 and p < .001);
it was also significant that this research can confirmed that perceived social value has

a significant effect on purchase intention.

At last, this research performed a test regressing purchase intention on both
informational social influence and perceived social value. This research found that X
to Y was significant (Bxy = .425, t = 5.754 and p < .001), as well as M to Y was
significant (Bmy = .378, t = 5.119 and p <.001). To summarize the above results, this
research can confirm that perceived social value is a mediator between informational

social influence and purchase intention. All results proved that H2a was supported.

Table 3

Linear regression results of perceived social value on informational social influence for study
1

B t statistic p value
Informational social influence—>Purchase intention 543 7.019 <.001
Informational social influence—>Perceived social value 311 3.561 .001
Perceived social value=>Purchase intention 510 6.448 <.001
Informational social influence, Perceived social 425 5.754 <.001

value=>Purchase intention

The same step this research performed linear regression using The Baron and
Kenny's Approach, B-K method (Baron & Kenny, 1986) so as to test the mediating
effect of perceived social value, and the results are shown in Table 4. First step, this
research tested the path X to Y by regressing the normative social influence on purchase

intention (Bxy = .601, t=8.178 and p <.001); this result was significant for confirming

30



that normative social influence affects purchase intention. Second step, this research
tested the path X to M by regressing the normative social influence on perceived social
value (Bxm = 427, t = 5.133 and p < .001); this result was significant, showing that
normative social influence has a significant effect on perceived social value. Third step,
this research tested the path M to Y by regressing the perceived social value on purchase
intention (Bmy = .572, t=7.573 and p <.001); it was also significant that this research

can confirmed that perceived social value has a significant effect on purchase intention.

At last, this research performed a test regressing purchase intention on both
normative social influence and perceived social value. This research found that X to Y
was significant (Bxy = .437, t =5.942 and p <.001), as well as M to Y was significant
(Bmy = .385,t=5.241 and p <.001). To summarize the above results, this research can
confirm that perceived social value is a mediator between normative social influence

and purchase intention. All results proved that H2b was supported.

Table 4

Linear regression results of perceived social value on normative social influence for study 1

B t statistic p value
Normative social influence—>Purchase intention 601 8.178 <.001
Normative social influence—> Perceived social value 427 5.133 <.001
Perceived social value=>Purchase intention 572 7.573 <.001
Normative social influence, Perceived social 437 5.942 <.001

value=>Purchase intention
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3.2. Study 2

After finding that informational social influence and normative social influence
with positive opinions and negative opinions create different levels on purchase
intention, this research did study 2 to further explore different regulatory focus
personality with consumers have different degrees on purchase intention. Study 2
mainly explored the moderating effect of regulatory focus on the relationship between
two kinds of social influence and purchase intention. Study 2 selected one product
(athletic shoes) to put into the context, and it was tested by the pilot test as a product of

both hedonic and utilitarian. Study 2 is used to examined H3a, H3b, H3c and H3d.

3.2.1. Participants and design

Study 2 is a 2 (social influence: informational vs. normative) x 2 (valence: positive
vs. negative) between-subjects design and this study also measures regulatory focus to
examine the moderating effect between social influence and purchase intention. Two
kinds of social influence were manipulated into two version of scenarios with positive
and negative level opinions same as study 1. In total, 120 participants were in study 2,
and the average age of participants was 25 years old in both genders, all of them were
randomly assigned to two groups (informational social influence (n=60), normative
social influence (n=60)) and did the survey online. Then, their regulatory focus

personality and purchase intention with the conditions were measured.

3.2.2. Materials and procedure
Similar as study 1, this study divided the participants into two groups. Group 1 is

the scenario that informational social influence with positive opinion and negative
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opinion from shopping companions. Group 2 is the scenario that normative social
influence with positive opinion and negative opinion from shopping companions. The
materials for this study was presented in the form of questionnaires, and the simulated
scenarios were designed in the form of scripts. We gave all of the participants the story
and asked them to imagine that they go shopping with their shopping companions. In
the process, their shopping companions would separately provide them positive opinion
and negative opinion about the product. After reading the story of simulated scenarios,
all participants were required to complete questionnaires to answer the questions that

how they would behave in this condition.

In group 1 which is in the informational social influence condition, participants
were required to read the following script: Imagine that you and your shopping
companions are shopping in a shopping mall today, and you see a store displaying
various athletic shoes. You just want to buy a new pair of athletic shoes recently, so
you and your shopping companions decide to go in and have a look. After entering the
athletic shoes store, you are attracted by a kind of athletic shoes with good color and
design that suits you, which makes you a little excited. After you took it up and looked
at it, you suddenly hesitated, because you had never heard of this brand or even bought
a product of this brand. So, you decided to ask your shopping companion for opinions.
Thus, in positive opinion condition, shopping companion said “The sole of these
athletic shoes is made of polyurethane (PU) material. It is light, comfortable to wear,
good wear resistance, high elasticity, density and hardness. It is conducive to natural
decomposition after being discarded and buried, without causing environmental
burden.” In the contrary, in negative opinion condition, shopping companion said “The

sole of these athletic shoes is made of polyurethane (PU), which has poor air
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permeability, easy yellowing and strong water absorption. If it is not worn for a long
time, the space between the soles is easy to be invaded by water molecules in the air,
resulting in hydrolysis, and the sole is easy to rot.” The detailed information is provided

in Appendix study 2A.

In group 2 which is in the normative social influence condition, participants were
required to read the following script: Imagine that you and your shopping companions
are shopping in a shopping mall today, and you see a store displaying various athletic
shoes. You just want to buy a new pair of athletic shoes recently, so you and your
shopping companions decide to go in and have a look. After entering the athletic shoes
store, you are attracted by a kind of athletic shoes with good color and design that suits
you, which makes you a little excited. After you took it up and looked at it, you suddenly
hesitated, because you had never heard of this brand or even bought a product of this
brand. So, you decided to ask your shopping companion for opinions. Thus, in positive
opinion condition, shopping companion said “I heard that these athletic shoes are the
latest popular style now! It is popular throughout Japan and South Korea, and this style
and color match well with the clothes. You wear it in a better visual overall proportion.
Many people will say it looks good on you, you are at the forefront of fashion!” In the
contrary, in negative opinion condition, shopping companion said “These athletic
shoes are out of fashion now! You can see other people wearing this pair of shoes when
walking on the street a while ago. These shoes hit rate is super high! And I think this
pair of shoes is not suitable for you. It doesn't match your usual style of dressing; it

doesn't look good at all!” The detailed information is provided in Appendix study 2B.
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First, based on the study of Lockwood, Jordan, and Kunda (2002), participants
were required to do the regulatory focus personality questionnaire which was designed
to measure personality in promotion focus or in prevention focus taking on a seven-
point scale (1= “Totally disagree” to 7= “Totally agree”). There were total eighteen
questions, nine questions for promotion focus and nine questions for prevention focus.
The detailed questionnaire for eighteen questions is in Appendix study 2. Regulatory
focus tendency of the participants was analyzed according to their questionnaire results.
This research added up the values of nine questions for each of the two personalities,
and compared its average, which is larger, the participants tend to be that type of

regulatory focus personality.

Second, same as study 1, we gave all of the participants the story and asked them
to imagine that they go shopping with their shopping companions. In the process, their
shopping companions would separately provide them some positive opinion and
negative opinion about the product. After reading the story of simulated scenarios,
participants were required to answer one question for the manipulation checks to test
whether participants know that this was an experiment of shopping with shopping
companions (Dahl et al., 2001) taking on a seven-point scale (1= “Totally don’t know”
to 7= “Totally know”). At last, participants were required to answer three questions
about purchase intention (Dodds et al., 1991; Zeithaml, 1988) taking on a seven-point

scale (1= “Very low” to 7= “Very high”).
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3.2.3. Results

In order to examine the moderating effect of regulatory focus, this research
performed general linear model analysis using two-way ANOVA, and the results are
shown in Table 5 and Table 6. According to the results, the interaction effect between
informational social influence with positive opinions and negative opinions and
regulatory focus has a significant difference in purchase intention (F (1, 116) = 5.468,
p =0.021), and the results are shown in Table 5. So, this research found that regulatory
focus plays a moderator role between informational social influence with positive
opinions and negative opinions and purchase intention. Moreover, the interaction effect
between normative social influence with positive and negative opinions and regulatory
focus has a significant difference in purchase intention (F (1, 116) = 6.892, P = 0.01),
and the results are shown in Table 6. Thus, this research found that regulatory focus
plays a moderator role between normative social influence with positive and negative

opinions and purchase intention.

Table 5

ANOVA test results of regulatory focus on informational social influence for study 2

Source SS df MS F P N
Regulatory focus 582 1 582 436 510 .004
Informational with 110.438 1 110.438  82.709 .000 416

positive &negative

Regulatory focus * 7.301 1 7.301 5.468 021 .045
Informational with

positive &negative
Residual 154.890 116 1.335

Total 1626.621 120

Note. SS = Type III Sum of Squares; df = degree of freedom; MS = Mean square; Informational
with positive & negative = Informational social influence with positive and negative opinions;
ny° Partial eta squared = Effect size
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Table 6

ANOVA test results of regulatory focus on normative social influence for study 2

Source SS df MS F P N
Regulatory focus 12.688 1 12.688 6.906 .010 .056
Normative with 82.834 1 82.834  45.089 .000 280

positive &negative

Regulatory focus * 12.662 1 12.662 6.892 .010 .056
Normative with
positive &negative

Residual 213.108 116 1.837

Total 2207.363 120

Note. SS = Type 111 Sum of Squares; df = degree of freedom; MS = Mean square; Normative
with positive & negative = Normative social influence with positive and negative opinions; 1,
~ Partial eta squared = Effect size

This research further performed t-test to examine whether different regulatory
focus personality in different kinds of social influences creates different degrees of
purchase intention. The results found that different regulatory focus personality has
significant differences in informational social influence with positive opinions
condition (t = 2.295, p = 0.025), and the results are shown in Table 7. Participants in
promotion focus have higher purchase intention than participants in prevention focus
on informational social influence with positive opinions from shopping companions (M
e = 4.63, SD haiine” = 1.08; M haiive™ = 4.00, SD hiie™ = 1.05), so this research can

confirm that H3a is supported.

Similarly, using the same procedure tested the condition of informational social
influence with negative opinions. The results found that different regulatory focus

personality has not significant differences in informational social influence with
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negative opinions condition (t =- 1.108, p = 0.272), and the results are shown in Table
8. Participants in prevention focus not have lower purchase intention than participants
in promotion focus on informational social influence with negative opinions from
shopping companions (M faune™ = 2.57, SD Jaine” = 1.19; M Tomne™ = 2.22, SD T =

1.27), then this research can confirm that H3b is not supported.

Table 7

T-test results of regulatory focus on positive informational social influence for study 2

M (SD) df t P
Promotion Prevention
focus focus
Purchase 4.63 (1.08) 4.00 (1.05) 58 2.295 .025

intention
Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; df = degree of freedom

Table 8

T-test results of regulatory focus on negative informational social influence for study 2

M (SD) df t P
Promotion Prevention
focus focus
Purchase 2.22 (1.27) 2.57 (1.19) 58 -1.108 272

intention
Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; df = degree of freedom

This research used the same procedure to test the condition of normative social
influence with positive opinions again. The results found that different regulatory focus
personality has significant differences in normative social influence with positive
opinions condition (t = -4.258, p < 0.001), and the results are shown in Table 9.
Participants in promotion focus not have higher purchase intention than participants in
prevention focus on normative social influence with positive opinions from shopping
companions (M Faie™ = 4.14, SD boiiee™ = 1.15; M haiive™ = 5.44, SD haiive™ = 1.20), so

this research can confirm that H3c is not supported.
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Similarly, using the same procedure tested the condition of normative social
influence with negative opinions. The results found that different regulatory focus
personality has not significant differences in normative social influence with negative
opinions condition (t = - 0.002, p = 0.999), and the results are shown in Table 10.
Participants in prevention focus not have lower purchase intention than participants in
promotion focus on normative social influence with negative opinions from shopping
companions, two types of regulatory focus personality have quite degree on purchase
intention (M e = 3.134, SD Tt = 1.58; M Pome” = 3.133, SD Foanve” = 1.42), thus,

H3d is not supported.

Table 9

T-test results of regulatory focus on positive normative social influence for study 2

M (SD) df t P
Promotion Prevention
focus focus
Purchase 4.14 (1.15) 5.44 (1.20) 58 -4.258 .000

intention
Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; df = degree of freedom

Table 10

T-test results of regulatory focus on negative normative social influence for study 2

M (SD) df t P
Promotion Prevention
focus focus
Purchase 3.133(1.42) 3.134 (1.58) 58 -0.002 .999

intention
Note. M = Mean; SD = Standard deviation; df = degree of freedom

39



5.5

4.5

3.5

2.5

1.5

5.5

4.5

3.5

2.5

1.5

Infomational social influence with positive and negative opinions

Positive opinions Negative opinions

Prevention focus

Promotion focus

Figure 1 Interaction effects of regulatory focus on informational social influence

Normative social influence with posituve and negative opinions

Positive opinions Negative opinions

Promotion focus Prevention focus

Figure 2 Interaction effects of regulatory focus on normative social influence

40



4. General Discussion

4.1. Conclusion

This research conducted two studies (experiments) to examine the effects of two
kinds of social influence on purchase intention, and explored the mediating effect
through perceived social value, and further explored the moderating effect of regulatory
focus on the relationship between two kinds of social influence and purchase intention.
In this research, the products we use is both hedonic and utilitarian goods in order to
avoid the deviation of the results because the product is too hedonic or too utilitarian.
In study 1, participants had different levels on their purchase intention when they were
influenced by shopping companions’ informational social influence with positive and
negative opinions, and participants also had different levels on their purchase intention
when they were influenced by shopping companions’ normative social influence with
positive and negative opinions. It reveals that in the process of consumption context,
people are easily influenced by others and change their purchase intention. Moreover,
positive and negative opinions provided by shopping companions would have an

impact on people's perceived social value of products.

In study 2, it further proved that different regulatory focus personality has different
degrees on purchase intention. In group 1, this research found that there is a significant
interaction effect between informational social influence and regulatory focus on
purchase intention. In the positive informational social influence condition, both of two

types of regulatory focus personalities people have high degree on their purchase
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intention, and promotion focus people have higher purchase intention compared to
prevention focus people. In the negative informational social influence condition, both
of two types of regulatory focus personalities people have low degree on their purchase
intention, unexpectedly, prevention focus people not have lower purchase intention
compared to promotion focus people. In group 2, this research also found that there is
a significant interaction effect between normative social influence and regulatory focus
on purchase intention. In the positive normative social influence condition, both of two
types of regulatory focus personalities people have high degree on their purchase
intention. Unexpectedly, promotion focus people not have higher purchase intention
compared to prevention focus people. In the negative normative social influence
condition, both of two types of regulatory focus personalities people have low degree
on their purchase intention. Unexpectedly, prevention focus people not have lower
purchase intention compared to promotion focus people, it has quite degree on purchase

intention.

In order to find out whether there were other reasons leading to the results not as
expected, this research further did an in-depth interview with several participants. In
the negative informational social influence condition, there are some reasons causing
people in promotion focus personality have lower degree on purchase intention. First,
before making a purchase decision, many promotion focus people will compare their
knowledge ability and cognitive ability with their shopping companion on the product.
In comparison, when they think they are not familiar with the product, they will prone
to accept the opinions of their shopping companion. Second, a few promotion focus
people will judge whether the opinion from their shopping companion is beneficial to

them or not. That is to say, the opinion is a fact that this material does bring on
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discomfort, and this is what they care about, then it will lead to having lower purchase
intention on this product. Third, few promotion focus people consider that they are
eager to pursue positive things, when there are negative reviews about this product, they

tend to look for other more ideal products.

In the positive normative social influence condition, there are some reasons
causing people in prevention focus personality have higher degree on purchase
intention. First, some prevention focus people are easily influenced by others because
they care about what others think of themselves. When their shopping companion has
positive comments about this product, it will increase their belief in making the right
purchase decision. Second, few prevention focus people think it is a safe option to do
what others agree with, so they have higher willingness to purchase the product.
However, there are also a few reasons causing people in promotion focus personality
have lower degree on purchase intention. First, some promotion focus people have need
for uniqueness, they want to show how different they are from others. When the product
is owned by many people or is popular nowadays, they will avoid buying the same
product as others. Second, several promotion focus people prefer to purchase products
they are familiar with. When the product is not well-known to them, even if the
shopping companion gives positive comments, it cannot increase their intention to
purchase the product. Third, a few promotion focus people think that they already have

many similar products, even if they like it very much, they might not buy it.

In the negative normative social influence condition, there are some reasons

causing people in promotion focus personality have lower degree on purchase intention.
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First, a few promotion people consider that they know themselves very well, know their
own unique style, and clearly know what is suitable and what is not suitable for them.
When they realize that the product is not suitable for them, their intention to purchase
this product will be very low. Second, some promotion focus people agree with what
the shopping companion said and think the negative comment is a reasonable opinion,

then it will decrease their intention to purchase the product.

4.2. Theoretical contribution

In the past, many researches focused on the effects of brand, price, quality,
function and other factors influencing consumers' purchase intention, while ignoring
different kinds of social influence from shopping companions. Furthermore, few
researches examine different types of regulatory focus personalities of consumers
having different degrees on their purchase intention owing to different motivations.
However, this research focused on two kinds of social influence these factors to link
the gap in the prior research, and explored the effects of different kinds of social
influence from shopping companions on consumers’ purchase intentions. Moreover,
this research further considered regulatory focus as the individual personal differences
in the personalities of consumers themselves. So, this research added regulatory focus
personalities as a moderator to examine whether the different regulatory focus
personalities of consumers lead to different degrees on their purchase intention. In this
research, two kinds of social influence were divided into two levels, that is, positive
valence and negative valence, to explore more comprehensively the effects of positive

and negative social influence on consumers' purchase intention.

44



4.3. Practical contribution

In addition to the above theoretical contributions, this research also made some
contributions in retailing industry. In the process of consumption context, retailers not
only promote products to consumers, but also persuade their shopping companions to
win their hearts. As long as the retailers use the appropriate and right way to promote
products to consumers and their shopping companions, if it wins shopping companions’
heart, it might make shopping companions give a positive opinion to others. Therefore,
when the retailers want to promote products to consumers, if the consumer go shopping
with shopping companions, the retailers should promote the products in ways according

to shopping companions’ opinion.

4.4. Limitation and future research

This research was based on two experiments, and there were some limitations.
First, all of the scenarios were asking participants to imagine, participants only can
imagine the shopping scenarios context and answer questions in terms of their
feelings. The quality of participants’ responses was beyond our control, it leads to
some invalid and unavailable samples. Second, through interviewing with the
participants, this research found that there were other factors giving rise to the results
that were not as expected. It is a suggestion that future research can further explore
these aspects mentioned above. Third, this research only selected two products to test
in the shopping scenario context, future research can choose other products to test and

further make the research more complete.
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A % 8y (Harmful) 1< >7A i &) (Beneficial) 7
& A 89 (Useless) 1< >% A #(Useful) 7
B & v (Foolish) 1< >89 %5 89 (Wise) 7
A {E45 49 (Worthless) 1< ># 1% 18 #4(Valuable) 7
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10. EREBYHSCBEGHRE > AR ACEROEGRHDLEE THHROES
o EARFREOE TSI CERARTER > FRGHEN TEEHE | (athletic
shoes) &y 48 7% ?

AR e (Awful) 1< > % 4F 89 (Nice) 7
$#3%69(Sad) 1< > % #.44 (Happy) 7
4 &ty (Disagreeable) 1< > % 5] 8 (Agreeable) 7
Ay B 89 (Unpleasant) 1< > B2 89 (Pleasant) 7
# E th(Harmful) 1< > 3 &9 (Beneficial) 7
$ A o9 (Useless) 1< >% A #(Useful) 7
B & (Foolish) 1< >4 %5 89 (Wise) 7
1845 B9 (Worthless) 1< ># 1% 18 #4(Valuable) 7

R ERT L WERT AR °
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Study 1A- Informational social influence

(Product: backpack)

14
BRABRLZEAHEREDIRELTARRARANOLE > BAIFFTRHCEEN
THRBEMME > AARBOABRBREELNHEEE - AMBRBELE
RIBIE-FOF MR B GBI AR > PSS HREL T X - EHBWMHARER > R
BAWRR  FERCHEL - GRS HLARIETES E - BHERBIEFT
A JEFRCAEHEELWME ! B FRIES -
B 312 M 6 80 K IR R 9L R B 3 P
TR ORMESR MR
R A RES
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<<H 3 n>>Step 1: FHE T FI AR > B EGERDBHRAFEIRT -

Wi — B S RARFe R ey SR IS B & B SR T 38T B2 T —RET
EHBEIBEXGT O NRRIEBIERHF AT EELEE -

I Y N I N R Y LR Lot T
B o NANRIETCERRETAZIL > RRALER > BHARAA B BILLIE
EERRAE BB DI T D PR R PR R R & R -

s R FR  TEEBURR F Aeat B R AL A X iT4E A
BERBABEAME  AEELF Z E—RBHAKB
£ A YKK frsgbtb g at A > ot F Xaf & o |
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<<#, — 3 5>> Step2:

>
FH1E

E] A LATF B AR o

1. FR GRS B L EABRBEHBNFIRBAIA—REY > DRAEE —A

B 9
T4 | RiuiE | BB RS | mikkiE | A E4uiE foi8 ¢ A A0l
18 18
<<HF—¥H>>Step3: FRGLEMEE  BERUBEERNEBENET 6

AT AR -

1. £ BT BHBERENERLGREREFECHEELTHRARERY -

RAENR4e | Fioil | AE R4 | Sk RE | A | kil | RAKE
el el

2. EBRY > FRHEMIERFO TR > G ML EH H ARG IR -

TN | Fioid | FBEAR4e | Bk kiE | ABAeiE | sl | R kel
el e

3. EBEY > FIRCBMERENER > GRBWIEFEHHRE LT R -

TAENR4e | FRioil | A R4 | Sk RE | A% | kil | RAKE
el el

4. BT BHEREZHERBRUYNBHEILE LA FIAGRT -

TR | Fiuid | ABEAR4e | Sk kiE | AR | sl | R kel
e el
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<<H—Hnp>>Step4: FRGELE LEFES > FERETFFIRAE-

1. RAEE LA Sty =T AL 7

IF % 1K AR, 1& S 3 1% e
2. R EEBEIE LTS ?
IF % 1K AR, 1& S 3 1% e

3R CHELE SO AN ERE?

B
:\_%
4

I AR FRAR, &, Bt

=%
I
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<<# =3 5r>> Step 1: SHBH T 51 AR > 3B RAGLRA B EHF -

B BSOS RRF R s R & BB A gt F8 T —RET
SHEBEEeFRANFT L RNEREMERFrCEEES -

e

EEFOEZE o REE —RELEF A BRI HNNET ART]  BIRA S
o NARRIECERRETAZIGL  RAALER > BARAA LGS
EEHRRARA BB S PR EE PR BRI X ER

BEMIE R HH 0 TEEARLERE T AR MORR R AR BRI A
1B By R Rt - BT /R F4FR
mBF KRBV WLEEUANHE -
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<<% — 3 5H>>Step 2: FHEE LU T FIA -

. FP AT E R EABBRESBOEIERAA—RBEY  WALEE—A
B 9

TAENRK | Rl | REAR K | @IEkRE | R EAoiE FoiE TAHaiE
] ]

<<% — 3 5r>> Step 3: MR WA H B > BERLEEERAE RN ET > HE
B AT 5 AR -

| 28Ry BOREZHERLGENREFACHEELTHAREESY -

FERE | FRE | AEHREA @ | AHBEE BE | FEFEAE
& &

2. B 0 BIBEHEMERFNER 0 S mEYIE R H HARGIFRE -

e

FERE | FEE | AEREA @ | AHBEE RE | FFEAE
= &

~

3. aBAEY 0 HBEBMEREZNER  SHEBYEREHREAFH L -

e

FERE | FRE | AEREA @ | AHBEE BE | FEFEAE
& &

4 @R BURR LT R ERENBEELE LA FREERT o
EFERRE | ARE | ABFRE i |AEBRE Bl & IE %
.

P8

Gk
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<< =3 »>> Step 4: FRALE

42

o

JE LW 3etg > B E AT 5 R A

1. RAEE LA Sty =T AL 7

FEF A BAK 763 *i@ & S FED
2. R eEEME LA L THREMN?

I F A BAK 763 i@ & B FED
3. eHBLE DL R ER?

I F A BAK 763 i@ e B FED

Step 5: stk * FEBE AR T M - EHPMRXARER - & HAHE -

>~

(VAL E Q4L

(1) 16~20
(2) 21~25
(3) 26~30
(4) 31~35
(5) 36~40
(6) 41~45

(7) 4634 £

BRGEeaf L » bERT TR ©
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Study 1B -Normative social influence

(Product: backpack)

TR4F -
BRABRLZEGBEARELHRELAREARAOEE > BRFFTRHUERER
ETHBEMME AMREBOAERREELOBELE -  AMEBRELE
RIFEFRF B B SRR AR » PIABHREL T A » BEZWARER > K
MEMARR > FERRECEL - BHELHWARETL F > BHFEHRIEFT
WM A o JEFRCGHGH EEALRE ] A FRIES o
B 312 M 6 50 K IR R UL R B 3 P
PRI ORMESR MR
R A T RES
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<<HE—3FH5>>Step L FHEFH BN > BAGEENBHOEEF -

WH— 1 AR R Arfo R b4 15 B 4 E A PR A T i - £ B T — RIRT
SHBAERBANT G WAL BYIE R HREEEEF -

! _— et
EEFOJEZE > REE —RELEAT A BLZHENNNET a®Rgl » BIARA S
o NARRIECERRETAEZIEL  RAALER > BARAA LGS

EERRAA B BILBIEGH & NRIRAT ARG EIERZ TR -

s R FR  TIERRERE T AR R IRAT R
3 Ae RAFHF B R 0 JEF B > R R F E B
—REAMBEANERR S BRALELEF S RAT |
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<<#H — 3 n>> Step2: FHEBEH LU T FA -

. FP AT E R EABBRESBOEIERAA—RBEY  WALEE—A
B 9

TAENRK | Rl | REAR K | @IEkRE | R EAoiE FoiE TAHaiE
] ]

<<% — % 5>> Step 3: shRE E ey P 0 BRRLEHEE RN ERME T 0 H 16
AT 5 B AR o

| 28Ry BOREZHERLGENREFACHEELTHAREESY -

FERE | FRE | AEHREA @ | AHBEE BE | FEFEAE
& &

2. @R 0 BIBEHEMERFNERL 0 M mBENIE R H HARGIFRE -

FERE | FEE | AEREA @ | AEBEE RE | FFEAE
= =

P8

3. aBAEY 0 HBBEBMERFZNER  SHEBYEREHRELAFH L -

FERE | FRE | AEHEREA @ | AHBEE BE | FFEAE
&

=2
~

4 BT BHYREEZHOERLEZERYNMERE L AFIAERT -

FERE | FRE | AEHEREA @ | AHBEE BE | FFEAE
=

P8
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<<H—Hnp>>Step4: FRGELE LEFES > FERETFFIRAE-

1. RAEE LA Sty =T AL 7

IF % 1K AR, 1& S 3 1% e
2. R EEBEIE LTS ?
IF % 1K AR, 1& S 3 1% e

3R CHELE SO AN ERE?

B
:\_%
4

I AR FRAR, &, Bt

=%
I
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<<®B =3 4H>>Step I: FHBE T AN > BRLBENETHYEET -

B BSOS RRF R s R & BB A gt F8 T —RET
SHEBEEeFRANFT L RNEREMERFrCEEES -

—

AEFOE2IL o REE —2RBEITE LRI BRI T aORE] o BARA IS
B MARBEERAETELSE  RAH KR > BARAH LB
EEHARAA FRILDIO T K 0 RARAORRABHIEREER -

BHER LR TRRBFARSAFT
FEBTHERGFHAREL > TRBARTT
B REEART AR RO — A RFE |
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<<#, =3} ;»>> Step 2:

723
H 1

B A AT A -

1. FR GRS B L EABRBEHBNFIRBAIA—REY > DRAEE —A

B 9
T4 | RiuiE | BB RS | mikkiE | A E4uiE foi8 A Fu il
18 18

<<HF —FHp>>Step 3: FHAA LS BRUFEELENEENET  HE

AT AR -

| 28Ry BOREZHERLGENREFACHEELTHAREESY -

EFEARE | ARE | ABARE i@ HE R & Bl & FEFERE
= =

2. aBfEY 0 BRIEBMEREZGER > SN R E HRGFRE -

EFEARE | ARE | ASBARE i@ HE R & Bl & EERE
= =

3. AEBAEY  HREHRMIERAEGTR > GRBUIERAHRELTTR -

EFEARE | ARE | ASBARE i@ HERE & Bl & EFERE
= =

4 BT BHYREEZHOERLEZERYNMERE L AFIAERT -

EFEARE | ARE | ASBARE i@ HERE & Bl & EFERE
= =
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<< =3 »>> Step 4: FRALE

42

o

JE LW 3etg > B E AT 5 R A

1. RAEE LA Sty =T AL 7

FEF A BAK 763 *i@ & S FED
2. R eEEME LA L THREMN?

I F A BAK 763 i@ & B FED
3. eHBLE DL R ER?

I F A BAK 763 i@ e B FED

Step 5: stk * FEBE AR T M - EHPMRXARER - & HAHE -

>~

(VAL E Q4L

(1) 16~20
(2) 21~25
(3) 26~30
(4) 31~35
(5) 36~40
(6) 41~45

(7) 4634 £

BRGEeaf L » bERT TR ©
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Study 2A- Informational social influence

(Product: athletic shoes)

TR4F -
BRABRLZEGBEARELHRELAREARAOEE > BRFFTRHUERER
ETHBEMME AMREBOAERREELOBELE -  AMEBRELE
RIFEFRF B B SRR AR » PIABHREL T A » BEZWARER > K
MEMARR > FERRECEL - BHELHWARETL F > BHFEHRIEFT
A ERRBEH RS A | AR PRI
B 312 M 6 50 K IR R UL R B 3 P
PRI ORMESR MR
R A T RES
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— IR H>> FH IR

SHE AT 8948

WA A S 6 IR R

1. &% W AER
#& o 4] B AR 8
¥ Auin &

A EER
B &

2. ZBFECADT
AR BAITRO T
1EFu & B

A ER

3. RAeERHE
ZHELZETRR
2 ¥g -

A B R

4, HREBFIHESRK
FREER Koy 2
¥B842

7 B R

~

5. R F & B4
5 R AEFE A 3
W E R
PN

A B R

~

6. REF&HME
B ARG R
HHREME R
A

A B R

7. RBFRER
hEPERAYE
K R ERAF B R A
r

8. HKEMEEIN
% mAE
BT S
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9. KEFEF &K
4o f] F R 00 2
¥ it ¥iie &

A ER

~

10. 2% mz -
KRB A
EP e B mES

A B R

11. 28wz
F— A& FENER
FENACE,E 3

A B R

=
CA

12. R4 ARG
£eBE T8
EE o REHE
et ERS L

A ER

13. 4288 Mm 5 >
& PR AT
o I I N 7
1k kB

RS

14. R A ZRH
FEZBAAZRBI
LA RET %

A B R

15. & B LB H%
RBETRS £
W EE > KA
R P )
5t

A B R

16. &% F £ A
B do {7 12 289 —
& R R KB

A ER
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17. #2 AH B C HEAR | L@ | AEEF =
A—EEREAH o 5

EH “HHEA

£” A 7

RBGBRE ~ A

Fhoio &

18. WA BT HEAR | L@ | AEF B & % )
A—EEREAH 9% 5 5
B "% A

£” WA i

TR EE &

s An £ A5
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<H - Fpy>>FMB T I TN BRAGERASHOBEET -

BH— B85 RIEF G oy BEA L B - (shopping companions) iE 72 8 4 7 35
Wy o A2 T — MR T &4 € §) $(athletic shoes) 8y /5 » M 1G
Aldr 88 — e &858 NREHBENER L AT EELEE

AL 2% 0 CHRFE —REEI A LSS REEHERT] - REH
Bk o NALGRECERRAETAZI L RAFLEHB > BAGRAREILS
Mo REHRZA BBLSBRATE S RABREM R GHBHIERH TR -

BEMIEREER C T R REGHBYBRE R T AL PUMY » E iz
F 4T~ A B - M - BEARE ARG
FIRBEERIEBLTARR R RBEAE - |
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<<# =3 H>>Stepl: FEH L AT A -

L 3% P R o 16 I 2 BB AT 1 S SR A T L — e iy 0 R AT
b — AR ?

TEFF | FiiE | FEEAR G0 | BikRiE | ARAiE | il | RERE
@ #

<<#§ =3[ y>> Step2: MAZMEER P AL - KIEE B FHHKED LTI

&
o

1. RAEE L E HCESE)ATREME ?

EHEE | & | M | E@ | HE & | EEE

2. R AT LA SRS ¥ T AEHE 2

IE F 1K 1, AR L@ ) = FED
3. REHBELAE BCESHB)ORMIT RO ER?
IE F 1K 1, AR T i@ & = FEED
oMo R
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<HEZFp>>FMB T I TN BRAGEBRASHOBEET -

W= AL 5 R 1&Fu 1 649 B4 1% 5] 2 (shopping companions)iEf& 84 71 35
W o A2 T — MR T &4 € 5 $(athletic shoes) 8y /5 > M 1G
AT E — M Ef 3 NRGEBYIERE AT REEE -

AREGHRE 2 > CHE —REEFE B SRENEGERI] > REA
Bog) o NAGBRRCERRETAEIL  RAALME > B ALK KZA KBLD
Ko RERRAA BB E L RAEERCAMGHENEREER -

BrERER  TRREGHBOBREA RABPUME ZRAMKE
BHGE S BRAKMEE D EBERRAAT  BRZERE Y
BMERTHAS TR BHAKE > BEZHEM -
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<< =¥ 5»>> Stepl: FHEE XL TF B A -

1. FRE AT 4o G EAAARBRESEY E LB BIIE R H — A > ™R Mg
B — AN ?

TERKe | Rl | FE R0 | BIARIE | AR | fdE | REKE
] ]

<<F =¥ 5Hn>> Step2: MBAZBERE FRIENE > RIFEE B FTHMKERZET 5 H

&
o

1. B EILE BCESH BTN ?
JE FAK 1% T K

g
B
o
3
3
L
mu
e
3

2. A BT LA SRS ¥ 7T AEHE 2

TR Bk | &@& | M & | FEE

3. RGIEELE H(ESHE)VGRMT R TR ?

A | K B | sm | #d & | kE

Step3: :&#B FEHEBEAATH  EEHP2MBIARER  BEHLWERR -

Mg (DAER QAR
2. (1) 16~20

(2) 21~25

(3) 26~30

(4) 31~35

(5) 36~40

(6) 41~45

(7) 4622 E

BRAGEeaf O L » (bERT TR © S FIES 2B
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Study 2B- Normative social influence

(Product: athletic shoes)

TR4F -
BRABRLZEGBEARELHRELAREARAOEE > BRFFTRHUERER
ETHBEMME AMREBOAERREELOBELE -  AMEBRELE
RIFEFRF B B SRR AR » PIABHREL T A » BEZWARER > K
MEMARR > FERRECEL - BHELHWARETL F > BHFEHRIEFT
WM A o JEFRCGHGH EEALRE ] A FRIES o
B 312 M 6 50 K IR R UL R B 3 P
PRI ORMESR MR
R A T RES
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— IR H>> FH IR

SHE AT 8948

WA A S 6 IR R

1. &% W AER
#& o 4] B AR 8
¥ Auin &

A EER
B &

2. ZBFECADT
AR BAITRO T
1EFu & B

A ER

3. RAeERHE
ZHELZETRR
2 ¥g -

A B R

4, HREBFIHESRK
FREER Koy 2
¥B842

7 B R

~

5. R F & B4
5 R AEFE A 3
W E R
PN

A B R

~

6. REF&HME
B ARG R
HHREME R
A

A B R

7. RBFRER
hEPERAYE
K R ERAF B R A
r

8. HKEMEEIN
% mAE
BT S
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9. KEFEF &K
4o f] F R 00 2
¥ it ¥iie &

A ER

~

10. 2% mz -
KRB A
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A B R

11. 28wz
F— A& FENER
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14. R A ZRH
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A B R

15. & B LB H%
RBETRS £
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A B R
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17. #2 AH B C HEAR | L@ | AEEF =
A—EEREAH o 5

EH “HHEA

£” A 7

RBGBRE ~ A

Fhoio &

18. WA BT HEAR | L@ | AEF B & % )
A—EEREAH 9% 5 5
B "% A

£” WA i

TR EE &

s An £ A5

89




<H - Fpy>>FMB T I TN BRAGERASHOBEET -

BH— B85 RIEF G oy BEA L B - (shopping companions) iE 72 8 4 7 35
Wy o A2 T — MR T &4 € §) $(athletic shoes) 8y /5 » M 1G
Aldr 88 — e &858 NREHBENER L AT EELEE

AL 2% 0 CHRFE —REEI A LSS REEHERT] - REH
Bk o NALGRECERRAETAZI L RAFLEHB > BAGRAREILS
Mo REHRZA BBLSBRATE S RABREM R GHBHIERH TR -

BEMIEREHR T R REGHBIERNARARIAATHRKIR | R EE B
WE > B EeRaBmRE  RERARARE L ERYLG F4HT >
—EEHRBEL ARBITE  BRAZAELE S RAT |
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<<# =3 H>>Stepl: FEH L AT A -

L 3% P R o 16 I 2 BB AT 1 S SR A T L — e iy 0 R AT
b — AR ?

TEFF | FiiE | FEEAR G0 | BikRiE | ARAiE | il | RERE
@ #

<<#§ =3[ y>> Step2: MAZMEER P AL - KIEE B FHHKED LTI

&
o

1. RAEE L E HCESE)ATREME ?

EHEE | & | M | E@ | HE & | EEE

2. R AT LA SRS ¥ T AEHE ?

IE F 1K 1, AR L@ ) = FED
3. REHBELAE BESHR)ORMIT RO ER?
IE F 1K 1 A% L@ & % FEED
oMo R
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<HEZFp>>FMB T I TN BRAGEBRASHOBEET -

W= AL 5 R 1&Fu 1 649 B4 1% 5] 2 (shopping companions)iEf& 84 71 35
W o A2 T — MR T &4 € 5 $(athletic shoes) 8y /5 > M 1G
AT E — M Ef 3 NRGEBYIERE AT REEE -

AREGHRE 2 > CHE —REEFE B SRENEGERI] > REA
Bog) o NAGBRRCERRETAEIL  RAALME > B ALK KZA KBLD
Ko RERRAA BB E L RAEERCAMGHENEREER -

BrER AR T EREHBRAATERAATT  ATRFALST L
FRMTUESRAFTEYE  HRERRZY | ARTHEER
BB BART K o) FREMSBRE > —BHREE |
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<< =¥ 5»>> Stepl: FHEE XL TF B A -

1. FRE AT 4o G EAAARBRESEY E LB BIIE R H — A > ™R Mg
B — AN ?

TERKe | Rl | FE R0 | BIARIE | AR | fdE | REKE
] ]

<<F =¥ 5Hn>> Step2: MBAZBERE FRIENE > RIFEE B FTHMKERZET 5 H

&
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1. B EILE BCESH BTN ?
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2. A BT LA SRS ¥ 7T AEHE 2

TR Bk | &@& | M & | FEE

3. RGIEELE H(ESHE)VGRMT R TR ?

A | K B | sm | #d & | kE

Step3: :&#B FEHEBEAATH  EEHP2MBIARER  BEHLWERR -

Mg (DAER QAR
2. (1) 16~20

(2) 21~25

(3) 26~30

(4) 31~35

(5) 36~40

(6) 41~45

(7) 4622 E
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