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Past research has shown that concrete ad copies perform better than abstract ad
copies in enhancing consumers’ attitudes toward and purchase intentions of the product.
These studies have defined the abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy as the extent to
which the ad copy activates visual imagery of the product information in consumers’
minds. However, other researchers have proposed another definition of the abstractnessconcreteness of an ad copy: generality vs. specificity. That is, the more general (specific),
the more (fewer) particular incidents an ad copy includes.
Employing the alternative definition, this study re-examined the concreteness
effect that has been reported. Specifically, based on regulatory focus theory and past
studies on hedonic/utilitarian consumption, this study proposed that the impact of the
abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy on consumers’ attitudes toward or purchase
intentions of the product would be moderated by their regulatory foci and types of
product attributes. Also, several propositions were set forth regarding the underlying
process of the moderation effect.
vi

However, the online experiment this study conducted failed to support the
propositions. Instead, the concreteness effect was observed. Based on the finding, this
study discusses several issues that may advance our knowledge about the concreteness
effect as well as about regulatory focus theory and consumers’ hedonic/utilitarian
consumption. Also, several suggestions are made for future studies in this regard.
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Chapter I:

Introduction

In general, advertisements include a copy as an important component to convey
product messages to consumers. Accordingly, researchers have examined various aspects
of ad copies not only to understand how consumers process them but also to help
advertisers develop more effective ones (e.g., Barone and Miniard 1999; Motes, Hilton
and Fielden 1992; Stern 1996). In this line of research, most studies have shown that
concrete ad copies tend to perform better than abstract ones in enhancing consumers’
positive responses (i.e., attitudes and purchase intentions) to the product (e.g., Dickson
1982; Fernandez and Rosen 2000; MacKenzie 1986; Percy 1982). Still, other researchers
have failed to find the advantage of concrete copies over abstract ones (e.g., Andreoli and
Worchel 1978; Borgida 1979; Kisielius and Sternthal 1984).
The mixed findings might have resulted from the unclear definition of the
abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy. Based on Paivio’s (1965) dual-coding theory,
most past studies have defined the abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy as the extent
to which an ad copy activates visual imagery in consumers’ minds (e.g., Fernandez and
Rosen 2000; Krishnan, Biswas and Netemeyer 2006; MacKenzie 1986; Rossiter and
Percy 1978). However, it has been known that the notion of abstractness-concreteness
may refer to another aspect of a concept: generality-specificity (e.g., Feldman, Bearden
and Hardesty 2006; Johnson and Kisielius 1985; Macklin, Bruvold and Shea 1985;
Spreen and Schulz 1966).
According to Rosch (1978), people may consider basic categories of objects (e.g.,
a chair) as belonging to superordinate or more general categories (e.g., furniture) as well
as including subordinate or more specific categories (e.g., a rocking chair). Given the
1

graded abstraction of objects, the more sub-categories an object includes, the more
abstract (i.e., the less specific) the object becomes. People may consider concepts in a
similar way. That is, the extent to which a concept includes other concepts may determine
whether the concept is more or less abstract or concrete. Also, it has been found that
whether a concept is superordinate or subordinate is not related to the extent to which the
concept activates visual imagery in people’s minds (e.g., Krammann and Streeter 1971;
Wiemer-Hastings and Xu 2005). For example, most people consider the concept scientist
as more abstract than the concept milk bottle. Still, when thinking about a scientist,
people can picture various kinds of scientists, such as a physicist, a biologist, a chemist,
and so on, as much as they can picture the image of a milk bottle.
The above findings suggest that studies on the impact of the abstractnessconcreteness of an ad copy should clarify which aspect of the abstractness-concreteness
of an ad copy they refer to. However, past studies have not been clear in this regard. For
example, in an experimental study, MacKenzie (1986) developed abstract and concrete
versions of an ad copy. The abstract version read that “According to industry sources,
many watch breakdowns are due to water getting into the case,” whereas the concrete
version read that “According to industry sources, 3 out of every 4 watch breakdowns are
due to water or moisture getting into the case.” After reading one version of the ads,
subjects rated the importance of a focal attribute (i.e., water resistance). The study found
that subjects who were exposed to the concrete version evaluated the attribute as more
important, as compared to subjects who were exposed to the abstract version.
In the above study, the two versions of the ad copy differ between “many watch
breakdowns” and “3 out of every 4 watch breakdowns” as well as between “water” and
2

“water or moisture.” Assuming that “water or moisture” may activate much clearer visual
imagery than “water,” it can be considered that the abstractness-concreteness of the two
phrases was manipulated following Paivio’s (1965) imagery-based definition of the
abstractness-concreteness. However, between the phrases “many watch breakdowns” and
“3 out of every 4 watch breakdowns,” it is not clear whether the latter phrase (i.e.,
concrete) has an advantage over the former phrase (i.e., abstract) in activating visual
imagery. By nature, the latter phrase is a specific incidence of the former phrase.
Therefore, the former phrase may activate as much visual imagery of watch breakdowns
as the latter phrase as long as people can specify a certain incidence of the former phrase
(e.g., 2 out of 3, 4 out of 5, etc.). Therefore, the phrases “many watch breakdowns” and
“3 out of every 4 watch breakdowns” can be considered as differing in terms of the
generality-specificity rather than the extent to which a concept activates visual imagery.
However, such a distinction between the two different aspects of the abstractnessconcreteness of an ad copy was not pointed out in the study. As a result, it is not clear
which aspect of the abstractness-concreteness of the ad copy caused the subjects in the
study to rate the attribute as more important when being exposed to the concrete ad rather
than the abstract ad.
Given the above discussion, this study defines the abstractness-concreteness of an
ad copy following the notion of graded abstraction. Then, a clue that can help clarify the
impact of the abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy on consumers’ responses to a
product may be found in the regulatory focus theory. According to the theory, people
may pursue a goal with a focus on either promotion or prevention. During the pursuit,
promotion-focused people have primary interest in achieving as many positive outcomes
3

(i.e., gains) as possible. With the mode of goal pursuit, these people tend to engage in
goal pursuit activities in an exploratory manner. In contrast, prevention-focused people
attempt to avoid negative outcomes (i.e., losses). Due to the vigilant mode of goal
pursuit, these people tend to assess alternative goal pursuit activities very carefully before
engaging in any particular ones (Higgins 1997, 2002; Higgins and Idson 2000; Higgins
and Silberman 1998).
Further, studies have shown that promotion-focused people tend to view the
environment as benign and therefore perceive an object globally without being concerned
too much about its details. In contrast, prevention-focused people tend to view the
environment as problematic. Therefore, these people focus on details of an object,
looking for ways to make corrective actions (e.g., Basso, Schefft, Ris and Dember 1996;
Derryberry and Reed 1994; Derryberry and Tucker 1994; Gasper and Clore 2002). In the
context of information processing, such a tendency implies that promotion-focused
people may prefer information that provides a global or general overview of a target
object, whereas prevention-focused people prefer information that provides a detailed or
specific description of a target object.
More importantly, numerous studies have found that people “feel right” when
pursuing a goal using a means that fits their goal pursuit orientations. The positive feeling
is then transferred to the goal and the means, which in turn enhances their responses to
the goal and the means. Regulatory focus theory has termed the phenomenon “regulatory
fit effect” (e.g., Crowe and Higgins 1997; Freitas and Higgins 2002; Shah, Higgins and
Friedman 1998). The regulatory fit effect has also been shown to operate in the context of
information processing. That is, promotion-focused people tend to respond to a target
4

object more positively when processing abstract information rather than concrete
information. An opposing tendency has been found with prevention-focused people (e.g.,
Keller, Lee and Sternthal 2004; Semin, Higgins, de Montes, Estourget and Valencia
2005).
Based on the above findings, this study proposes that the impact of the
abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy on consumers’ responses to a product may be
moderated by their regulatory foci. That is, promotion-focused consumers are likely to
respond to a product more positively when seeing an ad that includes an abstract copy
rather than a concrete copy. However, prevention-focused consumers are likely to
respond to a product more positively when seeing an ad that includes a concrete copy
rather than an abstract copy.
Besides, by nature, certain products may fit better with a particular type of ad
copy, either being abstract or concrete. Specifically, researchers have classified products
as either hedonic or utilitarian according to the types of benefits they provide. Benefits
that are provided by hedonic products tend to be subjective and intangible, which makes
it difficult to quantify the benefits. Accordingly, advertisers normally address hedonic
benefits of their products using abstract terms. In contrast, it is relatively easy to quantify
benefits that are provided by utilitarian products because these benefits are based on the
products’ specific and tangible functions. Therefore, advertisers normally address
utilitarian benefits of their products using concrete terms (Hirschman 1983; Mittal 1989;
Stafford, Stafford and Day 2002; Zajonc and Markus 1982).
The characteristics of hedonic and utilitarian benefits may also apply to product
attributes. In other words, even if consumers perceive a certain product as hedonic or
5

utilitarian in general, each product may include both hedonic and utilitarian attributes.
Therefore, consumers may consider the same product as either hedonic or utilitarian in
different situations depending on which type of attribute becomes salient (Adaval 2001;
Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000; Kivetz and Simonson 2002). For example, consumers may
consider ice cream as a hedonic product in situations when its taste becomes salient but
as a utilitarian product in situations when its calorie content becomes salient.
The above discussion suggests that consumers may consider it natural to express
hedonic benefits using abstract terms and utilitarian benefits using concrete terms.
Therefore, regardless of their regulatory foci, consumers are more likely to “feel right”
when seeing an ad that addresses a product’s positive performance on a hedonic or
utilitarian attribute using an abstract or concrete copy, respectively. Further, given the
notion of regulatory fit effect, consumers are likely to have more positive responses to a
product when seeing an ad that includes the type of copy that fits the type of focal
attribute.
However, as mentioned earlier, promotion-focused consumers may prefer an ad
that includes an abstract copy rather than a concrete copy, whereas prevention-focused
consumers may prefer an ad that includes a concrete copy rather than an abstract copy.
Therefore, the regulatory fit that is created by an ad that includes a hedonic attribute and
an abstract copy is more likely to enhance promotion-focused consumers’ responses to a
product. In the same sense, for an ad that includes a utilitarian attribute and a concrete
copy, the regulatory fit effect is more likely to be observed with prevention-focused
consumers.
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Lastly, it should be noted that the regulatory fit effect has been explained entirely
from the affective perspective (i.e., “feeling right”). However, when being exposed to an
ad, consumers may engage in cognitive elaboration on the product message. Therefore,
recent studies have shown that in the context of advertising, the regulatory fit effect may
also operate through the cognitive processing of the product message (e.g., Kirmani and
Zhu 2007; Pham and Avnet 2004; Zhu and Meyers-Levy 2007). For example, Zhu and
Meyers-Levy (2007) observed that promotion-focused consumers favored an ad that
facilitated relational elaboration on the product message, whereas prevention-focused
consumers favored an ad that facilitated item-specific elaboration on the product
message. These studies imply that in the context of advertising, the regulatory fit effect
may need to be explained by the interaction of the feeling that consumers experience and
their cognitive elaboration on the product message, both of which are subject to the
regulatory fit of the ad. Yet, such an attempt has not been made. Therefore, to advance
our knowledge in this regard, this study also employs goal systems theory and attempts to
explain the regulatory fit effect from both affective and cognitive perspectives.
With the above propositions, this dissertation is organized as follows. First, in
Chapter Two, a detailed review is provided of past research on the three primary
constructs that are the focus of this study: abstract vs. concrete ad copy, promotion vs.
prevention regulatory focus, and hedonic vs. utilitarian product attribute. Based on the
literature review, Chapter Three provides a description of hypothesis development. It is
then followed by Chapter Four on methodology and Chapter Five on study results. The
results are discussed in detail in Chapter Six. Finally, in Chapter Seven, limitations and
suggestions for future research are provided.
7

Chapter II:

Literature Review

TYPES OF AD COPY: ABSTRACT VERSUS CONCRETE
Numerous researchers have examined the impact of the abstractness-concreteness
of information on people’s processing of the information and resultant responses to a
target object in various contexts including advertising. Yet, researchers have not reached
a consensus in this regard (see Kisielius and Sternthal [1984] for a review). For example,
MacKenzie (1986) found that consumers tended to pay more attention to the product
message after seeing an ad that included a concrete copy rather than an abstract copy.
Such an enhanced attention to the product message further enhanced their importance
judgment of the focal attribute. Also, in a mall-interception study, Fernandez and Rosen
(2000) found that consumers tended to have higher purchase intentions of a product after
seeing an ad that included a concrete copy rather than an abstract copy.
In contrast, Borgida (1979) observed no significant difference in jurors’ verdicts
when they were presented with a description of a plaintiff’s characteristic in an abstract
or concrete manner. Also, Andreoli and Worchel (1978) found the concreteness effect
only in an interaction with the communicator’s credibility and the mode of presentation.
That is, concrete information induced a more favorable judgment toward advocacy when
the information was presented in an audiovisual mode rather than in an audio or visual
mode. Further, the effect was observed only when the communicator was perceived to be
credible.
What makes the issue more complex is that researchers have used a variety of
terms interchangeably to indicate the abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy, such as
specificity, unambiguousness, vividness, and so on (e.g., Feldman et al. 2006; Hoch and
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Ha 1986; Kisielius and Sternthal 1984). Yet, it is not clear whether these terms differ
only semantically or refer to different aspects of an ad copy from its abstractnessconcreteness. Also, few studies have attempted to integrate findings from the studies that
employed the different terms.
A useful guideline for summarizing past studies can be found in Dube-Rioux,
Regan, and Schmitt’s (1990) study. According to them, researchers have conceptualized
the abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy in two different ways. Specifically, some
researchers have used the term as referring to the extent to which an ad copy includes
concepts that activate visual imagery of the product message in consumers’ minds (e.g.,
Krishnan et al. 2006; Rossiter and Percy 1978). Based on Paivio’s (1965) dual-coding
theory, these researchers have claimed that a concrete versus abstract ad copy has an
advantage in activating visual imagery and therefore has more positive impacts on
various cognitive activities, such as recall, recognition, comprehension, and so on.
In contrast, other researchers have used the term as referring to the extent to
which an ad copy includes concepts that differ on the continuum of subordinationsuperordination (e.g., Feldman et al. 2006; Macklin et al. 1985). By nature, the more
superordinate a concept is, the more subordinate concepts the concept includes, thereby
being considered more general (or less specific) (Johnson and Kisielius 1985; Spreen and
Schulz 1966). Therefore, an abstract ad copy that includes a superordinate concept(s)
describes a product indirectly and broadly, whereas a concrete ad copy that includes a
subordinate concept(s) describes a product directly and specifically (Johnson, Lehmann,
Fornell, and Horne 1992). However, this line of research has not been explored enough to
make contributions to our knowledge about the impact of the abstractness-concreteness
9

of an ad copy on consumers’ processing of the product message and resultant responses
to a product. Details of the past findings in each line of the research are reviewed below.
Abstractness-Concreteness of a Concept as the Degree of Activating Visual Imagery
It has been widely believed that concrete concepts are processed better than
abstract concepts in terms of various cognitive activities, such as recall, recognition,
comprehension, and so on (e.g., Begg and Paivio 1969; Holmes and Langford 1976;
Marschark and Paivio 1977; Moeser 1974; Schwanenflugel and Shoben 1983). However,
it has not been understood clearly what makes concrete concepts have the cognitive
advantage over abstract concepts. To date, two major theories have been proposed in this
regard: dual-coding theory and context-availability theory.
The Dual-Coding Theory
Regarding the concreteness effect, a major theory has been Paivio’s (1965) dualcoding theory. According to the theory, people have two separate processing systems:
one based on verbal message and another based on image. The two systems are
functionally separate. However, the activation of one system can activate corresponding
representational unit in the other system. Therefore, concepts that are processed by both
systems are more likely to be recalled, recognized and comprehended than concepts that
are processed by only one system (Klee and Eysenck 1973; Moeser 1974; Paivio, Yuille,
and Madigan 1968). In general, people can associate concrete concepts with particular
visual images more easily than abstract concepts. Given the dual-coding theory, then,
when people encounter a concrete concept, the concept is likely to be processed by both
systems, whereas the process of an abstract concept is likely to be limited to the verbal
system. As a result, compared to abstract concepts, concrete concepts are more likely to
10

be recalled, recognized and comprehended (Holcomb, Kounios, Anderson and West
1999).
The theory has been corroborated by numerous studies (e.g., Begg 1972; Brewer
1988; O’Neill and Paivio 1978). For example, Brewer (1988) made subjects read three
different types of texts, such as description, narration and exposition. The exposition type
was further manipulated to be abstract or concrete. Afterward, subjects were asked to
write the imagery they had while reading the texts. From the study, it was found that the
subjects had imagery when reading all the text types. However, far less imagery was
reported for the abstract expository text than the others. This study did not investigate the
impact of the text types on other cognitive activities (e.g., recall, recognition,
comprehension, etc.). Still, the study helped to establish the evidence of spontaneous use
of imagery in processing various text types and the impact of an abstract text in this
regard.
On the other hand, Begg (1972) showed subjects concrete phrases and abstract
phrases. Then, he measured the extent to which the subjects could recall the phrases. It
was found that the subjects tended to recall concrete phrases (e.g., white horse) better
than abstract phrases (e.g., basic truth). Also, O’Neill and Paivio (1978) showed subjects
randomly exchanged words between matched concrete and abstract sentences. From the
study, they found that comprehensibility of the concrete sentences was more disrupted
than comprehensibility of the abstract sentences. Still, the concrete sentences were
recalled better than the abstract sentences. From the finding, they concluded that there
was an inherent vagueness in abstract concepts that made these concepts more difficult to
comprehend and remember.
11

However, there also exist a number of findings that refute the dual-coding theory,
which makes the theory far from being a robust explanation of the concreteness effect
(see Schwanenflugel [1991] for a review). For example, Marschark (1985) demonstrated
that subjects’ recall of sentences significantly improved when the sentences included
concrete concepts. However, when sentences comprised connected prose, the
abstractness-concreteness of included concepts had no impact on the recall. He
interpreted the finding as suggesting that salient relations among sentences encouraged
the subjects to focus on the relational information at the expense of processing individual
sentences. Therefore, the cognitive advantage of concrete concepts should be observed
only at the sentence level. Also, Marschark and Hunt (1989) presented subjects with
several pairs of abstract and concrete words and asked the subjects to recall the pairs in a
free or cued recall setting. The concreteness effect was observed in the cued recall
setting. However, in the free recall setting, no difference in recall was found between the
abstract pairs and the concrete pairs.
The Context-Availability Theory
Due to the inconsistent findings from studies that were based on the dual-coding
theory, researchers have employed context-availability theory as an alternative
explanation of the concreteness effect (e.g., Bransford and McCarrell 1974; Kieras 1978).
According to the theory, concrete concepts have the cognitive advantage over abstract
concepts not because of the superiority in activating visual imagery but because of the
contextual information that is inherently associated with concrete versus abstract
concepts. For example, it is very easy to identify the appropriate context for a sentence
that includes concrete concepts such that “The burning forest was observed through
12

binoculars.” There is little ambiguity in this sentence regarding the appropriate context.
In contrast, the appropriate context is not clear in a sentence that includes abstract
concepts, “The group’s success was achieved through persistence.” Compared to the
former sentence, this sentence may refer to various contexts, such as a group of managers
who found a way to make their divisions profitable, a recruitment committee that just
filled the job, a group of defenders holding a star running back to less than 100 yards in a
game, and so on (Wattenmaker and Shoben 1987). Given the importance of contextual
information that eases the processing of concepts, the theory further suggests that adding
more contextual information should enhance the processing of abstract concepts as well
(Kieras 1978).
To date, numerous empirical support for the context-availability theory has been
reported (e.g., Bransford and McCarrell 1974; Kounios and Holcomb 1994;
Schwanenflugel, Harnishfeger, and Stowe 1988; Schwanenflugel and Shoben 1983;
Schwanenflugel and Stowe 1989). Yet, few researchers have adopted the theory to
examine the impact of an ad copy on consumers’ processing of the product message and
responses to the product.
Despite the limited adoption of the context-availability theory in the context of
advertising, a similar view has been proposed. In essence, most previous studies on the
abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy share the view that the abstractness-concreteness
is an aspect of an ad copy itself (Taylor and Thompson 1982). However, according to
Kisielius and Sternthal’s (1984) availability-valence hypothesis, the vividness (i.e.,
concreteness) of an ad copy is not determined by whether the copy includes abstract or
concrete concepts. Rather, it is determined by the cognitive process that is evoked by an
13

ad copy. Specifically, people normally process an ad copy by relating it to relevant
information they have stored in memory. During the process, people do not access all the
information that has been stored but access only the information that is most available
(Anderson and Bower 1980; Tversky and Kahneman 1973).
The availability of stored information may be affected by a variety of factors.
However, the availability-valence hypothesis identifies people’s cognitive elaboration as
a critical factor. By nature, people’s memory has been considered as a complex network
of associated information (e.g., Anderson and Bower 1980; Nisbett and Ross 1980). Such
a nature of people’s memory implies that the more people elaborate on an ad copy, the
more associated information they are likely to access, which in turn helps them process
the ad copy (Johnson and Kisielius 1985). Consequently, an ad copy that leads people to
engage in more elaboration should make the message more vivid (i.e., concrete).
Past studies have identified various factors that may enhance people’s elaboration
on information (e.g., Hunt and Einstein 1981; Johnson 1984). According to the
availability-valence hypothesis, adding more contextual information can be a factor. Such
a view is consistent with the context-availability theory that was explained earlier.
Consequently, it is likely that to the extent to which an ad copy includes contextual
information, the copy becomes more vivid regardless whether the copy includes abstract
or concrete concepts. Still, the enhanced ease of processing an ad copy does not
guarantee whether the product message is judged positively or negatively. Instead, the
availability-valence hypothesis proposes that the evaluation of an ad copy is determined
by the valence of the information that is made accessible at the time an individual
elaborates on the ad copy.
14

Overall, the above studies suggest that the impact of the abstractness-concreteness
of an ad copy on consumers’ processing of the product message and responses to a
product may not be direct. Rather, the impact may be moderated by external (e.g., the
amount of contextual information) and internal (e.g., consumers’ prior knowledge)
factors.
Abstractness-Concreteness of a Concept as the Degree of SuperordinationSubordination
As mentioned in the previous section, concrete concepts tend to be associated
with particular visual images better than abstract concepts. Therefore, the abstractnessconcreteness of a concept has been defined as the extent to which a concept activates
visual imagery. However, it has been shown that whether a concept can be associated
with a particular visual image or not does not determine the abstractness-concreteness of
the concept (e.g., Kammann and Streeter 1971; Wiemer-Hastings and Xu 2005). For
example, most people consider the concept scientist as more abstract than the concept
milk bottle. Still, people can associate the concept scientist with a particular visual image
(e.g., physicist, biologist, chemist, etc.) as much as they can visualize the concept milk
bottle.
Categorization of Objects and Concepts
Due to the limitation of the conventional view in defining the abstractnessconcreteness of a concept, researchers have proposed an alternative view based on
findings about how people categorize objects (e.g., Brown 1958; Paivio 1971). Regarding
the way people categorize objects, the notion of graded abstraction has been widely
accepted. That is, people normally identify an object at the basic level of categorization
(e.g., bird). However, people may also identify a basic object as a member of a
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superordinate category (e.g., animal), which is more general than the basic category, or as
a parent category that includes other subordinate categories (e.g., robin, hawk, eagle, etc.)
that are more specific than the basic category (Rosch 1978).
Likewise, the alternative view suggests that the abstractness-concreteness of a
concept refers to the extent to which a concept includes other concepts. That is, the more
other concepts a concept includes, as the concept scientist includes other concepts, such
as physicist, biologist, chemist, etc., the more abstract (or general) the concept is
considered. In contrast, the fewer other concepts a concept includes, the more concrete
(or specific) the concept is considered. Still, people can associate an abstract concept with
a particular visual image by associating the concept with a visual image of its particular
subordinate concept. Accordingly, Paivio (1965) reported that no significant correlation
was found between the extent to which a concept activated a visual image and the extent
to which the concept included other concepts.
The notion of graded abstraction has also been employed in the context of
consumer behavior. For example, according to Sujan and Dekleva (1987), product
classes, product types and brands can be equated with Rosch’s (1978) conceptualization
of superordinate, basic and subordinate categories. Given the hierarchical structure of
products, Johnson and Fornell (1987) found that consumers tended to describe more
superordinate products using more abstract attributes but described more subordinate
products using more concrete attributes.
Further, it has been suggested that to the extent to which an attribute is considered
abstract, consumers tend to describe changes in the value of the attribute along the
continuous dimension. On the other hand, changes in the value of a concrete attribute
16

tend to be described in a dichotomous manner (Howard 1977; Johnson and Fornell 1987;
Rosch 1975). For example, consumers may consider an automobile’s safety attribute as
more abstract than its airbag attribute. Then, it is likely that consumers describe an
automobile’s performance on the safety attribute as a degree but its performance on the
airbag attribute as either “included” or “not included” (Johnson and Kisielius 1985).
Abstractness-Concreteness of Ad Copy
As shown in the above, the alternative view of the abstractness-concreteness of a
concept based on the notion of graded abstraction has enhanced our knowledge about
how consumers categorize products and describe a product’s performance on attributes.
The view has also been employed to examine the issues about the abstractnessconcreteness of an ad copy (e.g., Borgida and Nisbett 1977; Dickson 1982; Hamill,
Wilson, and Nisbett 1980).
However, these studies have been criticized due primarily to methodological
problems. For example, Dickson (1982) manipulated the abstractness-concreteness of an
ad copy by showing subjects ads that included information on refrigerators either in the
form of case history or in the form of base rate. In the case history condition, the subjects
were presented with actual quotes of five housewives regarding the failure of their
refrigerators. In contrast, in the base rate condition, they were presented with the
summary statistical reports of 500 housewives. Following the notion of the graded
abstraction, the forms of case history and base rate were believed to convey the
information on refrigerators in specific and general ways, respectively. From the study,
much higher recall of the information was observed with the case study form. Similar
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findings have been reported by other studies as well (e.g., Borgida and Nisbett 1977;
Hamill, Wilson, and Nisbett 1980).
The above findings support the concreteness effect that was discussed in the
previous section. However, as Taylor and Thompson (1982) noted, it is possible that the
above findings were confounded by other factors than the abstractness-concreteness of an
ad copy. Specifically, the above studies presented the case history information as
experimenter-paced but presented the base rate information as subject-paced. Such a
difference in the way the treatments were administered might lead to the difference in the
amount of information the subjects could process, which in turn might have confounded
the impact of the abstractness-concreteness of the ad copies (Kisielius and Sternthal
1984). Moreover, to interpret the base rate information, the subjects needed to have basic
knowledge about how to interpret statistical data. Without testing the subjects’ prior
knowledge in this regard, then, the observed advantage of the case history information
over the base rate information might have resulted from the ease of processing the
information instead of the concreteness of the information (Kisielius and Sternthal 1984).
Also, past studies often failed to distinguish between the abstractnessconcreteness of an ad copy and difference in the amount of information contained. For
example, Percy (1982) manipulated the abstractness-concreteness of several ad copies of
a beer. An abstract copy read, “Great taste,” whereas its concrete counterpart read,
“Winner of 5 out of 5 taste tests in the U.S. against all major American beers and leading
imports.” The study showed that subjects had more positive attitudes toward the beer
after seeing an ad that included a concrete copy rather than an abstract copy. In the study,
the phrase “Great taste” was considered more general than the phrase “Winner of 5 out of
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5 taste tests” in the sense that the former phrase could include other qualifications than
the latter phrase (e.g., “fermented for a year”). However, with more than two times longer
copy, the concrete ad copy also included a greater amount of information than the
abstract copy. Therefore, it is not clear whether the enhanced attitudes toward the product
were caused by the concreteness of the ad copy or the ad copy’s greater amount of
information.
Lastly, it should be noted that abstract concepts and concrete concepts are
qualitatively different. Specifically, Barsalou (1999) suggests that the more abstract a
concept is, the more introspective features (i.e., emotions, feelings, etc.) tend to be
associated with the concept. In contrast, the more concrete a concept is, the more
perceptual features tend to be associated with the concept. Also, many abstract concepts
are relational concepts that are characterized by their links to external concepts rather
than intrinsic properties (Gentner 1981; Markman and Stilwell 2001). Therefore, people
prefer using abstract versus concrete concepts in relation with contextual entities, such as
social situations, behaviors, agents that are involved in activities, and so on (Hampton
1981; Wiemer-Hastings and Xu 2005). Lastly, building on the notion of schema (Minsky
1975; Schank and Abelson 1977), Wiemer-Hastings and Xu (2005) view abstract
concepts as content-free schema, which consists of empty mental slots that are
interrelated together. Then, as people fill the slots in the schema with specific content in
different situations, they may also specify an abstract concept in different situations.
Given the qualitative differences between abstract concepts and concrete
concepts, researchers should consider the differences in examining the impact of the
abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy. Yet, few attempts in this regard have been made.
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TYPES OF CONSUMERS’ REGULATORY FOCI: PROMOTION VERSUS
PREVENTION
Regarding the pursuit of a goal, it has been believed that people tend to approach
pleasure and avoid pain. Such a tendency has been termed the hedonic principle (James
1890; Lewin 1951). The hedonic principle has been adopted by a wide variety of models
and theories, such as personality models (e.g., Atkinson 1964), social psychological
models (e.g., Ajzen and Fishbein 1980) and cognitive models (e.g., Edwards 1955;
Kahneman and Tversky 1979).
Similar to the hedonic principle, regulatory focus theory holds that people tend to
pursue a goal with more emphasis on a particular goal orientation (i.e., regulatory focus).
The goal orientation can be either promotion or prevention. With a promotion regulatory
focus, people are oriented to the achievement of positive outcomes, whereas with a
prevention regulatory focus, people are oriented to the avoidance of negative outcomes
(Higgins 1997, 2002; Higgins and Idson 2000; Higgins and Silberman 1998).
Further, the regulatory focus theory advances the hedonic principle by identifying
people’s mode of goal pursuit when they hold a promotion or prevention regulatory
focus. Specifically, promotion-focused people tend to view the current environment as
benign. Such a positive view of the current environment leads these people to engage in
goal pursuit activities in an exploratory manner. Therefore, promotion-focused people are
characterized as holding an “eager” mode of goal pursuit. On the other hand, preventionfocused people tend to view the current environment as problematic. Compared to
promotion-focused people, these people’s negative view of the current environment
requires them to take corrective actions. Before taking any corrective actions, however,
these people tend to assess alternative actions carefully to surely rectify the problematic
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environment. Therefore, prevention-focused people’s mode of goal pursuit is
characterized as “vigilant” (Friedman and Forster 2002; Higgins 2000; Higgins, Shah,
and Friedman 1997).
According to regulatory focus theory, people’s regulatory foci and corresponding
modes of goal pursuit have critical impacts on the way they complete given tasks, select
means to pursue goals and evaluate target goals (Crowe and Higgins 1997; Freitas and
Higgins 2002; Shah et al. 1998). Past findings in this regard are reviewed in detail in the
next section.
The Nature of Regulatory Focus: Inherent and Temporarily Primed
By nature, people’s regulatory foci can be both inherent and temporarily primed
(Camacho, Higgins, and Luger 2003; Cesario, Grant, and Higgins 2004; Dholakia,
Gopinath, Bagozzi, and Nataraajan 2006; Forster and Higgins 2005; Leone, Perugini, and
Bagozzi 2005; Pham and Avnet 2004). To measure and temporarily prime people’s
regulatory foci, a variety of methods have been proposed. These methods are reviewed in
detail below.
Inherent Regulatory Focus
According to regulatory focus theory, people can be inherently more focused on
promotion or prevention. Past studies have identified the way people have grown up as a
critical factor that shapes such a chronic regulatory focus. For example, parents who
emphasize the nurturing of their children tend to praise, rather than punish, their children,
whereas the reverse tendency can be found with parents who emphasize the security of
their children. By receiving more praises or punishments from parents repeatedly, people
may become promotion-focused with more emphasis on the achievement of “ideals,”
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such as hopes and aspirations, or become prevention-focused with more emphasis on the
fulfillment of “oughts,” such as duties and obligations (Higgins 1991, 1997; Higgins and
Silberman 1998).
Also, people may hold independent or interdependent self-view depending on
which self-view is encouraged by the culture in which they have grown up (see Fiske,
Kitayama, Markus, and Nisbett [1998] for review). Further, it has been shown that
people’s self-view drives themselves to be focused on promotion or prevention (Heine,
Lehman, Markus and Kitayama 1999). Specifically, with an independent self-view,
people tend to view themselves as defined by unique attributes and characteristics that
distinguish them from others. As a result, these people tend to pursue goals that help to
enhance themselves through the achievement of success and the demonstration of how
they are positively distinct from others. People’s tendency to pursue such goals is
compatible to people’s focus on promotion. On the other hand, with an interdependent
self-view, people tend to view themselves as defined by attributes and characteristics that
are shared by others. As a result, these people tend to pursue goals that help to keep from
making mistakes that may dissimilate themselves from others, which is compatible to
people’s focus on prevention. Such a correspondence between people’s self-view and
regulatory focus has been evidenced in contexts in which people make not only productrelated decisions (Aaker and Lee 2001) but also non-product-related decisions (Lee,
Aaker, and Gardner 2000).
To measure people’s inherent regulatory foci, researchers have developed a
variety of methods since Higgins (1989) initially developed the Selves Questionnaire.
Using the Selves Questionnaire, people are asked to list attributes that may represent the
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type of person they hope, wish, or aspire to be (i.e., ideal self) as well as the type of
person they believe it is their duty, obligation, or responsibility to be (i.e., ought self). For
each ideal-self attribute, they are further asked to rate the extent to which they would like
to possess the attribute (i.e., ideal-self extent rating) as well as the extent to which they
believe they actually possess the attribute (i.e., actual-ideal-self extent rating). The same
measures are taken for each ought-self attribute to produce ought-self extent rating as
well as actual-ought-self extent rating.
Subsequently, the extent to which people are focused on promotion or prevention
is determined by subtracting their actual ideal- or ought-self extent rating from ideal- or
ought-self rating and, then, summing the differences for each attribute. Based on the
computation, a greater difference between people’s ideal-self extent rating and actualideal-self extent rating rather than a difference between their ought-self extent rating and
actual-ought-self extent rating is considered an indication that they are inherently focused
on promotion. In contrast, the reverse is believed to indicate that they are inherently
focused on prevention.
The Selves Questionnaire and its variations have been employed by numerous
studies (e.g., Avnet and Higgins 2006; Brockner, Paruchuri, Idson, and Higgins 2002;
Higgins et al. 1997; Pham and Avnet 2004). However, the method requires substantial
effort and time to administer. Therefore, researchers have proposed alternative methods.
For example, Higgins, Friedman, Harlow, Idson, and Ayduk (2001) developed the
Regulatory Focus Questionnaire. This scale consists of 11 items, six of which tap into
people’s promotion regulatory foci, whereas five tap into people’s prevention regulatory
foci. The scale was employed by Cesario et al. (2004) and Camacho et al. (2003).
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However, the validity of Regulatory Focus Questionnaire has been questioned.
For example, Semin et al. (2005) stated that the internal consistency of the Regulatory
Focus Questionnaire was too low. Also, the two subscales that supposedly tapped into
different regulatory foci were not orthogonal. Accordingly, Semin et al. (2005) developed
a revised scale called the Modified Regulatory Focus Questionnaire. This scale consists
of 12 items, six of which tap into people’s promotion regulatory foci, whereas the other
six tap into people’s prevention regulatory foci. Also, in a study that examined the impact
of role models on people’s academic motivation, Lockwood and Jordan (2002) developed
another scale of 18 items to measure subjects’ inherent regulatory foci instead of
employing other existing scales.
Moreover, consistent with regulatory focus theory, Gray (1990) proposed that two
self-regulatory systems operate in people’s nervous systems, a behavioral activation
system (BAS) and a behavioral inhibition system (BIS). The former system is believed to
control people’s appetitive motivation, thereby driving them to be sensitive to positive
outcomes. In contrast, the latter system is believed to control people’s aversive
motivation with sensitivity to negative outcomes (Quay 1993). To measure the extent to
which people are responsive to each system, Carver and White (1994) developed a scale
of 20 items. According to Harlow, Friedman, and Higgins (1997), the scale produces
measures that highly correlate with measures on Higgins et al.’s (2001) Regulatory Focus
Questionnaire. Correspondingly, numerous studies have employed the scale to measure
subjects’ inherent regulatory foci (e.g., Dholakia et al. 2006; Leone et al. 2005; Carver
and Scheier 1998; Gable, Reis, and Elliot 2000).
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Temporarily Primed Regulatory Focus
Studies have shown that people’s regulatory foci are not only inherent but also
can be temporarily primed. In the past decades, a variety of methods has been proposed
to prime people’s regulatory foci. Despite differences in details of the methods, a
consistency is found across the methods: Prime people’s regulatory foci by directing their
focus to hopes/aspirations or duties/obligations or by activating their eager or vigilant
mode of goal pursuit.
For example, Higgins, Bond, Klein, and Strauman (1986) conducted a series of
studies to examine whether the type of emotional change that was experienced by people
was influenced by the magnitude and accessibility of the type of regulatory foci that was
held by the people. In doing so, they primed subjects to describe the kind of person they
would likely to be or ought to be and list attributes that they hoped to have or attributes
that they believed were duties or obligations. Subsequently, the subjects were asked to
indicate whether there had been any change over the years in these hopes/aspirations or
duties/obligations.
The method has been employed by other studies with varying degrees of
adjustments. For example, in several studies, subjects were simply asked to describe how
their hopes/aspirations or duties/obligations were different now from before (Chernev
2004; Cesario et al. 2004; Higgins, Roney, Crowe, and Hymes 1994; Zhu and MeyersLevy 2007). However, in the Dholakia et al. (2006) study, subjects were asked to write an
essay to support a principle that promoted an idea of achievement/advancement (i.e.,
“Success in life is determined by action, not inaction.”) or security/caution (i.e.,
“Prevention is the best form of cure.”). On the other hand, Pham and Avnet (2004) asked
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subjects to list a couple of past and current hopes/aspirations or duties/obligations.
Furthermore, to make sure that the subjects were indeed primed to focus on promotion or
prevention, they also asked the subjects to rate how likely they would be to take an action
between actions toward ideal or ought, such as “do what is right (ought)” versus
“whatever I want (ideal),” “take a trip around the world (ideal)” versus “pay back my
loans (ought)” and “go wherever my head takes me (ideal)” versus “do whatever it takes
to keep my promises (ought).” The rating indicated that the subjects who were primed to
focus on promotion were more likely to take an action toward ideal, whereas the reverse
tendency was found with the subjects who were primed to focus on prevention.
Different from the above methods, Friedman and Forster (2001) primed subjects’
regulatory foci using variations of a visual stimulus. Specifically, subjects were shown a
cartoon that depicted a mouse trapped in a maze and asked to find an exit for the mouse.
However, the cartoon that was shown to subjects in the promotion condition included a
slice of cheese placed outside of the maze, whereas an owl hovering over the maze was
included in the cartoon that was shown to subjects in the prevention condition. The
rationale of this method was that the subjects would perceive a slice of cheese as
something for the mouse to “eagerly” achieve. Therefore, the task would activate the
subjects’ eager mode of goal pursuit, which was believed to be compatible with a
promotion regulatory focus. However, an owl would be perceived as something for the
mouse to “vigilantly” avoid. Therefore, the task would activate the subjects’ vigilant
mode of goal pursuit, which was believed to be compatible with a prevention regulatory
focus. This method was also employed by Chernev (2004).
Also, building on the premise that people’s regulatory foci on achievement or
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avoidance activate an eager or vigilant mode of goal pursuit, numerous studies have
primed subjects’ regulatory foci by showing them messages that are framed to promote
an achievement or avoidance aspect of goal pursuit. For example, in a study that
examined the type of linguistic signatures that people with different regulatory foci
tended to use, Semin et al. (2005) primed subjects to focus on achievement by instructing
them to “Imagine that you are the kind of person who likes to be a good friend in his
close relationships. What would your strategy be to meet this goal?” On the other hand,
the instruction that was designed to prime subjects to focus on avoidance read, “Imagine
that you are the kind of person who believes you should try not to be a poor friend in
your close relationships. What would your strategy be to meet this goal?”
Likewise, Lee and Aaker (2004) primed subjects’ regulatory foci by showing
them ads that promoted the positive impact of Welch’s grape juice on energy creation or
prevention of cancer and heart disease. Similar to Friedman and Forster’s (2001) study, it
was believed that subjects would consider energy as something they would like to eagerly
achieve but cancer and heart disease as something they would like to vigilantly avoid
through the purchase of the brand. Similar framing methods have been employed by other
studies using different product categories and different consumption benefits (e.g.,
Bosmas and Baumgartner 2005; Kim 2006; Zhu and Meyers-Levy 2007).
Lastly, past studies have often primed subjects’ regulatory foci by assigning them
tasks that are framed as gain or loss (e.g., Aaker and Lee 2001; Liberman, Molden, Idson,
and Higgins 2001). Originally, the notion of gain-versus-loss framing was developed by
Tversky and Kahneman (1981). In their experimental study, subjects were told that 600
individuals were infected with a deadly Asian disease. Therefore, the subjects should
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choose one of two intervention programs to be imposed. In doing so, one group of the
subjects was given options that were positively framed such that (1) 200 individuals are
saved; (2) With a probability of 1/3, 600 individuals are saved. And with a probability of
2/3, 600 individuals will not be saved. In contrast, another group of the subjects was
given options that were negatively framed such that (1) 400 individuals will die; (2) With
a probability of 1/3, 600 individuals will not die. And with a probability of 2/3, 600
individuals will die. Despite that the expected probability of saving the infected
individuals was same across the options, subjects tended to choose a different option
depending on whether they were given positively or negatively framed options.
Likewise, studies in the regulatory focus theory have shown that a task framed as
a gain primes subjects to focus on promotion, whereas a task framed as a loss primes
subjects to focus on prevention. For example, in a study that examined the interaction
effect of people’s self-views (i.e., independent vs. interdependent) and regulatory foci
(i.e., promotion vs. prevention) on their recall of a product message, Aaker and Lee
(2001) primed subjects’ regulatory foci by framing a scenario to describe a gain or loss
situation. Specifically, subjects in the independent-promotion condition were provided
with a scenario that “You are playing in a tennis tournament and have made it to the
finals. It is 4:26 P.M., and the sun is beating down on you. You count the strings on your
racquet and bounce the ball on your racquet a few times, thinking to yourself: If you win
this last match, you will win the championship title and bring home the huge trophy.” On
the other hand, in the independent-prevention condition, the scenario was adjusted to
describe a situation of losing the game. In the same manner, in the interdependentpromotion or prevention condition, the scenario was adjusted to describe a situation of
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you winning or losing the game for your team rather than for yourself.
Similarly, in a study that examined the impact of people’s regulatory foci on their
preference between stability and change, Liberman et al. (2001) provided subjects with
three numbered cards, each of which included one abstract figure. Subsequently, the
subjects were asked to describe the figures so that other subjects could correctly identify
them. In doing so, the subjects in the promotion condition were told that they would start
with no points and would gain two points for each figure that other subjects could
correctly identify. In contrast, the subjects in the prevention condition were told that they
would start with six points and would lose two points for each figure that other subjects
could not correctly identify.
The Impact of Regulatory Fit on the Pursuit of a Goal
In general, people pursue a goal using a means (see Austin and Vancouver [1996]
for a review). Regarding the goal-pursuit process, regulatory focus theory holds that
people prefer pursuing a goal using a means that sustains their regulatory foci.
Specifically, people’s goal pursuit may lead to one of the following four outcomes: gain
(i.e., achievement of a positive outcome), non-gain (i.e., failure to achieve a positive
outcome), loss (i.e., failure to avoid a negative outcome) and non-loss (i.e., avoidance of
a negative outcome) (Camacho et al. 2003). By nature, promotion-focused people are in
an eager mode of goal pursuit. Such a goal pursuit mode is expected to direct their
attention to gain and non-gain, rather than loss and non-loss. Further, these people may
want to sustain the eager mode during the goal pursuit. Then, it is expected that these
people would prefer pursuing a goal using a means that is believed to generate as many
gains as possible, thereby decreasing the possibility of non-gains. Different from
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promotion-focused people, prevention-focused people pay more attention to loss and
non-loss, rather than gain and non-gain. This is because these people are in a vigilant
mode of goal pursuit. Still, prevention-focused people may also want to sustain the
vigilant mode of goal pursuit. As a result, these people tend to prefer pursuing a goal
using a means that is believed to ensure non-losses, thereby decreasing the possibility of
losses (Cesario et al. 2004; Dholakia et al. 2006; Forster and Higgins 2005).
Moreover, numerous studies have found that people “feel right” when pursuing a
goal using a means that fits their goal pursuit orientations. The positive feeling is then
transferred to the goal and the means, which in turn enhances their responses to the goal
and the means. Past studies on regulatory focus theory have termed such a tendency
regulatory fit effect (e.g., Crowe and Higgins 1997; Freitas and Higgins 2002; Shah et al.
1998).
The regulatory fit effect has been documented in a variety of goal-pursuit
contexts. Broadly speaking, the goal-pursuit contexts can be classified into (1)
completion of a task and (2) decision making. In both contexts, the regulatory fit effect
has been consistently observed no matter whether people’s regulatory foci are inherent or
temporarily primed. These studies are reviewed in detail in the following section.
Subsequently, the mechanism that underlies the regulatory fit effect will be discussed.
The Regulatory Fit Effect in the Context of Completing a Task
Often, people are given a certain task to complete. Then, completion of the task
becomes a goal for the people. The tendency that people prefer completing a task using a
means that sustains their regulatory foci has been observed in numerous studies (e.g.,
Crowe and Higgins 1997; Friedman and Forster 2001; Higgins 1997; Liberman, Idson,
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Camacho and Higgins 1999). For example, Crowe and Higgins (1997) primed subjects’
regulatory foci by informing them that depending on their performance on a recognition
task, they would have an opportunity to perform another liked task (i.e., a promotion
condition) or not to perform a disliked task (i.e., a prevention condition). Afterward, the
subjects were shown a list of nonsense syllables, which was followed by another list of
the same nonsense syllables with other distracter syllables that did not appear in the first
list. For each of the syllables that appeared in the second list, the subjects were asked to
indicate whether it appeared in the first list. As expected, it was observed that promotionfocused subjects had a risky bias of saying yes, whereas prevention-focused subjects had
a conservative bias of saying no. This tendency was interpreted that when completing the
task, the former subjects preferred sustaining their eager mode of goal pursuit. Therefore,
they tended to focus on achieving as many hits (i.e., gains) as possible without being
worried about making mistakes. In contrast, the latter subjects preferred sustaining their
vigilant mode of goal pursuit. Therefore, they tended to focus on ensuring not making
mistakes (i.e., non-losses) rather than increasing the number of hits.
Such a tendency that promotion-focused people have a risky bias, whereas
prevention-focused people have a conservative bias, was also evidenced in studies that
examined the impact of people’s regulatory foci on their creative thought processing
(e.g., Higgins 1997; Crowe and Higgins 1997) and hypothesis generation (e.g., Friedman
and Forster 2001; Liberman et al. 2001). Specifically, Crowe and Higgins (1997)
proposed that due to the risky bias, promotion-focused people would prefer a processing
style in which novel alternatives were eagerly and actively sought. In contrast,
prevention-focused people’s conservative bias was thought to lead to the preference of a
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processing style in which repetition was favored over novelty and alternatives were
carefully examined. Correspondingly, Crowe and Higgins (1997) found that when
completing a task of grouping a variety of fruits based on freely chosen criteria,
promotion-focused subjects tended to generate more subgroups than prevention-focused
subjects. According to Higgins (1997), the finding can be interpreted that promotionfocused people tend to be inclined toward creative thought processing, whereas
prevention-focused people tend to be inclined toward conservative thought processing.
Also, in Liberman et al.’s (2001) study, subjects were shown several ambiguous
pictures and asked to generate as many hypotheses as they could to identify objects in the
pictures. As expected, it was found that promotion-focused subjects tended to generate
more hypotheses than prevention-focused subjects. Such a tendency was observed no
matter whether the subjects’ regulatory foci were inherent or temporarily primed.
Consistent with Crowe and Higgins’ (1997) finding, Liberman et al’s (2001) finding was
also interpreted as indicating that promotion-focused people had a risky bias, whereas
prevention-focused people had a conservative bias.
Further, Semin et al. (2005) proposed that due to the preference of creative
thought processing, promotion-focused people would be more likely to use abstract terms
and predicates when talking about the pursuit of a goal. In contrast, due to the preference
of conservative thought processing, prevention-focused people in the same situation
would be more likely to use concrete terms and predicates. Specifically, the linguistic
category model (Semin 2000; Semin and Fiedler 1988, 1991) suggests that terms and
predicates people use in describing social interactions with other people can be classified
into four categories: (1) descriptive-action verbs, which are most concrete and used to
32

convey a description of a single, observable event and preserve perceptual features of the
event (e.g., “A punches B”); (2) interpretive-action verbs, which also describe a specific
observable event. However, compared to descriptive-action verbs, these verbs are more
abstract and refer to a more general class of the event and do not preserve the perceptual
features of the event (e.g., “A hurts B”); (3) state verbs, which describe an unobservable
emotional state rather than a specific event. Therefore, these verbs are even more abstract
than interpretive-action verbs (e.g., “A hates B”); (4) adjectives, which constitute the
most abstract way of description of an event. Building on the linguistic category model,
Semin et al. (2005) predicted that depending on his or her regulatory focus, an individual
would be more likely to use a particular type(s) of terms and predicates when describing
a certain event.
Semin et al’s (2005) prediction was supported in a series of experiments. For
example, in one study Semin et al. (2005) showed subjects a cartoon that depicted person
X in a positive or negative way. In the positive cartoon, the person was depicted as
intervening a situation in which a frightened-looking, smaller person was about to be hit
by a third person. In contrast, in the negative cartoon, the person was depicted as shouting
with an aggressive expression at another person who looked sad. Afterward, subjects who
were seen a positive cartoon were primed to be focused on promotion or prevention
through one of the following two questions: (1) “Imagine that you know person X who
appears in the cartoon. How would you describe the event if you wanted somebody to
think about person X in a positive way?” (i.e., a promotion condition); (2) “Imagine that
you know person X who appears in the cartoon. How would you describe the event if you
did not want somebody to think about person X in a negative way?” (i.e., a prevention
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condition). A similar procedure was administered to subjects who were shown a negative
cartoon by asking them one of the following two questions: (1) “Imagine that you know
person X who appears in the cartoon. How would you describe the event if you wanted
somebody to think about X in a negative way?” (a promotion condition); (2) “Imagine
that you know person X who appears in the cartoon. How would you describe the event if
you did not want somebody to think about X in a positive way?” (a prevention condition).
As expected, it was found that the promotion-focused subjects tended to describe
the person in a more abstract manner using state verbs or adjectives (e.g., “X is a helpful
person,” “X is courageous,” etc.). In contrast, the prevention-focused subjects tended to
describe the person in a more concrete manner using descriptive-action verbs or
interpretive-action verbs (e.g., “X is helping a person,” “X is defending a person,” etc.).
Such a tendency was maintained regardless of whether the subjects were given a cartoon
that depicted the person positively or negatively.
By nature, Semin et al.’s (2005) finding is compatible to past findings that
promotion-focused people tended to prefer global processing, whereas preventionfocused people tended to prefer local processing. According to Eaterbrook (1959),
anxiety arousal acts to reduce the range of cues that people use. Correspondingly, studies
have found that prevention-related motivational states (e.g., stress, anxiety, etc.) narrow
the scope of perceptual attention, engendering visual focus on local, as opposed to global,
details, whereas promotion-related motivational states (e.g., happiness, cheerfulness, etc.)
do the opposite (Basso et al. 1996; Derryberry and Reed 1998; Derryberry and Tucker
1994; Gasper and Clore 2002).
A consistent finding was reported by Forster and Higgins (2005). In their study,
34

subjects’ inherent regulatory foci were measured. Afterward, the subjects were shown
large letters on a screen that were made of small letters and asked to identify which letters
appeared on the screen. As expected, promotion-focused subjects tended to identify
global letters (i.e., large letters) faster than local letters (i.e., small letters). The opposite
tendency was found with prevention-focused subjects.
The Regulatory Fit Effect in the Context of Decision Making
Other than completing a task, making decisions often forms a goal to pursue. In
this context, the regulatory fit effect has also been shown to operate. That is, people tend
to make decisions in a manner that fits their regulatory foci (Aaker and Lee 2001;
Chernev 2004; Safer 1998; Wang and Lee 2006). Studies in this context can be further
classified into (1) choice decisions, (2) non-text-based evaluations, and (3) text-based
evaluations.
The Regulatory Fit Effect in the Context of Making Choice Decisions: In an
experimental study, Safer (1998) measured subjects’ inherent regulatory foci, using the
Selves Questionnaire. Then, she identified a product’s luxurious image as fitting subjects’
promotion regulatory foci. This was because a product’s luxurious image was believed to
lead consumers to have an impression that the product had many other positive attributes
they would eagerly attempt to achieve. In contrast, a product’s reliability was identified
as fitting subjects’ prevention regulatory foci. Compared to a product’s luxurious image,
a product’s reliability was believed to be an attribute on which consumers would
vigilantly ensure to have. Afterward, two automobile brands and two apartment brands
were manipulated such that one brand in each product category had high values on
attributes related to luxury image but neutral values on attributes related to reliability,
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whereas the other brand had opposing values on the attributes. Finally, the subjects were
asked to choose a brand that they preferred from a pair of automobile brands or apartment
brands. As expected, the promotion-focused subjects tended to choose a brand of high
luxurious image but neutral reliability, whereas the prevention-focused subjects tended to
choose a brand of high reliability but neutral luxurious image.
The regulatory fit effect was also evidenced when subjects’ regulatory foci were
primed. For example, Chernev (2004) identified hedonic/performance-related attributes
as well as utilitarian/reliability-related attributes for four choice objects, such as lunch
destination, group member, toothpaste and shampoo. Hedonic/performance-related
attributes were believed to meet consumers’ experiential needs. Therefore, these
attributes were expected to activate consumers’ eager mode of goal pursuit that fit a
promotion regulatory focus. In contrast, utilitarian/reliability-related attributes were
believed to meet consumers’ instrumental needs. Therefore, these attributes were
expected to activate consumers’ vigilant mode of goal pursuit that fit a prevention
regulatory focus. During the study, subjects were primed to focus either on promotion or
prevention through the method that was developed by Friedman and Forster’s (2001).
Afterward, for each choice object, two objects were developed to be superior on
hedonic/performance-related attributes or utilitarian/reliability-related attributes. Finally,
the subjects in each regulatory-focus condition were shown the two objects and asked to
choose the object they preferred. As expected, they tended to choose the object that was
superior on the attributes that fit their regulatory foci.
The Regulatory Fit Effect in the Context of Making Non-Text-Based Evaluations:
Often, choice of an object requires the process of evaluating alternatives. Accordingly,
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studies have also tested the regulatory fit effect in the context of evaluating objects rather
than choosing an object directly (Avnet and Higgins 2006; Camacho et al. 2003; Higgins
et al. 2003). For example, Higgins et al. (2003) measured subjects’ inherent regulatory
foci using the Selves Questionnaire. Then, subjects were asked to choose a gift between a
disposable pen and a coffee mug. However, half of the subjects were asked to think about
what they would gain if they chose each item (i.e., eager mode of goal pursuit) whereas
the other half of the subjects were asked to think about what they would lose if they did
not choose each item (i.e., vigilant mode of goal pursuit). Afterward, the subjects who
chose a coffee mug were shown a reference pen that was priced at $3 and finally asked to
estimate the price of the coffee mug they chose. From the study, it was found that the
subjects who chose the coffee mug in the manner that fit their regulatory foci tended to
assign higher monetary value to the coffee mug than the subjects who chose the coffee
mug in the manner that did not fit their regulatory foci. That is, regulatory fit influenced
subjects’ evaluation of the choice object, particularly the object’s monetary value. A
consistent finding was obtained in Avnet and Higgins’ (2006) study.
Also, Camacho et al. (2003) found that regulatory fit could affect even people’s
moral evaluations of their past behaviors. Specifically, Camacho et al. (2003) measured
subjects’ inherent regulatory foci using the Regulatory Focus Questionnaire (Higgins et
al. 2001). Then, the subjects randomly received one of four different versions of the
Pressures of Life Questionnaire. The questionnaire asked the subjects to think back to a
time in their life when they transgressed by an error of commission or an error of
omission. In addition, each type of transgression was described as either a failure of
promotion concerns (i.e., social support) or a failure of prevention concerns (i.e., social
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responsibility). Finally, the subjects were asked to rate how guilty they felt about their
past behaviors. From the study, it was found that regulatory fit affected the intensity of
the subjects’ moral evaluations of their behaviors. In other words, the promotion-focused
subjects tended to feel guiltier about their behaviors when they were asked to focus on an
error of commission, particularly for promotion concerns. In contrast, the preventionfocused subjects tended to feel guiltier about their behaviors when they were asked to
focus on an error of omission, particularly for prevention concerns. A consistent tendency
was observed when subjects’ regulatory foci were primed.
Regulatory Fit Effect in the Context of Making Text-Based Evaluations: Often,
people evaluate an object based on a written description of the object. Regarding the way
people evaluate an object in such a context, studies have shown that depending on how
the description is written, people’s evaluations of the message persuasiveness as well as
evaluations of the object can be affected (Cesario et al. 2004; Kim 2006; Semin et al.
2005). For example, Cesario et al. (2004) primed subjects’ regulatory foci by having
them read a message that promoted the importance of eating fruits and vegetables with
more emphasis on energy and general fulfillment (i.e., promotion focus) or protection
from harmful daily elements (i.e., prevention focus). Each message was further framed to
activate the subjects’ eager mode or vigilant mode of goal pursuit by addressing what
they would achieve or not lose through the eating habits, respectively. As expected, the
promotion-focused subjects evaluated the message as more persuasive when the message
was written to activate their eager mode of goal pursuit. An opposing tendency was found
with the prevention-focused subjects.
Such an impact of message framing on people’s responses to a target object has
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been examined for decades, particularly regarding the impact of positively or negatively
framed messages (see Levin, Schneider, and Gaeth [1998] for a review). However, the
findings have varied. For example, Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy (1990) and Rothman
et al. (1993) reported that positively framed messages were more persuasive than
negatively framed messages. In contrast, Banks et al. (1995) and Meyerowitz and
Chaiken (1987) reported opposite findings.
As a solution to the conflicting findings, Kim (2006) identified people’s
regulatory foci as a moderator. In an experimental study that examined the
persuasiveness of an anti-smoking ad, he demonstrated that promotion-focused subjects
tended to accept the message when the message highlighted positive aspects of quitting
smoking (i.e., “If you do not smoke, you can obtain positive results, such as improving
your respiratory system, enhancing your brain power, having fresh breath and whiter
teeth and, more importantly, attaining greater energy for your everyday life.”). However,
prevention-focused subjects tended to accept the message when the message highlighted
negative aspects of not-quitting smoking (i.e., “If you do not smoke, you can avoid
negative results, such as lung cancer, brain damage, bad breath and yellow teeth. More
importantly, you can protect your life.”). A consistent finding was reported by Zhao and
Pechmann (2007).
Further, Semin et al. (2005) found that an abstract message fit promotion-focused
people better, whereas a concrete message fit prevention-focused people better.
Specifically, Semin et al. (2005) developed messages that promoted the benefits of doing
sports in an abstract or concrete manner. Also, to activate an eager or vigilant mode of
goal pursuit during the study, each message was framed as a gain or as a loss. Then, they
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measured subjects’ inherent regulatory foci using the Regulatory Focus Questionnaire.
Subsequently, the subjects were shown one of four different messages (i.e., abstract-gain,
abstract-loss, concrete-gain or concrete-loss). Finally, the subjects were asked to rate the
message quality as well as their intentions to take the promoted action. Regarding the
message quality, it was found that the subjects tended to evaluate the gain-framed
message as better quality than the loss-framed message regardless of their regulatory foci.
However, the gain-framed message was evaluated as having even higher quality when the
message was written in an abstract manner. On the other hand, regarding the intentions to
take the promoted action, it was found that the promotion-focused subjects, compared to
the prevention-focused subjects, were more likely to take the promoted action when the
message was written in an abstract manner. However, with the prevention-focused
subjects, such a regulatory fit effect was not observed.
Similarly, Keller, Lee, and Sternthal (2004) found that promotion-focused
subjects tended to construe information at an abstract level, whereas prevention-focused
subjects tended to construe information at a concrete level. Further, the subjects tended to
have more positive responses to an object, such as perceived value, attitudes and
preference for switching to an alternative, when they processed information on the object
at the level that fit their regulatory foci. Specifically, according to action identification
theory (Vallacher and Wegner 1985, 1987), people may construe other people’s action at
an abstract, superordinate, and de-contextualized level with a focus on why the target
people are performing the action. In contrast, the target people’s same action may be
construed at a concrete, subordinate, and contextualized level with a focus on how the
action is performed. Based on the theory, Keller et al. (2004) found that the promotion40

focused subjects tended to favor product information that addressed why consumers
needed to purchase the product. On the other hand, the prevention-focused subjects
tended to favor product information that addressed how the product would function.
Lastly, information on an object often includes both aspects that fit people’s
promotion regulatory foci and aspects that fit people’s prevention regulatory foci (i.e.,
mixed appeals). In cases like this, how would people who have more focus on promotion
or prevention respond to a target object? Regarding the issue, Wang and Lee (2006)
found that people’s involvement with a target object played a critical role in determining
the way they processed information and subsequently their responses to the object. That
is, subjects who were highly involved with the object tended to process both aspects of
information regardless of whether the aspects fit their regulatory foci or not, whereas
subjects who were less involved with the object tended to process only those aspects of
information that fit their regulatory foci.
The Mechanism That Underlies the Regulatory Fit Effect
The above literature review suggests that people tend to prefer maintaining their
regulatory foci during the pursuit of a goal. Given this tendency, the regulatory fit effect
indicates that people tend to evaluate a means to purse a goal and a target goal more
positively when the means helps to pursue the goal in a manner that maintains their
regulatory foci (Avnet and Higgins 2006; Camacho et al. 2003; Higgins et al. 2003). In
this section, the conventional view of the underlying mechanism is explained first.
Subsequently, this study suggests an alternative view.
The Conventional View: By nature, the regulatory fit effect can be viewed as a
general tendency that has been observed in the notion of “compatibility effect” (Lee and
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Aaker 2004). For example, studies in stereotyping have shown that people can process
information more easily when the information describes an object in a manner that is
consistent with the stereotype that they have held about the object. This is because
information that is consistent with people’s stereotype can be expected and, therefore,
conceptually more fluent (e.g., Bodenhausen and Lichtenstein 1987; Fiske and Neuberg
1990; Macrae, Milne, and Bodenhausen 1994). Such a compatibility effect has also been
observed in a variety of contexts other than stereotype, such as prior exposure (e.g., Lee
2001; Mandler, Nakamura, and Van Zandt 1987; Seamon et al. 1995), visual clarity (e.g.,
Reber, Winkielman, and Schwarz 1998) expectancy (e.g., Whittlesea 1993), and so on.
Regarding the mechanism that underlies the regulatory fit effect, there is a
consensus that the regulatory fit effect operates through people’s source confusion in
evaluating a means to pursue a goal (Aaker and Lee 2006; Camacho et al. 2003; Cesario
et al. 2004; Higgins et al. 2003; Wang and Lee 2006). In other words, when pursuing a
goal using a regulatory-fit means, people tend to “feel right.” Further, the positive feeling
is transferred to the means and the goal. However, the affect transfer tends to be made
unconsciously. Due to the unconscious nature of the affect transfer, people may
mistakenly view the positive feeling as originating from the means and the goal rather
than from the fit between the means and their regulatory foci. Therefore, their evaluations
of the means and the goal tend to be enhanced.
A similar account for the impact of “feeling right” on people’s evaluations of an
object has been proposed by numerous studies in the notion of “feelings-as-information”
(e.g., Clore 1992; Clore et al. 2001; Pham 1998; Schwarz and Clore 1983, 1996).
Originally proposed by Schwarz and Clore (1983), the notion of “feelings-as42

information” suggests that when people ask the question “How do I feel about it?” while
processing information on an object, they become susceptible to their preexisting feelings
even if these feelings may be irrelevant to the judgment at hand. Therefore, to the extent
that (a) people cannot discriminate preexisting feelings from feelings that originate from
a target object, (b) people perceive preexisting feelings as appropriate to the judgment
and (c) people cannot attribute preexisting feelings to another source, then the preexisting
feelings may serve as relevant information in the construction of the judgment (Cesario et
al. 2004). Moreover, as Schwarz and Clore (1996) noted, in many cases, the “How do I
feel about it?” question does not need to be asked explicitly. Nor do the feelings have to
be consciously attributed to a target object. Unless people have reasons to question the
appropriateness or relevance of preexisting feelings to the judgment, they tend to assume
that the preexisting feelings are relevant and take the feelings as suitable information
(Higgins 1996).
Consistently, Pham (1998) reported that consumers tended to rely on their
momentary feelings when evaluating products, especially when they had little other
diagnostic information to turn to. Moreover, consumers did not always distinguish
between affective reactions that were elicited by a product and feelings that originated
from irrelevant sources, such as in-store music, the weather, a television show, and so on.
As a result, extraneous affect could be often misconstrued as a genuine affective reaction
to a target product.
However, it has been found that such a tendency of source confusion may
disappear when people have a heightened motivation to process information. For
example, as mentioned in the previous section, Wang and Lee (2006) could observe the
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regulatory fit effect in the context of evaluating a product only when subjects’
involvement with the product was low. Similarly, Evans and Petty (2003) found that the
regulatory fit effect was moderated by people’s need for cognition. Specifically, subjects
who were inherently focused on promotion or prevention were asked to evaluate a new
breakfast product after reviewing an ad that contained either strong or weak arguments.
The arguments were also framed as either a promotion or prevention appeal. It was found
from the study that the subjects’ evaluation of the product was more strongly affected by
argument quality when the argument fit their regulatory foci only when their need for
cognition was low. Subjects who had high need for cognition tended to have more
favorable attitudes toward the product when the arguments were strong, regardless of the
existence of regulatory fit between their regulatory foci and the frame of the ad message.
Besides, regarding the nature of the regulatory fit effect, Pham and Avnet’s
(2004) study should be noted. According to them, when evaluating an object, promotionfocused people tend to base the judgment on feelings, whereas prevention-focused people
tend to base the judgment on reasons. Specifically, in an experimental study, subjects
were primed to focus on promotion or prevention. Afterward, they were shown one of
four different types of an ad that manipulated argument strength (weak vs. strong) and
visual appeal (attractive vs. unattractive). Lastly, they were asked to evaluate the target
product. As expected, the promotion-focused subjects tended to evaluate the product
more positively after seeing a visually attractive ad regardless of argument strength. In
contrast, the prevention-focused subjects tended to evaluate the product more positively
after seeing an ad that contained a strong argument regardless of visual appeal.
As mentioned earlier, the regulatory fit effect operates through the unconscious
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transfer of feelings that are experienced during the pursuit of a goal. Given the feelingoriented nature of the regulatory fit effect, Pham and Avnet’s (2004) finding may suggest
that the regulatory fit effect can be observed better with promotion-focused people rather
than prevention-focused people. This is because as observed in Pham and Avnet’s (2004)
study, compared to prevention-focused people, promotion-focused people tend to be
more susceptible to feelings when evaluating an object. In a similar vein, Kirmani and
Zhu (2007) reported that when processing an ad message, prevention-focused subjects,
compared to promotion-focused subjects, tended to examine the truthfulness of the ad
message. Such a tendency led the prevention-focused subjects to more likely activate
persuasion knowledge (i.e., consumers’ intuitive theories about how advertisers try to
influence them; see Friestad and Wright 1994) than the promotion-focused subjects.
Consequently, when an ad included a message of highly salient manipulative intent, the
prevention-focused subjects tended to evaluate a target product less positively than the
promotion-focused subjects.
However, an alternative explanation of Pham and Avnet’s (2004) finding can be
that the regulatory fit effect does operate with promotion-focused people as well as
prevention-focused people to the same extent. However, depending on the type of
regulatory foci, people are more sensitive to a particular type of feeling, whereas the
stimuli ads that were employed in Pham and Avnet’s (2004) study happened to generate
only the type of feeling to which the promotion-focused subjects were sensitive. The
alternative explanation may be supported by other studies. For example, Higgins (1997)
suggested that promotion-focused people tended to evaluate objects much faster when the
objects were associated with cheerfulness and dejection feelings. On the other hand,
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prevention-focused people tended to evaluate objects much faster when the objects were
associated with quiescence and agitation feelings. Consistent findings have been reported
by other studies (e.g., Bosmans and Baumgartner 2005; Friedman and Forster 2001; Shah
and Higgins 2001). Given the findings, it is possible that Pham and Avnet (2004)
happened to manipulate the stimulus ad’s visual appeal (attractive vs. unattractive) only
to make the subjects experience cheerful or dejected feelings, which might resonate with
the promotion-focused subjects but not with the prevention-focused subjects.
An Alternative View: Regarding the regulatory fit effect, most studies have
focused on the affective aspect of the effect without considering its cognitive aspect. In
other words, people’s enhanced evaluations of a means and a goal when the means
maintains their regulatory foci have been explained primarily as the result of transferring
the positive feelings, either cheerful or quiescent, that originate from the fit. On the other
hand, when processing information, people are more likely to elaborate on the
information when the information is framed to fit their regulatory foci (Avnet and
Higgins 2006; Camacho et al. 2003; Higgins et al. 2003). However, knowledge is lacking
regarding if the enhanced elaboration due to the regulatory fit further affects people’s
evaluations of the means and the goal, and if so, what the underlying mechanism is.
Zhu and Meyers-Levy’s (2007) recent study sheds light in this regard. According
to them, promotion-focused people are likely to elaborate on information in a relational
manner, whereas prevention-focused people are likely to elaborate on information in an
item-specific manner. By nature, promotion-focused people have an eager mode of goal
pursuit with an attempt to increase gains from the goal pursuit. Such a goal orientation
can be better maintained by a relational versus item-specific elaboration on information
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because a relational elaboration leads people to conceive of various goals that they may
achieve from the use of a target object. In contrast, prevention-focused people have a
vigilant mode of goal pursuit with an attempt to minimize losses from the goal pursuit.
With such a goal orientation, people try to make sure that specific aspects of a target
object lead to the achievement of a particular goal(s). Such a goal orientation can be
better sustained by an item-specific versus relational elaboration on information.
Zhu and Meyers-Levy’s (2007) expectation was verified in an experimental study.
Specifically, they primed subjects to focus on promotion or prevention. Subsequently, the
subjects were shown an ad that promoted a digital camera in a relational or item-specific
manner. The relational ad featured a variety of scenes that could be captured by the
camera, whereas the item-specific ad featured the camera’s particular attributes. It was
believed that the relational ad would lead the subjects to conceive of various goals that
they might achieve (i.e., capturing a variety of scenes) from the consumption of the
camera. On the other hand, the item-specific ad was believed to help the subjects make
sure the camera’s particular attributes would function as intended. Finally, the subjects
were asked to rate their attitudes toward the product. As expected, the promotion-focused
subjects tended to evaluate the product more positively after seeing the relational ad,
whereas an opposing tendency was found with the prevention-focused subjects.
Still, Zhu and Meyers-Levy’s (2007) study leaves unclear exactly how people’s
relational or item-specific elaboration on information affects their evaluations of a target
object when they hold a promotion or prevention regulatory focus, respectively.
Kruglanski et al.’s (2002) goal systems theory may provide a useful framework in this
regard.
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According to goal systems theory, people hold a variety of goals and means in the
form of hierarchical structure in which one goal can be achieved by multiple means while
one means can be used to achieve multiple goals. Goal systems theory terms such a
complex structure of interrelated goals and means a goal system. Given the nature of a
goal system, two different sets of goals and means can be identified: equifinality set and
multifinality set. An equifinality set refers to a set that includes a target goal and multiple
means that can be used to achieve the goal, whereas a multifinality set refers to a set that
includes a target means and multiple goals that can be achieved by the means. For
example, a goal to keep health can be achieved by multiple means, such as exercising
regularly, consuming nutritious foods, taking medical treatments, and so on. On the other
hand, a means of exercising regularly may help people achieve not only the goal of
keeping their health but also another goal of building an appealing body shape.
Based on the notions of equifinality set and multifinality set, Kruglanski et al.
(2002) make numerous propositions about how goal structure affects the way people
pursue a goal and engage in other relevant activities. Of the propositions, ones about
“multifinality effect” and the “transference of goal commitment to a means” have
important implications regarding how people’s elaboration on information affects their
evaluations of an object.
First, the multifinality effect refers to people’s tendency to favor means that can
achieve a variety of goals over means that can achieve only a limited number of goals.
Specifically, given the possibility that people hold several equifinality sets, people who
hold a particular goal can conceive of a variety of means to achieve the goal. At the same
time, since people may hold several multifinality sets, they may also conceive of goals
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other than the focal goal that can be achieved by each of the means. However, the
multifinality effect suggests that to achieve the focal goal, people are likely to choose a
means that can achieve the largest number of goals including the focal goal. Likewise,
when processing information on how a particular goal can be achieved by particular
means, people may elaborate on information to conceive of how the focal goal can be
achieved by other means as well as how the focal means can achieve goals other than the
focal goal. Then, people’s evaluation of the focal means may be enhanced to the extent to
which they can conceive of other goals that can be achieved by the focal means.
Second, goal commitment refers to the extent to which people are determined to
achieve a goal (Austin and Vancouver 1996; Locke and Latham 1990). Regarding the
nature of goal commitment, it has been shown that people’s commitment to a goal can be
affected by their value perceptions of the goal and their expectancy of achieving the goal
(Atkinson 1954; Austin and Vancouver 1996). Further, goal systems theory suggests that
people’s commitment to a goal can be transferred to relevant means. For example, being
committed to the goal of good health, people may also be committed to exercising
regularly, consuming nutritious foods, taking medical treatments, and so on. However,
different means can be related to the same goal at different strengths depending on how
frequently the means have been utilized to achieve the goal, learning from authorities,
and so on. Therefore, people’s commitment to a goal is more likely to be transferred to
the means that is most strongly related to the goal. Presumably, after processing
information on how a particular goal can be achieved by a particular means, people may
relate the focal means to the focal goals more strongly than before. Given the nature of
goal commitment, people then transfer their commitment to the focal goal to the focal
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means. Consequently, to the extent to which people’s value perceptions of the focal goal
and the expectancy of achieving the focal goal become enhanced as a result of
elaborating on the information, their commitment to the focal goal would be enhanced,
which would also enhance their evaluations of the focal means.
Yet, the above propositions regarding the impact of people’s elaboration on
information on their evaluations of an object should be examined by rigorous studies.
Also, how the propositions can be incorporated into the regulatory focus theory needs to
be examined, which will be dealt with in the hypothesis section of this study.
TYPES OF PRODUCT ATTRIBUTES: HEDONIC VERSUS UTILITARIAN
By nature, a product consists of several attributes. To understand consumers’
motives for purchasing a product, researchers have classified not only products but also
component attributes in a variety of ways (see Fiore and Kim [2007] a for review). Of the
classification schemes, the one that relies on Hirschman and Holbrook’s (1982) notions
of hedonism and utilitarianism has been the most widely accepted.
Prior to Hirschman and Holbrook’s (1982) seminal work on hedonic
consumption, consumers’ purchase behaviors and their underlying motives had been
understood primarily from the viewpoint of information processing (see Bettman [1979]
for detail). According to the information processing view, consumers are considered as
goal-directed problem solvers who search for product-related information, logically
evaluate the information, and finally make a purchase. Such a view can be described as
the cognition-affect-behavior (C-A-B) model. That is, consumers’ thoughts and beliefs
about a product (i.e., cognition) precede their evaluations of the product (i.e., affect),
which in turn influence their purchase decisions.
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However, Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) criticized the information processing
view such that with a focus on the utilitarian motive of purchase, the information
processing view was too narrow to capture the whole spectrum of consumers’ purchase
behavior, particularly purchases that were made for experiential purposes. In other words,
consumers may make a purchase not to solve a particular problem but to enjoy the
purchase itself along with related consumption behaviors.
Holbrook (1986) denoted such a broader view of consumers’ purchase behavior
into the consciousness-emotion-value (C-E-V)

model. In the C-E-V model,

consciousness includes not only cognition, which is also included in the C-A-B model,
but also a variety of mental activities that consumers may engage in prior to, during and
after the purchase, such as fantasies, memories, subconscious thoughts, unconscious
experiences, and so on. Likewise, emotion goes beyond affect, which refers to favorable
disposition in the C-A-B model, to include consumers’ subjective feeling states, such as
joy, excitement, and so on. Lastly, compared to the C-A-B model, which focuses only on
consumers’ purchase behavior as an outcome of the preceding procedures, the C-E-V
model focuses on a value that includes consumers’ entire experiences from product
consumption.
Since Hirschman and Holbrook’s (1982) study was reported, numerous studies
have examined the nature of hedonic and utilitarian consumption motives and how these
different motives affect consumers’ various consumption behaviors. These studies are
reviewed below.
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The Nature of Hedonic and Utilitarian Consumption Motives
According to Hirschman and Holbrook (1982), hedonic consumption refers to
consumption that is driven by consumers’ expectation of multisensory, fantasy and
emotive experiences from the product purchase. By nature, these experiences are
subjective and intangible. Therefore, hedonic consumption tends to be based on
consumers’ imaginative construction of reality (Singer 1966), which is not necessarily
based on what they know to be real but based on what they desire to be real (Hirschman
and Holbrook 1982; Sen and Lerman 2007). On the other hand, utilitarian consumption is
driven by consumers’ beliefs about a product’s functional performance that can solve
their particular problems (Feick and Higie 1992; Smith, Menon and Sivakumar 2005).
Therefore, compared to the subjective and intangible nature of hedonic consumption,
utilitarian consumption tends to be based on objective and tangible information on a
product (Sen and Lerman 2007).
However, the two consumption motives have been shown to coexist in
consumers’ minds. Then, depending on situations, consumers become more inclined to a
particular motive (Halvena and Holbrook 1986). Therefore, consumers may constantly
engage in an internal negotiation between hedonic and utilitarian motives (Spangenber,
Voss and Crowley 1997). Such an independent nature of hedonic and utilitarian motives
can be supported by Zuckerman’s (1979) finding that consumers constantly seek both
sensory-emotional and cognitive stimulations (Hirschman and Holbrook 1982).
Different from the above view, Hirschman (1983) proposed that all consumption
motives could be considered as an attempt to seek experiences and, therefore, hedonic by
nature. Specifically, she decomposed consumers’ experience-seeking into three types: (1)
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cognition seeking, (2) sensation seeking, and 3) novelty seeking. Consumers who seek
for cognitive experiences desire to stimulate or activate thoughts. Consumers who seek
sensations desire to experience consumptions through one or more of the five senses.
Lastly, consumers who seek novelty look for unique, fresh sources of stimulation through
consumption. According to Hirschman (1983), these three types of experiences that
consumers typically seek may be intertwined. For example, a consumer’s novel
experience of a new restaurant may provide sensational experiences of the foods,
environments, and so on. Also, the experience may activate the consumer’s thoughts
about alternative dining.
Despite the usefulness of classifying consumers’ motives, Hirschman’s (1983)
proposition has not been widely accepted due primarily to a rather extreme view that
considers all the motives as hedonic (Spangenber et al. 1997). Still, there has been a
consensus that consumers’ purchase behavior can be understood by looking at both
hedonic and utilitarian motives.
Classification of Products and Attributes into Hedonic and Utilitarian Ones
As much as consumers hold both utilitarian and hedonic consumption motives,
products may provide consumers with both utilitarian and hedonic benefits (Batra and
Ahtola 1990). Therefore, whether a particular product can be identified as hedonic or
utilitarian depends on consumers’ perception about what benefits they expect to obtain
from the product (Park and Moon 2003). However, there is little doubt that most
consumers tend to perceive certain products as primarily hedonic and other products as
primarily utilitarian (Crowley, Spangenberg, and Hughes 1992). Accordingly, numerous
researchers have classified products based on the notions of hedonism and utilitarianism
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(e.g., Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000; O'Curry and Strahilevitz 2001; Smith, Menon, and
Sivakumar 2005).
The Nature of Hedonic Products
Typically, hedonic products refer to ones that provide consumers with affective
and sensory experiences of aesthetic or sensual pleasure, fantasy and fun, such as
performing arts, movies, sports cars, and so on. These products tend to be viewed not as
objective entities but as subjective symbols. Accordingly, when purchasing a hedonic
product, consumers tend to be concerned not so much with what the product is as with
what it represents (Hirschman and Holbrook 1982). Given the nature of hedonic products,
past studies have shown that consumers tend to evaluate a hedonic product based on the
product’s holistic image rather than its performance on specific attributes (e.g.,
Hirschman 1983; Mittal 1989; Stafford, Stafford and Day 2002; Zajonc and Marcus
1982). Therefore, evaluations of a hedonic product tend to be subjective and
heterogeneous. That is, a consumer’s evaluation of a hedonic product may not correspond
with other consumers’ evaluations of the product.
Likewise, according to Hirschman (1983), it is meaningless to decompose a
hedonic product into its component attributes because a hedonic product becomes
meaningful only when it is viewed as a whole. Due to the holistic nature of hedonic
products, consumers tend to hold rather abstract representations of individual hedonic
products, which may not be easily mimicked or replicated by other competitors.
Therefore, categories of hedonic products tend to contain a diverse array of products with
few direct substitutes (Moe and Fader 2001).
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Still, even for hedonic products, consumers may need to evaluate the products’
functional performance before making purchase decisions. However, as mentioned
above, hedonic products have limited tangible cues on which consumers can base
evaluations. Therefore, when evaluating the functional performance of hedonic products,
consumers often rely on psychological inputs, such as their own expectations, rather than
any other external inputs (Mort and Rose 2004).
The Nature of Utilitarian Products
Compared to hedonic products, utilitarian products are ones that consumers
purchase to meet their instrumental or functional needs to solve particular problems, such
as microwaves, personal computers, detergents, and so on (Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000;
Strahilevitz and Myers 1998). Given the nature of utilitarian products, it is often believed
that consumers’ purchases of hedonic products are discretionary, whereas the purchases
of utilitarian products are not. However, most utilitarian products that are purchased are
more than necessities that are required to fulfill basic human needs of nourishment and
protection. Therefore, in most cases, consumers’ purchase of hedonic products and
utilitarian products can be both viewed as discretionary, and the difference between the
two types of products may be a matter of degree and perception (Okada 2005).
Besides, when purchasing a utilitarian product, consumers have primary concerns
about immediate consequences of the purchase regarding how the product would perform
on specific, concrete attributes to solve their particular problems (Feick and Higie 1992).
Being rather objective by nature, such information is often shared and agreed across
consumers (Smith et al. 2005). Therefore, consumers with utilitarian motives tend to
include other consumers’ evaluations of the products as an important criterion for making
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purchase decisions (Batra and Ahtola 1990). However, it has been shown that other
consumers’ negative versus positive evaluations of a utilitarian product have more
impacts on the consumers’ purchase decisions. This is because with the goal of
maximizing utility, negative information on a utilitarian product’s performance tends to
be weighted more heavily than positive information (Sen and Lerman 2007).
To classify products into hedonic or utilitarian ones, numerous researchers have
employed the eight-item scale that was developed by Batra and Ahtola (1991) (see
Spangenber et al. [1997] for details). However, the scale has been criticized due not only
to the lack of reliability but also to the lack of generalizability because the scale was
originally developed only with specific brands. For example, Crowley et al. (1992)
measured consumers’ hedonic and utilitarian perceptions of a variety of products and
mapped the measures on a two-dimensional space. However, most products fell on the
same quadrant of both high hedonic and utilitarian measures indicating that the scale
lacked the ability to discriminate products. Also, the scale failed to incorporate many of
the theoretical concepts that were outlined by Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) as critical
components of hedonic consumption, such as sensory and fantasy experiences (Crowley
et al. 1992).
To correct the problems, Babin et al. (1994) developed another scale named The
Personal Shopping Value Scale. However, this scale was highly specific to consumers’
retail shopping activities. Therefore, like Batra and Ahtola’s (1991) scale, Babin et al.’s
(1994) scale may not be applicable to measuring hedonic or utilitarian nature of other
product categories. As an alternative, Voss et al. (2003) recently developed a ten-item
scale, five items of which tapped into the hedonic nature of a product, whereas the other
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five items tapped into the utilitarian nature of a product. Compared to other scales, this
scale has been claimed to be more valid and can be applied to various products (Sen and
Lerman 2007).
The Nature of Hedonic and Utilitarian Product Attributes
Recent studies suggest that consumers’ hedonic and utilitarian perceptions of a
product are subject to the hedonic or utilitarian nature of the product’s particular
attribute(s) that becomes salient in a given situation (Adaval 2001; Dhar and
Wertenbroch 2000; Kivetz and Simonson 2002). For example, ice cream can be
considered as a hedonic product in situations when its taste becomes salient but
considered as a utilitarian product in situations when its calorie content becomes salient.
Accordingly, many studies have classified a product’s attributes into hedonic or
utilitarian ones (Chernev 2004; Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000; Gill 2008). For example,
Chernev (2004) identified hedonic attributes and utilitarian attributes for four choice
objects, such as lunch destination, group member, toothpaste and shampoo. Also, Dhar
and Wertenbroch (2000) identified a hedonic attribute and a utilitarian attribute for an
apartment and tested how consumers made different choice decisions in conditions of
forfeiture or acquisition. This study will be explained in detail in the next section. Finally,
in a recent study, Gill (2008) identified a hedonic attribute and a utilitarian attribute for
an MP3 player and a PDA and found that consumers tended to evaluate the utilitarian
product (i.e., PDA) more positively when the product included a hedonic versus
utilitarian attribute additionally. However, when the hedonic product (i.e., MP3 player)
included an additional utilitarian attribute, consumers’ evaluations of the product tended
to decrease as compared to when the product included an additional hedonic attribute.
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Differences in the Consumption of Hedonic and Utilitarian Products
Given the differences in consumers’ motives for consuming hedonic and
utilitarian products, studies have examined how the different motives affect a variety of
consumer behaviors (e.g., Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000; Fischer and Arnold 1990; Okada
2005; Sherry, McGrath, and Levy 1993). These studies can be classified into those that
are domain-free and those for particular domains. Studies in each class are reviewed
below.
Domain-Free Studies
According to Okada (2005), subjects were more likely to spend time than money
on the purchase of a hedonic product. In contrast, they were more likely to spend money
than time on the purchase of a utilitarian product. The tendency was interpreted as
follows. In general, consumers try to justify their purchase (Kunda 1990; Shafir,
Simonson, and Tversky 1993). By nature, quantifiable decisions are easier to justify
(Hsee 1996; Shafir et al. 1993). However, it is rather difficult to quantify experiential
benefits that are provided by a hedonic product (Prelec and Loewenstein 1998; Thaler
1980). In contrast, it is relatively easier to quantify benefits that are provided by a
utilitarian product because the benefits can be attributed to the product’s performance on
a specific, concrete attribute(s). Similarly, the valuation of money is relatively fixed,
whereas the valuation of time is rather malleable. Such an ambiguous nature of time
allows room for justifying the expenditure of time (Hsee 1995, 1996). Therefore, the
difficulty of justifying the purchase of a hedonic product may be compromised when the
purchase is related to time, the expenditure of which is more justifiable, rather than
money (Okada 2005).
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Also, in another study, Okada (2005) found that subjects tended to evaluate a
hedonic product more positively than a utilitarian product when each product was
presented separately. However, when the two products were presented jointly, subjects
tended to choose the utilitarian product rather than the hedonic product. Such a
preference reversal in the two different contexts was interpreted as a result of a hedonic
product’s nature that its purchase is difficult to justify, whereas consumers in general
favor a hedonic product over a utilitarian product. That is, people in general want to have
fun. Given the nature of hedonic products that provide consumers with sensual and
fantasy experiences, then, hedonic products are likely to be favored over utilitarian
products in normal situations. However, the purchase of a hedonic product is often
considered discretionary or wasteful, thereby evoking a sense of guilt (Kivetz and
Simonson 2002; Prelec and Loewenstein 1998; Strahilevitz and Myers 1998). Therefore,
combined with the difficulty of justifying the purchase of a hedonic product, consumers
who need to make a choice between a hedonic product and a utilitarian product tend to
choose the latter product (Okada 2005).
However, in situations where the purchase of a hedonic product can be justified,
consumers become more likely to purchase a hedonic product because the guilty feeling
may be mitigated (Okada 2005). For example, the purchase likelihood of a hedonic
product tends to increase when the product is bundled with a promised contribution to
charity (Strahilevitz and Myers 1998). Also, people tend to prefer receiving a hedonic
versus utilitarian product as a gift because consumption of the hedonic product in this
context can be justified. Similarly, in Okada’s (2005) study, presenting a hedonic product
separately from a utilitarian product was believed to create a situation when the enhanced
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evaluation of a hedonic product could be justified. That is, in the situation of separate
evaluation, consumers have limited information on other alternatives or even the
existence of other alternatives. When these consumers are presented solely with a
hedonic product, then, the limited environment leads the consumers to evaluate the
product primarily based on their inherent motivations to have fun. In contrast, in the
situation of joint evaluation, each product is evaluated in comparison with the other
products (Farley, Katz and Lehmann 1978; Lynch, Chakravarti and Mitra 1991). Also,
the choice of one product results in the explicit rejection of the other product, which
should heighten the consumers’ concern for justifying the choice (Shafir 1993).
Consequently, when consumers are presented with a hedonic product along with a
utilitarian product, their purchase likelihood of the hedonic product tends to decrease
(Okada 2005).
Such a favorability of a utilitarian product over a hedonic product in a choice
situation was also confirmed by Dhar and Wertenbroch (2000). However, they specified
the choice situation into forfeiture and acquisition situations and tested the proposition
that even in a choice situation, consumers would choose a hedonic product rather than a
utilitarian product as long as they could view the situation as forfeiture rather than
acquisition. Specifically, a forfeiture situation refers to a situation in which consumers
need to determine which of the alternatives to give up, whereas an acquisition situation
refers to a situation in which consumers need to determine which of the alternatives to
acquire. For example, when a consumer needs to determine whether to lease a new
apartment that has a nice view (i.e., hedonic attribute) or one that provides a shorter
commute (i.e., utilitarian attribute), whereas his or her current apartment both has a nice
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view and provides a shorter commute, the choice situation will be viewed as a forfeiture.
In contrast, when the current apartment neither has a nice view nor a shorter commute,
the choice situation will be viewed as an acquisition. In general, people tend to weigh a
loss more heavily than a gain in choice situations. Given the tendency, consumers are
more likely to elaborate on each choice alternative in the forfeiture versus acquisition
situation. Moreover, due to the inherent preference for enjoyment, people tend to prefer
keeping hedonic versus utilitarian benefits in a situation when one of the two benefits
needs to be given up.

Then, consumers in a forfeiture situation are more likely to

choose an alternative that has a higher value on a hedonic versus utilitarian attribute.
Such an expectation was supported in Dhar and Wertenbroch’s (2000) experimental
study.
Domain-Specific Studies
Other than the above studies that looked at differences in the consumption of
hedonic or utilitarian products in domain-free contexts, numerous studies have applied
the notions of hedonism and utilitarianism to specific domains. Two of the domains that
have been examined extensively are shopping and the Web.
First, as far as shopping, the majority of research has focused on utilitarian
aspects of shopping (e.g., Fischer and Arnold 1990; Sherry, McGrath, and Levy 1993).
That is, consumers are viewed as engaging in shopping to accomplish particular needs
and make a purchase in a deliberate and efficient manner. Such an orientation to
shopping can be exemplified by consumers viewing Christmas shopping as women’s
work and claiming that “I found it sort of a chore this year trying to get everything done”
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(Fischer and Arnold 1990, p. 334). These consumers may find value from shopping only
if the task is completed successfully and in a fast manner (Babin et al. 1994).
However, since Hirschman and Holbrook (1982) introduced the notion of hedonic
consumption, researchers have paid attention to the fun side or hedonic aspect of
shopping as well (e.g., Babin et al. 1994; Bloch and Bruce 1984; Hirschman 1984; Sherry
1990). Indeed, even without making a purchase, consumers may enjoy the shopping
activity itself, seeking increased arousal, heightened involvement, perceived freedom,
fantasy fulfillment, and so on (Bloch and Richins 1983; Hirschman 1983; Marking, Illis,
and Narayana 1976). Compared to consumers who engage in shopping to accomplish
particular needs, these consumers with the hedonic motive consider shopping as an
extravagance that helps to temporarily escape from the constraints of necessity (Arnold
and Reynolds 2003; Bardhi and Arnold 2005; Penaloza 2001).
Similar to the case of shopping, it has been observed that people surf the Web
with both hedonic and utilitarian motives. The hedonic motive of surfing the Web tends
to be subjective and personal with more focus on fun and playfulness through the
interaction with the Web and other surfers (Childers et al. 2001). Therefore, to consumers
with the hedonic motive, the Web becomes a place for play (Deighton and Grayson 1995;
Grayson 1999), particularly with regard to such activities as Web-based games, e-mail,
chat, and so on (Cotte, Chowdhury, Ratneshwar, and Ricci 2006). Also, these consumers
are more prone to explore unfamiliar and novel sites and click through a variety of new
sites (Cotte et al. 2006). On the other hand, the utilitarian motive of surfing the Web has a
focus on the accomplishment of particular tasks, such as paying bills, finding specific
information, buying or selling goods, and so on (Childers et al. 2001). Therefore,
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consumers with the utilitarian motive often have preconceived expectations of what they
wish to accomplish when they go online. Such a goal-oriented use of the Web leads these
consumers to surf in a purposeful manner and not to be diverted by miscellaneous
hyperlinks and click-through banner ads that are not relevant to their original purpose
(Cotte et al. 2006).
Given the differences in the hedonic and utilitarian motives of surfing the Web,
Smith, Menon and Sivakumar (2005) observed that when making online purchases,
consumers with the hedonic motive tended to rely more on peers’ than experts’
recommendations of the product. However, for consumers with the utilitarian motive, an
opposing tendency was observed. Such a tendency was interpreted that with the hedonic
motive, consumers based their judgment of trustworthiness of the product evaluation on
the perceived rapport or personal closeness, whereas with the utilitarian motive, their
trustworthiness judgment of the product evaluation was based on the objectiveness of the
evaluation. However, according to Sen and Lerman (2007), in the case of evaluating
negative reviews of a product online, consumers tended to attribute the reviews to the
reviewers’ internal reasons when the product was a hedonic one. Therefore, the reviews
were considered less useful. In contrast, when the product was a utilitarian one,
consumers tended to attribute the reviews to external reasons. Therefore, the reviews
were considered more useful.
Antecedents and Consequences of Hedonic and Utilitarian Consumption Motives
The above literature review suggests that depending on whether people hold
hedonic or utilitarian consumption motives, they may engage in quite different
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consumption activities. Accordingly, numerous studies have examined antecedents and
consequences of hedonic and utilitarian consumption motives.
Antecedents
Researchers have identified antecedents of hedonic and utilitarian consumption
motives both at the macro and micro levels. At the macro level, it has been shown that
people’s hedonic and utilitarian consumption motives can be affected by their ethnic and
cultural backgrounds, social class, and gender (Hirschman 1981; Hirschman and
Holbrook 1982). By nature, these macro-level factors have great impacts on how people
are educated and become socialized, which in turn affects their world-view including the
way they respond to a product. Therefore, even for the same products, people who differ
on these macro-level factors may hold different consumption motives, either hedonic or
utilitarian. For example, Hirschman (1982) found that six ethnic groups (Chinese,
English, Greek, Irish, Italian and Jewish) differed greatly in their emotional motives for
pursuing consumption activities.
Other than the macro-level factors, a variety of micro-level factors have also been
identified as affecting people’s hedonic and utilitarian consumption motives. Specifically,
according to Guido, Capestro, and Peluso (2006), people in a certain situation can be in
one of two motivational states, such as telic and paratelic. In a telic state, people are
oriented to performing behaviors to achieve particular goals. Therefore, people in a telic
state consider the achievement of the pursued goals and resultant feeling of relaxation as
positive, while considering high levels of arousal as negative since high levels of arousal
may also create high levels of anxiety. On the other hand, in a paratelic state, people are
oriented to performing behaviors to achieve benefits from the behaviors themselves
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without pursuing any particular goals. Compared to people in a telic state, people in a
paratelic state tend to consider high levels of arousal as a source of excitement and
therefore positive, while considering the state of boredom as negative. Given the nature
of telic and paratelic motivational states, people in a telic state are likely to hold
utilitarian consumption motives, whereas people in a paratelic state are likely to hold
hedonic consumption motives.
Similarly, in a certain situation, people can be in a certain mood state. By nature,
people may experience a mood state even without being aware of its origin and even its
presence itself (Cohen and Areni 1991). Still, it has been shown that people’s
consumption motives, particularly the hedonic ones, can be affected by their mood state.
In other words, people may use consumption as a means to change an undesirable mood
state or to enhance a desired mood state that they currently experience (Babin et al.
1994). Accordingly, Spangenberg et al. (1997) found that in both situations, subjects
were more likely to engage in hedonic consumptions.
Other than the temporary and situational factors, a variety of enduring traits have
also been found to affect people’s hedonic and utilitarian consumption motives. First, it
has been widely accepted that people’s personalities can be classified into five
dimensions, such as extraversion, neuroticism, openness to experience, agreeableness and
conscientiousness (Goldberg 1990). Of the five dimensions, extraversion and openness to
experience have been found to have a positive impact on people’s tendency to engage in
hedonic consumptions. This is because people of high extraversion also tend to pursue
venture, affiliation, positive affectivity, energy, ascendance and ambition (Mooradian and
Swan 2006), which are closely related to benefits that are often sought for through
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hedonic consumption. Also, people of high openness to experience tend to display
intellectual curiosity, creativity, and flexible thinking (Digman 1990) along with
willingness to enjoy novel ideas and unconventional values (Costa and McCrae 1992).
Such people tend to pursue richer lives and experience both negative and positive
emotions more keenly than people of low openness to experience. Consequently,
compared to people of low openness to experience, people of high openness to
experience are more likely to engage in hedonic consumption through which they can
pursue fantasy, aesthetics, feelings, and so on (Matzler et al. 2006; Olver and Mooradian
2003).
Also, numerous studies have identified optimal stimulation level and arousability
as personality traits (Raju 1980; McAlister and Pessemier 1982; Steenkamp and
Baumgartner 1992; Zuckerman 1994; Steenkamp and Burgess 2002). The optimal
stimulation level refers to the level of external stimulation that people desire, whereas
arousability refers to the rate with which people’s internal stimulation changes in
response to a sudden increase or decrease in the external stimulation. Given the nature of
the two traits, it has been found that to the extent people have a high optimal stimulation
level, they are more likely to have interest in products, services and activities that involve
risks, adventures, new experiences, physical or multisensory stimulations, and so on,
which are all aspects of hedonic consumption (Addis and Holbrook 2001). Similarly,
Wahlers et al. (1986) found that people of high arousability tended to show stronger
preferences for pleasant activities, such as shopping.
Lastly, in the context of the Web, people’s time-planning style has been found to
affect their tendency to use the Web to pursue hedonic or utilitarian values. Specifically,
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people who are analytic in managing time tend to value discrete time allocations and
consider time as a resource that needs to be managed carefully (Cotte and Ratneshwar
2000, 2001, 2003). These people focus on the completion of specific tasks and desire a
feeling of certainty and closure when engaging in time-consuming activities. However, it
has been found that the achievement of truly hedonic experiences from the use of the
Web requires people to lose the sense of time that is spent on the activity (Novak et al.
2000). Given the task-oriented mentality and conscious use of time, analytic people may
not feel comfortable with such a loss of time. Therefore, to the extent people are analytic
in managing time, they are more likely to use the Web mainly for pursuing utilitarian
benefits (Cotte et al. 2006).
Consequences
Not only being affected by macro- and micro-level factors, but also people’s
hedonic and utilitarian consumption motives have been shown to produce a variety of
outcomes. Specifically, studies have shown that people’s hedonic consumption of a
product tends to increase their involvement with the product (Hirschman and Holbrook
1982; Spangenberg et al. 1997). This is because people’s involvement with a product
develops as they experience intrinsic and extrinsic satisfaction from the interaction with
the product (Bloch and Bruce 1984), which is more likely when people consume a
hedonic versus utilitarian product.
Further, a highly positive correlation has been observed between people’s product
involvement and product knowledge (see Park and Moon [2003] for details). Given the
positive impact of people’s hedonic consumption of a product on their involvement with
the product, then, it should be logical to expect that people’s hedonic consumption of a
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product also has a positive impact on their knowledge of the product. However, it has
been shown that people’s product knowledge can be either subjective or objective (e.g.,
Brucks 1985; Park and Lessig 1985; Sujan 1985). Accordingly, Park and Moon (2003)
observed that when people engaged in hedonic consumption of a product, their
involvement with the product tended to highly correlate with the subjective versus
objective knowledge of the product. This is because hedonic products consist of abstract
attributes, which make it difficult for people to make objective judgments of the
products’ performance. Therefore, people tend to overestimate their knowledge of
hedonic products based on subjective beliefs. In contrast, when people engaged in
utilitarian consumption of a product, their involvement with the product tended to highly
correlate with objective versus subjective knowledge of the product. In fact, Mittal (1989)
reported that the widely shared belief about a highly positive correlation between
people’s product involvement and the amount of information search was observed only
when people engaged in utilitarian versus hedonic consumption. Then, the highly positive
correlation between people’s product involvement and objective knowledge can be
viewed as an outcome of extensive information search in which they are likely to engage
when purchasing utilitarian products.
Also, researchers have proposed the notion of brand affect as an alternative
measure of people’s responses to a brand other than the ones that have been
conventionally employed, such as attitudes, purchase intention, and so on (e.g.,
Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001; Moorman, Zaltman, and Deshpande 1992; Morgan and
Hunt 1994). According to Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001), brand affect is defined as a
brand’s potential to elicit a positive emotional response in average consumers’ minds as a
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result of its use. By nature, people’s responses to hedonic products are based on the
extent to which the products provide emotional pleasure, whereas responses to utilitarian
products are based on functional utilities of consuming the products. Given the
subjective, emotional nature of brand affect, then, it is likely that hedonic products are
measured higher on brand affect than utilitarian products. Such an expectation has been
supported (e.g., Carroll and Ahuvia 2006; Mano and Oliver 1993; Matzler et al. 2006).
Conversely, people’s positive evaluations of utilitarian products based on functional
utilities have been shown to enhance their brand trust of the products, which captures
more cognitive, rather than affective, aspects of consumption (Chaudhuri and Holbrook
2001).
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Chapter III:

Hypotheses

Primarily, this study proposes that the impact of the abstractness-concreteness of
an ad copy on consumers’ attitudes toward and purchase intentions of a product may be
moderated by consumers’ regulatory foci and type of product attribute. Of the three
factors that are identified as affecting consumers’ responses to a product, consumers’
regulatory foci are viewed in this study as a personality trait, whereas types of ad copy
and type of product attribute are viewed as characteristics of an ad. Given the two
characteristics of an ad, this study further categorizes ads into the following four types:
(1) hedonic-attribute-abstract-copy ad (Type I), (2) hedonic-attribute-concrete-copy ad
(Type II), (3) utilitarian-attribute-abstract-copy ad (Type III) and (4) utilitarian-attributeconcrete-copy ad (Type IV). Then, using the typology of ads, hypotheses about how these
characteristics of an ad interact with consumers’ regulatory foci to influence their
attitudes toward and purchase intentions of a product are developed. Subsequently,
hypotheses about the mechanism that underlies the impact will also be developed.
CONSUMERS’ ATTITUDES TOWARD AND PURCHASE INTENTIONS OF A
PRODUCT
According to regulatory focus theory, people tend to respond to a goal and means
more favorably when pursuing the goal using means that fit their regulatory foci than
those that do not fit (e.g., Crowe and Higgins 1997; Freitas and Higgins 2002; Shah et al.
1998). The regulatory fit effect may also be observed in the context of advertising when
consumers who are inherently focused on promotion or prevention see a particular type
of ad. As mentioned above, this study identifies type of ad copy and type of product
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attribute as characteristics of an ad. Then, the regulatory fit effect is more likely to be
observed when the characteristics of an ad fit consumers’ regulatory foci.
Given the typology of ads, such a regulatory-fit situation may be created when
promotion-focused consumers see a Type I ad, whereas prevention-focused consumers
see a Type IV ad. This is because consumers in general describe benefits that are
provided by hedonic attributes abstractly while describing benefits that are provided by
utilitarian attributes concretely (Hirschman 1983; Mittal 1989; Stafford et al. 2002;
Zajonc and Marcus 1982). Therefore, it is expected that when seeing a Type I or Type IV
ad, consumers experience a positive feeling due to the fit between the type of product
attribute and the type of ad copy. However, it has also been shown that promotionfocused consumers prefer reading an abstract copy rather than a concrete copy. An
opposing tendency has been reported for prevention-focused consumers (e.g., Keller et al.
2004; Semin et al. 2005). Therefore, compared to a Type IV ad that includes concrete
copy, a Type I ad that includes abstract copy is likely to enhance promotion-focused
consumers’ positive feelings. In the same sense, a Type IV ad, as compared to a Type I
ad, is likely to enhance prevention-focused consumers’ positive feelings.
Based on the above discussion, this study hypothesizes the following.

H1a: Promotion-focused consumers will have more positive attitudes toward a
product when seeing a Type I ad than the other types of ads.
H1b: Promotion-focused consumers will have higher purchase intentions of a product
when seeing a Type I ad than the other types of ads.
H1c: Prevention-focused consumers will have more positive attitudes toward a
product when seeing a Type IV ad than the other types of ads.
H1d: Prevention-focused consumers will have higher purchase intentions of a product
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when seeing a Type IV ad than the other types of ads.
THE MECHANISM THAT UNDERLIES THE REGULAOTRY FIT EFFECT
According to regulatory focus theory, the regulatory fit effect operates through the
experience of “feeling right” during the pursuit of a goal (e.g., Crowe and Higgins 1997;
Freitas and Higgins 2002; Shah et al. 1998). However, it has been shown that depending
on people’s regulatory foci, the positive feeling that they experience can be further
specified (e.g., Crowe and Higgins 1997; Higgins 1996, 2001; Pham and Avnet 2004).
That is, the positive feeling that promotion-focused people experience is based on the
expectation of gaining as many positive outcomes as possible from the goal pursuit.
Therefore, the positive feeling can be characterized as “cheerful.” In contrast, the
positive feeling that prevention-focused people experience originates from the
expectation that they may surely avoid negative outcomes from the goal pursuit.
Therefore, the positive feeling that these people experience can be characterized as
“quiescent.” On the other hand, when pursuing a goal using means that do not fit their
goal orientations, people may experience negative feelings. Still, like the case for the
positive feelings, the negative feelings can be specified as “dejected” for promotionfocused people but “agitated” for prevention-focused people.
Further, it has been shown that the feeling that is experienced during the pursuit
of a goal, either positive or negative, can be transferred to the goal and the means. More
importantly, the feeling transfer tends to be made unconsciously. Therefore, people may
consider the feeling as originating from the focal goal and the focal means rather than
from the fit between their regulatory foci and the means. Such a phenomenon has been
known as “source confusion” (Aaker and Lee 2006; Camacho et al. 2003; Cesario et al.
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2004; Higgins et al. 2003; Wang and Lee 2006). Due to source confusion, when the
transferred feeling is positive, either “cheerful” or “quiescent,” people would consider the
feeling as part of the value of the focal goal and the focal means. Therefore, their
responses to the goal and the means are likely to be enhanced. In contrast, when the
transferred feeling is negative, either “dejected” or “agitated,” people would consider the
feeling as part of the disvalue of the focal goal and the focal means. Then, their responses
to the goal and the means may be diminished.
By nature, an ad addresses a product’s positive performance on an attribute in the
hope that consumers consider the positive performance as a benefit (or a goal) they may
pursue and the product as a means to achieve the benefit. Accordingly, in the previous
section, this study hypothesized that promotion-focused consumers would respond to a
product most positively when seeing a Type I ad due to the positive feeling that
originates from the fit among their regulatory foci, the type of ad copy and the type of
product attribute. In the same sense, prevention-focused consumers were hypothesized to
respond to a product most positively when seeing a Type IV ad. Then, given the
possibility of qualitative differences in the positive feelings that promotion-focused
consumers and prevention-focused consumers experience, the following is hypothesized.

H2a: Promotion-focused consumers will experience the most “cheerful” feeling when
seeing a Type I ad than the other types of ads.
H2b: Promotion-focused consumers will experience the least “dejected” feeling when
seeing a Type I ad than the other types of ads.
H2c: Prevention-focused consumers will experience the most “quiescent” feeling when
seeing a Type IV ad than the other types of ads.
H2d: Prevention-focused consumers will experience the least “agitated” feeling when
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seeing a Type IV ad than the other types of ads.
However, when seeing an ad, consumers often engage in cognitive elaboration on
the product message. Accordingly, recent studies have shown that in the context of
advertising, the regulatory fit effect may also operate through the cognitive processing of
the product message (e.g., Kirmani and Zhu 2007; Pham and Avnet 2004; Zhu and
Myers-Levy 2007). Yet, the underlying mechanism has not been clarified.
Goal systems theory (Kruglanski et al. 2002) may provide a clue in this regard.
According to the theory, people store various goals and means in the form of interrelated
networks (i.e., goal systems). In each network, a goal can be related to multiple means as
much as one means can be related to multiple goals. Based on the structural view of goals
and means, the theory has elicited various propositions about the impact of the goalsmeans structure on people’s pursuit of goals. Of the propositions, the “multi-finality
effect” and the “transference of goal commitment to means” are particularly relevant to
this study.
First, according to the notion of multi-finality effect, when pursuing a goal,
people tend to prefer using means that can help achieve multiple goals including the focal
goal, rather than means that achieve only the focal goal. Such a tendency may explain
how the regulatory fit effect operates through the cognition of promotion-focused
consumers. By nature, promotion-focused consumers are motivated to achieve as many
gains as possible. Therefore, when seeing an ad, these consumers may elaborate on the
product message to conceive of other benefits that are not addressed in the ad but may be
achieved from purchase of the product. Based on the multi-finality effect, then, it is likely
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that to the extent these consumers can conceive of other benefits, their responses to the
product will be enhanced.
In the context of this study, such a facilitated elaboration may occur when
promotion-focused consumers see a Type I ad. This is because, as hypothesized above,
promotion-focused consumers are likely to experience the positive feeling to the greatest
extent when seeing a Type I ad. Also, it has been shown that when experiencing positive
feelings, people are more likely to elaborate on information (Cesario et al. 2004; Schwarz
and Clore 1996). Then, given the goal orientations of promotion-focused consumers, the
positive feeling is likely to lead these consumers to elaborate on the product message to
conceive of other benefits.
In contrast, such an elaboration on the product message to conceive of other
benefits is less likely to occur with prevention-focused consumers. This is because
prevention-focused consumers are concerned with the avoidance of losing benefits.
Therefore, they are likely to direct attention to the focal benefit that is addressed in the ad
rather than conceiving of other benefits that are not substantiated by the product message.
Also, it has been shown that to the extent people pay attention to an object, their
importance perception of the object tends to be enhanced (MacKenzie 1986). Regarding
the pursuit of a goal, such a tendency implies that the more people focus on the pursuit of
a particular goal, the more committed they become to the goal.
In the context of this study, a focal benefit that is addressed in an ad can be
considered a goal consumers may pursue, whereas a focal product can be considered
means that help consumers achieve the goal. Then, it is expected that when seeing an ad,
prevention-focused consumers direct their attention to a focal benefit when their goal
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orientations are sustained most. As hypothesized in the previous section, such a situation
may be created when these consumers see a Type IV ad.
Moreover, goal systems theory suggests that people can transfer their
commitment to a goal to means that are strongly related to the goal. An ad that addresses
a product’s positive performance on an attribute strengthens the relationship between the
focal benefit and the product. Therefore, when seeing the ad, to the extent to which
prevention-focused consumers become committed to the achievement of the focal
benefit, they are more likely to respond to the product positively. That is, the
hypothesized positive responses of prevention-focused consumers to a product when
seeing a Type IV ad can be viewed as a result of these consumers’ enhanced commitment
to the focal benefit and subsequent transfer of the commitment to the product.
Based on the above discussion, this study hypothesizes the following.

H3a: Promotion-focused consumers will conceive of the largest number of other
benefits than the focal benefit when seeing a Type I ad than the other types of ads.
H3b: Prevention-focused consumers will have the greatest commitment to the focal
benefit when seeing a Type IV ad than the other types of ads.

76

Chapter IV:

Methodology

To test the proposed hypotheses, this study conducted several pretests and one
main experiment. Students enrolled at the University of Texas at Austin and Texas State
University at San Marcos participated in this study. The hypotheses were tested for two
products (i.e., a cell phone and a laptop computer). The products were chosen from a
pilot study that measured college students’ relevance perceptions of various products.
The products were rated to be the highest on the measure.
In the following section, constructs that were used in this study and how they
were operationalized are explained in detail. Subsequently, the procedures that were used
in the main experiment are also explained.
CONSTRUCTS
This study identities three independent variables (i.e., types of ad copy, types of
consumers’ regulatory foci, and types of product attributes), five dependent variables
(i.e., attitudes toward the product, purchase intentions of the product, feelings, the
number of benefit thoughts, and commitment to the focal benefit), and three covariates
(i.e., attitudes toward the ad, product knowledge, and product involvement). Each
variable is described below along with the pretests that were conducted.
Independent Variables
Types of Ad Copy: Abstract versus Concrete
Following the notion of graded abstraction, this study defines the abstractnessconcreteness of an ad copy as the extent to which concepts that are used in an ad are
general or specific (e.g., Dube-Rioux et al. 1990; Nisbett and Ross 1980). A concept is
considered abstract (i.e., general) to the extent the concept includes other concepts. In
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contrast, a concept is considered concrete (i.e., specific) to the extent the concept is
included by another concept. In the main experiment, the abstractness-concreteness of
stimulus ad copies was measured using a scale developed by MacKenzie (1986). The
scale consisted of seven seven-point items: detailed, explicit, concrete, specific, clear,
vivid, and interesting.
Types of Consumers’ Regulatory Foci: Promotion versus Prevention
Based on regulatory focus theory, this study defines consumers’ regulatory foci as
goal orientations during the pursuit of a goal. The theory holds that people’s regulatory
foci can be temporarily primed as well as being a personality trait (Higgins 1991, 1997;
Higgins and Silberman 1998). Accordingly, past studies have either measured or primed
subjects’ regulatory foci to test various hypotheses. However, little difference has been
reported in each case. Therefore, in the main study, this study measured subjects’
inherent regulatory foci. The detailed procedure will be explained later.
To measure people’s inherent regulatory foci, past studies have developed several
scales. However, the reliability of these scales has been questioned (e.g., Higgins 1989;
Higgins et al. 2001; Semin et al. 2005). Therefore, instead of employing any particular
scale, this study developed a questionnaire that included all the items of the existing
scales (Appendix 1). Afterward, 44 college students were asked to rate their inherent
regulatory foci using the questionnaire. The ratings were then factor analyzed to identify
items that consistently tapped into promotion or prevention.
The factor analysis with varimax rotation identified six factors, of which two
factors were primary (Table 4.1). The items that were highly loaded on the first factor
tapped into prevention, whereas the items that were highly loaded on the second factor
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tapped into promotion. Further, subsequent inter-item correlation analyses showed that
the items that were highly loaded on each factor were also highly correlated with the sum
of the regulatory focus measures of the items (Table 4.2 and Table 4.3). Based on the
analyses, this study created a revised inherent regulatory focus scale that consisted of six
promotion items and five prevention items (Appendix 2). In the main study, subjects’
inherent regulatory foci were measured using the revised scale.
Table 4.1:

Two Primary Factors and Highly Loaded Items on Each Factor
Item #
40
45
43
49
47
50
39
12
53
42
52

Table 4.2:
50
39
12
53
42
52
Sum

Table 4.3:
40
45
43
49
47
Sum

Factor1
.793
.780
.765
.764
.706
-.072
.121
.190
.017
-.070
-.316

Factor2
.042
-.092
.038
.097
-.008
.847
.791
.682
.668
.662
.605

Inter-Item Correlation Analysis of the Promotion Items
50
1.000
.556
.632
.461
.457
.612
.845

39
.556
1.000
.459
.556
.476
.240
.750

12
.632
.459
1.000
.243
.397
.407
.668

53
.461
.556
.243
1.000
.560
.555
.764

42
.457
.476
.397
.560
1.000
.419
.726

52
.612
.240
.407
.555
.419
1.000
.718

Sum
.845
.750
.668
.764
.726
.718
1.000

Inter-Item Correlation Analysis of the Prevention Items
40
1.000
.452
.618
.435
.516
.780

45
.452
1.000
.652
.586
.524
.814

43
.618
.652
1.000
.538
.325
.820
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49
.435
.586
.538
1.000
.481
.787

47
.516
.524
.325
.481
1.000
.701

Sum
.780
.814
.820
.787
.701
1.000

Types of Product Attribute: Hedonic versus Utilitarian
Past studies have defined hedonic products as ones that provide consumers with
experiential benefits, such as fantasy, aesthetics, sensual pleasure, and so on, whereas
utilitarian products have been defined as ones that solve consumers’ particular problems
(e.g., Feick and Higie 1992; Hirschman and Holbrook 1982; Sen and Lerman 2007;
Smith, Menon, and Sivakumar 2005). This study employed the same definitions to
identify hedonic attributes and utilitarian attributes. That is, this study defined hedonic
attributes as ones that provide consumers with the experiential benefits and defined
utilitarian attributes as ones that solve consumers’ particular problems.
As mentioned earlier, this study tested the proposed hypotheses for two products
(i.e., a cell phone and a laptop computer). Therefore, for each product, this study
identified one hedonic attribute and one utilitarian attribute to be included in the stimulus
ads. To do so, a list of attributes that consumers typically consider important for each
product was developed. Then, 33 college students were asked to rate the hedonic or
utilitarian nature of each attribute on a single item anchored at (1) “primarily utilitarian”
and (7) “primarily hedonic.” To clarify the definition of hedonic attributes and utilitarian
attributes, the following instruction was provided to the students: “In general, a product
consists of utilitarian attributes and hedonic attributes. Utilitarian attributes refer to
attributes on which a product’s positive performance makes consumption of the product
as instrumental and functional (e.g., “gas mileage” of an automobile). On the other hand,
hedonic attributes refer to attributes on which a product’s positive performance makes
consumption of the product as fun and pleasing (e.g., “sporty design” of an automobile).”
From the rating, “pre-downloaded ringtones” (M = 6.55) and “battery life” (M =
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1.18) were identified as a hedonic attribute and a utilitarian attribute, respectively, for a
cell phone. On the other hand, for a laptop computer, “Web camera” (M = 5.34) was
identified as a hedonic attribute, whereas “hard drive memory” (M = 1.21) was identified
as a utilitarian attribute.
Dependent Variables
Attitudes toward and Purchase Intentions of the Product
This study measured attitudes toward and purchase intentions of the product using
scales that have been typically employed. As far as attitudes toward the product, subjects
in the main study were asked to rate a focal product in an ad using a scale that included
six seven-point semantic differential items as follows: bad / good; not likeable / likeable;
not favorable / favorable; low quality / high quality; not pleasant / pleasant; negative /
positive. On the other hand, purchase intentions were measured using a scale that
included two seven-point Likert-type items as follows: “I would definitely purchase it.” –
(1) strongly disagree / (7) strongly agree; and “I would absolutely recommend it.” – (1)
strongly disagree / (7) strongly agree.
Feelings
Regulatory focus theory holds that when pursuing a goal using means, people
may experience positive or negative feelings depending on whether the means fit their
goal orientations. To measure feelings, Higgins et al. (1997) developed a Likert scale that
consisted of 12 five-point items as follows: happy, satisfied, disappointed, discouraged,
low, sad, relaxed, calm, agitated, on edge, uneasy and tense. The first six items tap into
the positive and negative feelings that promotion-focused people may experience,
whereas the last six items tap into the positive and negative feelings that prevention81

focused people may experience. Accordingly, using the scale, this study measures
subjects’ feelings after seeing a stimulus ad.
The Number of Benefit Thoughts
To reveal consumers’ thoughts during the course of seeing an ad, studies typically
ask subjects to write down their thoughts (e.g., Alden and Crowley 1995; Brunel and
Nelson 2003; Graeff 1997; Johar, Moreau, and Schwarz 2003). However, this study is
interested in particular kinds of thoughts that consumers may have when seeing an ad,
that is, thoughts about other benefits that they may obtain than the one that is addressed
in the ad. Therefore, in the main study, subjects were asked to write their thoughts about
how the purchase of the product would benefit them.
Commitment to the Focal Benefit
In general, goal commitment is defined as the extent to which people are
determined to pursue a goal (Kruglanski et al. 2002; Locke and Latham 1990). In the
context of this study, a focal benefit that is addressed in an ad is considered a goal that
consumers may pursue. Therefore, this study defines consumers’ commitment to the
focal benefit as the extent to which consumers are determined to achieve the focal benefit
that is addressed in an ad.
According to Atkinson (1954), people’s goal commitment is an outcome of their
importance perception of a target goal and their expectancy of achieving the goal.
Following Atkinson’s (1954) view of goal commitment, Kruglanski et al. (2002)
developed a scale that included two seven-point items. Therefore, in the main study,
subjects’ commitment to the focal benefit was measured using the scale with some words
changed to fit the context of this study as follows: Q1. How important do you think it is
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to achieve the benefit that is addressed in the ad? – (1) “not important at all” / (7) “very
important”; Q2. How likely do you think you can achieve the benefit that is addressed in
the ad if you purchase the advertised product? – (1) “very unlikely” / (7) “very likely.”
Covariates
Attitudes toward the Ad
Presumably, when seeing an ad, consumers’ responses to a product may be
affected by their attitudes toward the ad (see MacKenzie, Lutz and Belch [1986] for
review). Therefore, to control the impact of subjects’ attitudes toward the ad, if any, on
the proposed hypotheses, subjects in the main study rated their attitudes toward the ad
using a scale that included six seven-point items as follows: not appealing / appealing;
not believable / believable; not informative / informative; not enjoyable / enjoyable; not
eye-catching / eye-catching; overall dislike / overall like.
Product Knowledge
This study proposes that when consumers see an ad, the regulatory fit effect may
operate through the positive feelings they experience as well as their cognitive
elaboration on the product message. Goal systems theory (Kruglanksi et al. 2002) was
employed as a theoretical basis for the proposition. That is, consumers elaborate on the
product message based on the networks of interrelated goals and means that they have
stored.
However, past studies have suggested that when seeing an ad, consumers with
high versus low product knowledge tend to engage in greater elaboration on the product
message (e.g., Alba and Hutchinson 1987; Beattie 1982; Brucks 1985; Park,
Mothersbaugh, and Feick 1994). Therefore, in the main study, subjects rated their product
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knowledge.
Besides, it has been known that consumers’ product knowledge can be based on
their subjective beliefs and objective product information (Alba and Hutchinson 1987;
Brucks 1985; Sujan 1985). However, according to Park and Lessig (1985), consumers’
subjective knowledge may indicate not only how confident they are about a target
product but also how much they objectively know about it. Therefore, this study
measured subjects’ subjective knowledge about the test products using a scale developed
by Park and Lessig (1985) as follows: Q1. Compared to other people, how familiar are
you with a (product)? – (1) “not at all familiar” / (5) “very familiar”; Q2. Do you know
what attributes of a (product) determine its functions? – (1) “don’t know at all” / (5)
“know very well”; Q3. How confident are you that you can make a satisfactory purchase
of a (product) based on your own knowledge without another person’s help? – (1) “not
very confident” / (5) “very confident.”
Product Involvement
Recently, it has been suggested that in the context of advertising, the regulatory fit
effect may be observed better with consumers having low versus high product
involvement (e.g., Wang and Lee 2006). This is because when seeing an ad, consumers
with high product involvement may be less susceptible to feelings they experience and
focus on substantive information in the ad. Therefore, to control for this possibility with
testing the proposed hypotheses, this study measured subjects’ involvement with the test
products using a scale that was modified from the original scale proposed by
Zaichkowsky (1985). The modified scale consisted of four five-point items as follows:
“Please answer the following. To me, a (product) is ______. – “not important” /
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“important”; “worthless” / “valuable”; “not essential” / “essential”; “not necessary” /
“necessary.”
DESIGN OF THE STIMULUS ADS
This study identifies four types of ads based on types of product attributes, and
types of ad copy: (1) hedonic-attribute-abstract-copy ad (Type I), (2) hedonic-attributeconcrete-copy ad (Type II), (3) utilitarian-attribute-abstract-copy ad (Type III), and (4)
utilitarian-attribute-concrete-copy ad (Type IV). Given the typology of ads, this study
developed four different print ads for each of the two products (i.e., a cell phone and a
laptop computer).
Each ad was designed to include a visual and a headline. An identical visual was
used across the four ads for each product. However, the headline was made to differ in
different ads to match the description of the ads. Specifically, in each ad, the headline
addressed a product’s positive performance on a hedonic or utilitarian attribute and a
relevant benefit using abstract or concrete copy. The attributes had been chosen from the
pretest that was explained earlier. Then, for each attribute, the positive performance and
benefit claims were determined by looking at the claims that were typically used for the
attribute in the product’s ads. For example, “Web camera” had been identified from the
pretest as a hedonic attribute for a laptop computer. For the attribute, ads typically refer
to its “mega pixel” in association with the benefit of sending or receiving a “clear image.”
Following the procedure, the positive performance and benefit claims were identified for
all attributes.
Further, each concrete copy was made to address the positive performance and
benefit claims by referring to specific numeric values. On the other hand, each abstract
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copy included general words that might include the specific numeric values. For example,
the concrete copy that addressed a laptop computer’s positive performance on the “Web
camera” attribute read, “50% clearer images delivered in real time: Equipped with a 4.0
mega pixel Web camera.” In contrast, the abstract version of the copy read, “High quality
images delivered in real time: Equipped with the latest model Web camera.” In
developing the copies, the number of words used in the abstract and concrete versions
was carefully matched to make sure that the versions did not differ in the amount of
information. Copies for the other attributes were developed in the same manner. The final
stimuli ads are included in Appendix 3.
THE MAIN STUDY
The main study was conducted online in two different phases. In the first phase,
435 college students were asked to rate their inherent regulatory foci using the revised
scale. The data were analyzed to identify promotion-focused and prevention-focused
subjects. To do so, for each subject, an average promotion score and an average
prevention score were computed by taking the average scores of six promotion items and
five prevention items, respectively. Then, the average prevention score was subtracted
from the average promotion score for each subject. The outcome score was considered as
indication of the extent to which each subject was focused on promotion or prevention.
That is, the higher (the less) the score, the more focused the subject was on promotion
(prevention). Subsequently, all the subjects were ordered in terms of the score. Then, the
top third of the subjects on the list were identified as promotion-focused ones, whereas
the bottom third of the subjects were identified as prevention-focused ones.
In the second phase, an experiment was conducted online with a 2 (types of
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regulatory focus: promotion vs. prevention) x 2 (types of ad copy: abstract vs. concrete) x
2 (types of product attribute: hedonic vs. utilitarian) factorial design. Specifically, 131
promotion-focused subjects and 146 prevention-focused subjects who had been identified
from the first phase were contacted through e-mails. Each subject received a link to one
of the four different Web sites that contained different types of stimuli ads and relevant
questions. Each Web site was designed to contain one cell phone ad and one laptop
computer ad. Of the two ads, an ad was a regulatory-fit one (Type I or IV), whereas the
other ad was a regulatory-non-fit one (Type II or III). Also, the order of showing the ads
was counterbalanced.
When accessing the Web site, the subjects were first asked to rate the hedonic or
utilitarian nature of the two attributes that were identified for the first product. Then, on
the next page, they were shown one of the four types of ad. Subsequently, on each page,
they were asked to answer the following questions in order: attitudes toward the ad,
attitudes toward the product, purchase intentions of the product, abstractnessconcreteness of the copy, feelings, benefit thoughts, commitment to the focal benefit,
product knowledge, product involvement. Then, the procedure was repeated for the
second product. At the end, they were asked of the ownership of each product, gender
and age.
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Chapter V:

Results

The data that were collected from the main experiment were analyzed using SPSS
16.0. As mentioned in the previous section, the main experiment was conducted in two
different phases. Procedures and analyses that were taken in each phase are detailed in
the following sections.
IDENTIFICATION OF
FOCUSED SUBJECTS

PROMOTION-FOCUSED

AND

PREVENTION-

In total, 435 college students who were registered at The University of Texas at
Austin and Texas State University at San Marcos participated in the first phase of the
study. In this phase, the participants rated their inherent regulatory foci. To identify
promotion-focused subjects and prevention-focused subjects, ratings on the promotion
items and the prevention items were summed separately for each subject. Then, average
scores were computed for the two summed ratings. Next, the average prevention score
was subtracted from the average promotion score. The median of the discrepancy score
was 2.12. This means that the pool of subjects included more students who rated high on
promotion items than prevention items. Finally, the subjects were ordered in terms of the
discrepancy score. From the list of subjects, the top third (N = 131) was identified as
promotion-focused subjects, and the bottom third (N = 146) was identified as preventionfocused subjects.
Then, a few days later, only these promotion-focused and prevention-focused
subjects were contacted through e-mail for the second phase of the study. Of those who
were contacted, 103 promotion-focused subjects and 120 prevention-focused subjects
completed the study. Therefore, the analyses below were based on the data that were
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obtained from the 223 subjects.
MANIPULATION CHECKS
As described in the previous section, this study created four different types of ads
(i.e., Types I, II, III and IV) by addressing a product’s positive performance on a hedonic
or utilitarian attribute using an abstract or concrete copy. To ensure that the subjects
perceived the type of attribute and the type of ad copy that were included in each ad they
saw as intended, the following tests were conducted before carrying out other analyses to
test the proposed hypotheses.
First, regarding type of attributes, this study based on the pretest identified “predownloaded ringtones” as a hedonic attribute and “battery life” as a utilitarian attribute
for a cell phone. On the other hand, for a laptop computer, “Web camera” was identified
as a hedonic attribute, whereas “hard drive memory” was identified as a utilitarian
attribute.
During the second phase of the study, the subjects rated their hedonic-utilitarian
perceptions of the attributes using a one seven-point item that was anchored at (1)
primarily utilitarian and (7) primarily hedonic. Paired t-tests of the data showed that the
subjects indeed perceived each attribute as expected. Specifically, for a cell phone, “predownloaded ringtones” (M = 5.99) was perceived as more hedonic (less utilitarian) than
“battery life” (M = 1.91). The difference was statistically significant: t = 23.43, df = 222,
p < .01. Likewise, for a laptop computer, “Web camera” (M = 5.34) was perceived as
more hedonic (less utilitarian) than “hard drive memory” (M = 2.01). Again, the
difference was statistically significant: t = 20.54, df = 220, p < .01.
Second, regarding types of ad copy, this study created an abstract copy and a
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concrete copy to address a product’s positive performance on each attribute and a
relevant benefit. During the second phase of the study, the subjects measured the
abstractness-concreteness of the copy that was included in each ad they saw using seven
seven-point items. The reliability test showed that the scale was reliable: Cronbach’s
= .89.
Then, to check if the subjects perceived the abstractness-concreteness of the
copies as expected, several one-way ANOVA tests were conducted by including the type
of each copy (abstract vs. concrete) as an independent variable and the abstractnessconcreteness rating of the copy as a dependent variable. As shown in Table 5.1, the test
showed that subjects’ abstractness-concreteness perception of the abstract and concrete
copies that were created for each attribute was directionally supported for all of the four
attributes (i.e., ringtones, battery life, Web camera, and hard drive memory). However,
the difference between the ratings was statistically significant only for the copies that
were created for a laptop computer’s “hard drive memory” attribute. Therefore, any
findings from the subsequent analyses should be interpreted with caution.
Table 5.1:

Product

Summary of ANOVA Tests for the Abstractness-Concreteness Ratings of
the Ad Copies
Attribute
Ringtones

Cell Phone
Battery
Web cam
Laptop
Memory

Type of Ad Copy
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete

Type of Ad
I
II
III
IV
I
II
III
IV

N
58
61
52
53
51
58
54
56

Mean
3.24
3.47
3.20
3.49
3.09
3.38
2.75
3.70

F

Sig.

.79

NS

1.61

NS

1.67

NS

16.01

< .01

RELIABILITY TESTS
This study employed several multiple-item scales. Therefore, before testing the
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proposed hypotheses, reliability of the scales was analyzed. First, the test showed that all
of the scales that were employed to measure the dependent variables were reliable except
the one for the subjects’ commitment to the focal benefit (α = .44): attitudes toward the
product (α = .96), purchase intentions (α = .89), cheerful feeling (α = .92), dejected
feeling (α = .86), quiescent feeling (α = .93), and agitated feeling (α = .93). Likewise, the
scales that were employed to measure the covariates were reliable: attitudes toward the ad
(α = .89), product knowledge (α = .85), and product involvement (α = .88).
HYPOTHESIS TESTS
Primarily, this study proposed that the impact of the abstractness-concreteness of
an ad copy on consumers’ attitudes toward and purchase intentions of the product would
be moderated by the consumers’ regulatory foci and type of product attribute. To test the
primary proposition, this study developed hypotheses 1a, 1b, 1c and 1d. That is,
promotion-focused consumers would have more positive attitudes toward and higher
purchase intentions of the product when seeing a Type I ad, which contained a hedonic
attribute and an abstract copy, than the other types of ads (H1a and H1b). On the other
hand, prevention-focused consumers were expected to have more positive attitudes
toward and higher purchase intentions of the product when seeing a Type IV ad, which
contained a utilitarian attribute and a concrete copy, than the other types of ads (H1c and
H1d).
To test the hypotheses, a three-way ANOVA test was carried out by including the
subjects’ attitudes toward or purchase intentions of the product as a dependent variable
and their regulatory foci, types of product attribute and types of ad copy as independent
variables. Table 5.2 shows the mean scores of the attitudes toward and purchase
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intentions of the product for each type of regulatory focus for each type of ad (I, II, III or
IV).
Table 5.2:
Types of
Subjects

Mean Scores of Attitudes toward and Purchase Intentions of the Product
Types of
Attribute
Hedonic

Promotion
Utilitarian
Hedonic
Prevention
Utilitarian

Types of
Ad Copy
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete

Types of
Ad
I
II
III
IV
I
II
III
IV

N

Attitudes

52
59
44
51
60
60
62
58

3.90
4.14
3.61
4.28
3.77
3.98
3.81
4.12

Purchase
Intentions
2.77
2.93
2.73
3.29
2.88
2.90
2.87
3.24

Table 5.3 and Table 5.4 show the three-way ANOVA tests for the attitudes
toward and purchase intentions of the product, respectively. As shown in Table 5.3, the
only factor that influenced the subjects’ attitudes toward the product was type of ad copy.
That is, subjects who saw an ad that contained a concrete copy rather than an abstract
copy tended to have more positive attitudes toward the product: Mconcrete = 4.13 vs. Mabstract
= 3.77. The expected interaction among the subjects’ regulatory foci, types of product
attribute and types of ad copy was not observed. Likewise, types of ad copy were found
to be the only factor that influenced the subjects’ purchase intentions of the product
(Table 5.4). That is, subjects who saw an ad that contained concrete copy rather than
abstract copy tended to have higher purchase intentions of the product: Mconcrete = 3.09 vs.
Mabstract = 2.81. Again, the expected interaction was not observed. Therefore, hypotheses
1a, 1b, 1c and 1d were not supported.
Further, this study proposed that when seeing a regulatory-fit ad, consumers
would experience positive feelings, which would in turn have positive impact on their
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responses to the product. Specifically, it was expected that promotion-focused consumers
would experience more “cheerful” feelings but less “dejected” feelings when seeing a
regulatory-fit ad (i.e., Type I) rather than the other types of ad (hypotheses 2a and 2b),
while prevention-focused consumers would experience more “quiescent” feelings but less
“agitated” feelings when seeing a regulatory-fit ad (i.e., Type IV) rather than the other
types of ad (hypothesis 2c and 2d).
Table 5.3:

Three-Way ANOVA Test for Attitudes toward the Product
Source

Corrected Model
Intercept
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Table 5.4:

Sum of Squares
(Type III)
18.092
6877.119
.422
.006
14.331
.708
1.094
2.053
.744
830.768
7825.229
848.859

df
7
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
438
446
445

Mean Square
2.585
6877.119
.422
.006
14.331
.708
1.094
2.053
.744
1.897

F

Sig.

1.363
3625.776
.223
.003
7.556
.373
.577
1.082
.392

.219
.000
.637
.955
.006
.542
.448
.299
.531

Three-Way ANOVA Test for Purchase Intentions of the Product
Source

Corrected Model
Intercept
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Sum of Squares
(Type III)
15.656
3841.334
.206
2.900
8.590
.001
.809
3.953
.017
905.947
4816.500
921.603

df
7
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
438
446
445

Mean Square
2.237
3841.334
.206
2.900
8.590
.001
.809
3.953
.017
2.068

F

Sig.

1.081
1857.177
.099
1.402
4.153
.000
.391
1.911
.008

.374
.000
.753
.237
.042
.987
.532
.168
.927

Regarding the hypotheses, this study first carried out regression analyses to see if
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subjects with different regulatory foci were indeed subject to different feelings in
responding to the product after seeing an ad. To carry out the regression analyses, two
dummy variables were created to indicate the subjects’ promotion and prevention
regulatory foci. Then, for each type of feeling (i.e., cheerful, dejected, quiescent and
agitated), two interaction terms were created by multiplying the feeling and each dummy
variable.
Table 5.5:

Regression Analysis for Attitudes toward the Product

(Constant)
Cheerful x Promotion
Cheerful x Prevention
Dejected x Promotion
Dejected x Prevention
Quiescent x Promotion
Quiescent x Prevention
Agitated x Promotion
Agitated x Prevention

Table 5.6:

Unstandardized
Coefficients
Standard
B
Error
.148
3.089
.058
.489
.053
.468
.080
-.372
.075
-.167
.061
.107
.058
.052
.089
.068
.078
-.061

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

Beta
.627
.563
-.418
-.193
.140
.068
.069
-.064

.000
.000
.000
.000
.026
.083
.374
.438
.437

20.862
8.415
8.854
-4.646
-2.231
1.736
.890
.777
-.777

Regression Analysis for Purchase Intentions of the Product

(Constant)
Cheerful x Promotion
Cheerful x Prevention
Dejected x Promotion
Dejected x Prevention
Quiescent x Promotion
Quiescent x Prevention
Agitated x Promotion
Agitated x Prevention

Unstandardized
Coefficients
Standard
B
Error
.142
1.453
.056
.654
.051
.624
.077
-.202
.072
-.208
.059
-.029
.056
.083
.084
.103
.075
.080

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

Beta
.804
.721
-.217
-.232
-.036
.105
.100
.081

10.222
11.727
12.312
-2.626
-2.906
-.485
1.491
1.226
1.070

.000
.000
.000
.009
.004
.628
.137
.221
.285

Finally, a regression analysis was carried out by including the subjects’ attitudes
toward the product as a dependent variable and the interaction terms as independent
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variables. The same procedure was repeated for the subjects’ purchase intentions of the
product. Different from the expectation, the analyses showed that the subjects’ attitudes
toward the product were positively influenced by “cheerful” feeling but negatively
influenced by “dejected” feeling regardless of their regulatory foci (Table 5.5). The
consistent tendency was found for the subjects’ purchase intentions of the product (Table
5.6).
To test hypotheses 2a, 2b, 2c and 2d, a three-way ANOVA was carried out by
including each of the feelings as a dependent variable and the three factors (i.e., types of
the subjects’ regulatory foci, types of product attribute and types of ad copy) as
independent variables. Table 5.7 shows the mean scores of each feeling for the subjects
of each type of regulatory focus when they were shown each type of ad (I, II, III or IV).
Table 5.7:
Types of
Subjects

Mean Scores of the Feelings
Types of
Attribute
Hedonic

Promotion
Utilitarian
Hedonic
Prevention
Utilitarian

Types of
Ad Copy
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete

Types of
Ad
I
II
III
IV
I
II
III
IV

N

Cheerful

Dejected

Quiescent

Agitated

52
59
44
51
60
60
62
58

2.67
3.03
2.55
3.01
2.54
2.40
2.56
2.97

2.47
2.34
2.60
2.38
2.60
2.76
2.40
2.66

3.03
2.98
2.90
2.78
2.91
2.95
2.73
3.11

2.11
2.14
2.10
2.06
2.09
2.51
1.87
2.29

Table 5.8 shows the ANOVA tests for each of the feelings. For “cheerful” feeling,
types of ad copy were found to have a marginally significant impact. That is, the subjects
who saw an ad that contained a concrete copy rather than an abstract copy tended to
experience more “cheerful” feelings: Mconcrete = 2.85 vs. Mabstract = 2.58. No other main
effects and interaction effects were found for any of the feelings. Therefore, hypotheses
2a, 2b, 2c and 2d were not supported. Moreover, this study proposed that when seeing a
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regulatory-fit ad (i.e., Type I), promotion-focused consumers would conceive of the
greater number of other benefits than the focal benefit that was addressed in the ad, as
compared to seeing a regulatory-non-fit ad (i.e., Type II, III or IV) (hypothesis 3a). On
the other hand, prevention-focused consumers were expected to have greater commitment
to the focal benefit when seeing a regulatory-fit ad (i.e., Type IV) rather than a
regulatory-non-fit ad (i.e., Type I, II or III) (hypothesis 3b).
Table 5.8:

Three-Way ANOVA Tests for the Feelings
Source

Sum of Squares
(Type III)

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

[Cheerful]
Corrected Model
Intercept
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total
[Dejected]
Corrected Model
Intercept
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total
[Quiescent]
Corrected Model
Intercept
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy

24.274
3250.238
4.212
1.364
7.973
3.686
2.139
2.951
1.277
955.027
4264.750
979.301

7
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
438
446
445

3.468
3250.238
4.212
1.364
7.973
3.686
2.139
2.951
1.277
2.180

1.590
1490.643
1.932
.626
3.657
1.690
.981
1.354
.586

.136
.000
.165
.429
.056
.194
.322
.245
.444

9.323
2810.124
2.757
.154
.034
1.569
4.110
.001
.245
798.483
3653.052
807.806

7
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
438
446
445

1.332
2810.124
1.512
.084
.018
.861
2.254
.001
.134

.731
1541.467
1.512
.084
.018
.861
2.254
.001
.134

.646
.000
.219
.771
.892
.354
.134
.977
.714

6.432
3761.526
.003
.851
.432
.665
2.524
.523
1.178

7
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

.919
3761.526
.003
.851
.432
.665
2.524
.523
1.178

.389
1591.340
.001
.360
.183
.281
1.068
.221
.498

.909
.000
.972
.549
.669
.596
.302
.638
.481
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Error
Total
Corrected Total

1035.321
4848.500
1041.753

438
446
445

2.364

Corrected Model
Intercept
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total

14.690
2029.078
.865
1.860
4.730
.893
5.057
.031
.051
764.330
2836.400
779.020

7
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
438
446
445

2.099
2029.078
.865
1.860
4.730
.893
5.057
.031
.051
1.745

[Agitated]
1.203
1162.765
.496
1.066
2.710
.512
2.898
.018
.029

.300
.000
.482
.302
.100
.475
.089
.894
.865

These hypotheses were tested following the same procedure as above. That is, for
the number of benefit thoughts, two interaction terms were created by multiplying the
number of benefit thoughts and each dummy variable that indicated each type of the
subjects’ regulatory foci. The same procedure was taken for the subjects’ commitment to
the focal benefit. Then, a regression analysis was carried out by including the subjects’
attitudes toward the product as a dependent variable and the interaction terms as
independent variables. Subsequently, another regression analysis was carried out for the
subjects’ purchase intentions of the product with the same independent variables.
Table 5.9:

Regression Analysis for Attitudes toward the Product with the
Interaction Terms Included as Independent Variables
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Standard
B
Error

(Constant)
Thoughts x Promotion
Thoughts x Prevention
Commitment x Promotion
Commitment x Prevention

2.823
.061
.019
.238
.224

.214
.080
.071
.048
.048

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

Beta
.044
.016
.441
.418

13.170
.772
.272
4.961
4.674

.000
.440
.786
.000
.000

As shown in Table 5.9, the analysis revealed that the subjects’ attitudes toward
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the product were positively affected by their commitment to the focal benefit regardless
of their regulatory foci. A consistent tendency was found for the subjects’ purchase
intentions of the product (Table 5.10).
Table 5.10:

Regression Analysis for Purchase Intentions of the Product with the
Interaction Terms Included as Independent Variables
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Standard
B
Error

(Constant)
Thoughts x Promotion
Thoughts x Prevention
Commitment x Promotion
Commitment x Prevention

1.670
-.010
-.031
.271
.286

.222
.082
.074
.050
.050

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

Beta
-.007
-.024
.482
.512

7.525
-.123
-.416
5.452
5.765

.000
.902
.677
.000
.000

Then, to test hypothesis 3a, a three-way ANOVA test was carried out by
including the number of thoughts as a dependent variable and the three factors as
independent variables. Also to test hypothesis 3b, another three-way ANOVA test was
conducted by including the subjects’ commitment to the focal benefit as a dependent
variable and the same three factors as independent variables.
Table 5.11:

Types of
Subjects

Mean Scores of the Benefit Thoughts and the Commitment to the Focal
Benefit
Types of
Attribute
Hedonic

Promotion
Utilitarian
Hedonic
Prevention
Utilitarian

Types of
Ad Copy
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete
Abstract
Concrete

Types of
Ad
I
II
III
IV
I
II
III
IV

N
52
59
44
51
60
60
62
58

Benefit
Thoughts
.94
1.15
1.36
1.26
1.30
.90
1.37
1.66

Commitment
to the Benefit
4.60
4.79
4.53
4.90
4.55
4.21
5.11
4.90

Table 5.11 shows the mean scores of the number of thoughts and the commitment
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to the focal benefit for the subjects of each type of regulatory focus when they were
shown each type of ad (I, II, III or IV).
As shown in Table 5.12, the ANOVA test revealed that there were a main effect
of types of product attribute as well as the three-way interaction effect of the subjects’
regulatory foci, types of product attribute and types of ad copy. Regarding the main
effect, the subjects tended to conceive of the greater number of other benefits when
seeing an ad that contained a utilitarian attribute rather than a hedonic attribute: Mutilitarian =
1.41 vs. Mhedonic = 1.07. However, regarding the interaction effect, an LSD post-hoc
analysis revealed that the promotion-focused subjects conceived of the fewer number of
other benefits when seeing a Type I ad (M = .94) than when the prevention-focused
subjects saw a Type IV ad (M = 1.66): p < .01. Therefore, hypothesis 3a was not
supported.
Table 5.12:

Three-Way ANOVA Tests for the Benefit Thoughts
Source

Corrected Model
Intercept
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Sum of Squares
(Type III)
23.954
680.313
1.810
12.547
.001
.630
.325
.919
6.930
641.893
1354.000
665.848

df
7
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
438
446
445

Mean Square
3.422
680.313
1.810
12.547
.001
.630
.325
.919
6.930
1.466

F

Sig.

2.335
464.216
1.235
8.561
.001
.430
.222
.627
4.729

.024
.000
.267
.004
.975
.512
.638
.429
.030

As far as the subjects’ commitment to the focal benefit, Table 5.13 shows that
types of product attributes had a significant main effect. That is, the subjects had greater
commitment to the focal benefit when seeing an ad that contained a utilitarian attribute
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rather than a hedonic attribute: Mutilitarian = 4.86 vs. Mhedonic = 4.54.
In addition to the main effect, two interaction effects were also found. First,
regarding the interaction effect between the subjects’ regulatory foci and types of product
attribute, an LSD post-hoc analysis revealed that the prevention-focused subjects’
commitment to the focal benefit was significantly greater when seeing an ad that
contained a utilitarian attribute rather than a hedonic attribute: Mutilitarian = 5.01 vs. Mhedonic =
4.38, p < .01. However, these subjects’ enhanced commitment to the focal benefit when
seeing an ad that contained a utilitarian attribute was not significantly greater than the
commitment to the focal benefit that the promotion-focused subjects had when seeing an
ad that contained a hedonic attribute (M = 4.69) or a utilitarian attribute (M = 4.72).
Lastly, regarding another interaction effect between the subjects’ regulatory foci and
types of ad copy, an LSD post-hoc analysis revealed that none of the commitments to the
focal benefit significantly differed from each other.
Table 5.13:

Three-Way ANOVA Tests for the Commitment to the Focal Benefit
Source

Corrected Model
Intercept
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Sum of Squares
(Type III)
32.972
9729.234
.019
11.689
2.315E-5
9.905
8.605
.625
.018
926.914
10824.250
959.886

df
7
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
438
446
445

Mean Square
4.710
9729.234
.019
11.689
2.315E-5
9.905
8.605
.625
.018
2.116

F

Sig.

2.226
4597.409
.009
5.524
.000
4.681
4.066
.295
.008

.031
.000
.925
.019
.997
.031
.044
.587
.927

From the above analyses, the expected interaction among the subjects’ regulatory
foci, types of product attribute and types of ad copy was not found. Therefore, hypothesis
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3b was not supported.
In sum, analyses of the data showed that none of the proposed hypotheses were
supported. Therefore, to clarify the relationships among the variables that were included
in this study, post-hoc analyses were conducted for the data.
POST-HOC ANALYSES
This study identified three covariates, attitudes toward the ad, product knowledge,
and product involvement. These covariates might have moderated the proposed impact of
consumers’ regulatory foci, types of product attribute and types of ad copy on their
responses toward the product. To control the impact of the covariates, if any, the same
three-way ANCOVA test was carried out again by including the subjects’ attitudes
toward or purchase intentions of the product as a dependent variable and the three
primary factors along with the three covariates as independent variables.
Table 5.14:

Three-Way ANCOVA Test for Attitudes toward the Product
Source

Corrected Model
Intercept
Aad
Product Knowledge
Product Involvement
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Sum of Squares
(Type III)
413.239
23.542
389.434
4.325
1.497
.188
.467
2.186
.679
.001
.013
.830
425.286
7674.868
838.525

df
10
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
426
437
436

Mean Square
41.324
23.542
389.434
4.325
1.497
.188
.467
2.186
.679
.001
.013
.830
.998

F

Sig.

41.393
23.542
389.434
4.325
1.497
.188
.467
2.186
.679
.001
.013
.831

.000
.000
.000
.038
.221
.664
.494
.140
.410
.975
.909
.362

As shown in Table 5.14, the subjects’ attitudes toward the ad and product
knowledge had significant impacts on their attitudes toward the product. Similarly, the
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subjects’ purchase intentions of the product were influenced by their attitudes toward the
ad, product knowledge, and product involvement (Table 5.15). In both cases, the impact
of types of ad copy, which was observed in the ANOVA test that was carried out without
including the covariates, disappeared.
Table 5.15:

Three-Way ANCOVA Test for Purchase Intentions of the Product
Source

Corrected Model
Intercept
Aad
Product Knowledge
Product Involvement
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Sum of Squares
(Type III)
408.753
1.000
388.086
5.326
4.796
1.905
.530
.271
.026
.070
.753
.182
496.948
4746.250
905.700

df
10
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
426
437
436

Mean Square
40.875
1.000
388.086
5.326
4.796
1.905
.530
.271
.026
.070
.753
.182
1.167

F

Sig.

35.040
.857
332.680
4.566
4.111
1.633
.454
.233
.022
.060
.646
.156

.000
.355
.000
.033
.043
.202
.501
.630
.881
.807
.422
.693

Given the effects of the covariates, two regression analyses were carried out to
clarify the direction of the effects by including subjects’ attitudes toward or purchase
intentions of the product as a dependent variable and the three covariates as independent
variables. As shown in Table 5.16 and Table 5.17, the analyses revealed that the subjects’
attitudes toward the ad positively influenced their attitudes toward and purchase
intentions of the product. In contrast, subjects’ product knowledge had a negative impact
on their attitudes toward and purchase intentions of the product. However, the subjects’
product involvement had a positive impact on their purchase intentions of the product.
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Table 5.16:

Regression Analysis for Attitudes toward the Product with Covariates
Included as Independent Variables

(Constant)
Aad
Product Knowledge
Product Involvement

Table 5.17:

Unstandardized
Coefficients
Standard
B
Error
1.536
.308
.721
.036
-.074
.035
.049
.044

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

Beta
.696
-.076
.041

4.980
20.176
-2.078
1.119

.000
.000
.038
.264

Regression Analysis for Purchase Intentions of the Product with
Covariates Included as Independent Variables

(Constant)
Aad
Product Knowledge
Product Involvement

Unstandardized
Coefficients
Standard
B
Error
.333
.360
.039
.716
.038
-.086
.048
.093

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

Beta
.665
-.086
.074

1.080
18.568
-2.263
1.962

.281
.000
.024
.050

Further, the fact that the impact of types of ad copy disappeared when the
covariates were included suggests that the impact of types of ad copy was mediated by
the covariates. Therefore, the mediation effect was tested for each of the covariates
following the procedure that was proposed by Barone and Kenny (1986).
First, a regression analysis was carried out by including each of the covariates as a
dependent variable and the dummy variables of types of ad copy as independent
variables. As shown in Table 5.18, the analysis revealed that types of ad copy had a
significant impact on the subjects’ attitudes toward the ad but not on their product
knowledge and product involvement. That is, the subjects had more positive attitudes
toward the ad when seeing an ad that contained a concrete copy rather than an abstract
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copy.
Table 5.18:

Regression Analyses for Covariates
Unstandardized
Coefficients
Standard
B
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

Beta

[Aad]
(Constant)
Abstract Copy
Concrete Copy
[Product Knowledge]
(Constant)
Abstract Copy
Concrete Copy
[Product Involvement]
(Constant)
Abstract Copy
Concrete Copy

Table 5.19:

.090

5.203
Excluded
-.056

.097

1.121
Excluded
-.101

.079
.110

.000

2.253

.025

53.756

.000

-.411

.681

77.114

.000

-.922

.357

.106

.125

.135

37.096

-.020

-.044

Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Attitudes toward the Product

(constant)
Aad
(constant)
Aad
Abstract Ad Copy
Concrete Ad Copy

Table 5.20:

3.328
Excluded
.283

Unstandardized
Coefficients
Standard
B
Error
1.450
.132
.721
.035
.136
1.396
.036
.716
Excluded
.095
.145

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

Beta

.689

11.010
20.370
10.256
20.122

.000
.000
.000
.000

.052

1.529

.127

.695

Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Purchase Intentions of the Product

(constant)
Aad
(constant)
Aad
Abstract Ad Copy
Concrete Ad Copy

Unstandardized
Coefficients
Standard
B
Error
.484
.144
.712
.039
.149
.461
.039
.709
Excluded
.103
.062
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Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

Beta

.656

3.368
18.411
3.097
18.230

.001
.000
.002
.000

.021

.597

.551

.658

Subsequently, a hierarchical regression analysis was carried out by including the
subjects’ attitudes toward or purchase intentions of the product as a dependent variable
and their attitudes toward the ad as a block. The dummy variables that were created for
types of ad copy were included as independent variables. As expected, the analysis
revealed that type of ad copy had a significant impact neither on their attitudes toward the
product (Table 5.19) nor on their purchase intentions of the product (Table 5.20). That is,
the impact of type of ad copy on the subjects’ responses to the product was fully
mediated by their attitudes toward the ad.
During the second phase of the experiment, subjects were shown a cell phone ad
and a laptop computer ad. However, the above analyses were conducted for the
aggregated data of the subjects’ responses to the two products. The failure to support the
hypotheses led to a speculation that the proposed interaction effect might have operated
differently for the different products, which may not be revealed when the subjects’
responses to the products are aggregated. Therefore, to see if the products moderated the
proposed interaction effect, a four-way ANCOVA test was carried out by including the
subjects’ attitudes toward the product as a dependent variable and the three main factors
along with the product category as independent variables. Subsequently, another fourway ANCOVA test was carried out by including the same independent variables but the
subjects’ purchase intentions of the product as a dependent variable. Also, the above
analyses showed that the subjects’ attitudes toward the ad, product knowledge and
product involvement had impacts on their responses to the product. Therefore, these
covariates were also included in the following analyses.
As shown in Table 5.21, the impact of ad copy on the subjects’ attitudes toward
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the product was moderated by the product category. A subsequent LSD post-hoc analysis
revealed that the subjects had more positive attitudes toward the product when seeing a
laptop computer’s ad that contained a concrete copy rather than the product’s ad that
contained an abstract copy as well as a cell phone’s ad that contained an abstract or
concrete copy: Mlaptop-concrete = 4.36 vs. Mlaptop-abstract = 3.69, p < .01; Mlaptop-concrete = 4.36 vs. Mcellabstrat

= 3.86, p < .01; Mlaptop-concrete = 4.36 vs. Mcell-abstract = 3.89, p < .01. Neither main effect nor

interaction effects were found for the subjects’ purchase intentions of the product (Table
5.22).
Table 5.21:

Four-Way ANCOVA Test for Attitudes toward the Product
Source

Corrected Model
Intercept
Aad
Product Knowledge
Product Involvement
Product
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Product x Focus
Product x Attribute
Product x Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Product x Focus x Attribute
Product x Focus x Copy
Product x Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Product x Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Sum of Squares
(Type III)
422.925
18.845
382.946
2.577
1.797
.529
.548
.313
2.619
.040
.258
4.136
.442
.051
.016
.692
2.821
.696
.458
.742
415.600
7674.868
838.525

df
18
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
418
437
436

Mean Square
23.496
18.845
385.158
2.577
1.797
.529
.548
.313
2.619
.040
.258
4.136
.442
.051
.016
.692
2.821
.696
.458
.742
.994

F

Sig.

23.632
18.954
385.158
2.592
1.807
.532
.551
.315
2.634
.041
.259
4.160
.444
.051
.016
.696
2.837
.700
.460
.746

.000
.000
.000
.108
.180
.466
.458
.575
.105
.840
.611
.042
.506
.821
.901
.405
.093
.403
.498
.388

Further, during the second phase of the study, half of the subjects were shown a
cell phone ad first and then a laptop computer ad later. The order was reversed for the
other half of the subjects. Therefore, lastly, the ad display order was added to the above
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ANCOVA tests as another independent variable to see if the subjects’ attitudes toward
and purchase intentions of the product were moderated by it.
Table 5.22:

Four-Way ANCOVA Test for Purchase Intentions of the Product
Source

Corrected Model
Intercept
Aad
Product Knowledge
Product Involvement
Product
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Product x Focus
Product x Attribute
Product x Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Product x Focus x Attribute
Product x Focus x Copy
Product x Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Product x Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Sum of Squares
(Type III)
420.245
.633
385.365
3.786
4.542
.108
2.721
.552
.176
.973
.386
.795
.016
.010
.481
3.089
2.804
1.362
.063
1.313
485.455
4746.250
905.700

df
18
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
418
437
436

Mean Square
23.347
.633
385.365
3.786
4.542
.108
2.721
.552
.176
.973
.386
.795
.016
.010
.481
3.089
2.804
1.362
.063
1.313
1.161

F

Sig.

20.103
.545
331.818
3.260
3.910
.093
2.343
.475
.152
.838
.333
.685
.014
.009
.414
2.660
2.414
1.172
.054
1.130

.000
.461
.000
.072
.049
.760
.127
.491
.697
.361
.564
.408
.905
.925
.520
.104
.121
.280
.816
.288

As shown in Table 5.23, the test revealed several interaction effects. First,
consistent to the above test, an interaction effect was found between the product category
and types of ad copy for the subjects’ attitudes toward the product. That is, the subjects
had more positive attitudes toward the product when seeing a laptop computer’s ad that
contained a concrete copy rather than the product’s ad that contained an abstract copy as
well as a cell phone’s ad that contained an abstract or concrete copy.
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Table 5.23:

Five-Way ANCOVA Test for Attitudes toward the Product
Source

Corrected Model
Intercept
Aad
Product Knowledge
Product Involvement
Order
Product
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Order x Product
Order x Focus
Order x Attribute
Order x Copy
Product x Focus
Product x Attribute
Product x Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Order x Product x Focus
Order x Product x Attribute
Order x Product x Copy
Order x Focus x Attribute
Order x Focus x Copy
Order x Attribute x Copy
Product x Focus x Attribute
Product x Focus x Copy
Product x Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Order x Product x Focus x Attribute
Order x Product x Focus x Copy
Order x Product x Attribute x Copy
Order x Focus x Attribute x Copy
Product x Focus x Attribute x Copy
Order x Product x Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Sum of Squares
(Type III)
424.861
15.813
333.869
1.189
1.375
.029
.342
.786
.496
3.151
.295
2.467
.146
.168
.014
.050
4.210
.322
.423
.022
.090
.916
.059
5.136
.004
.146
.515
4.144
.889
.107
.089
.644
.623
.226
1.134
.002
387.718
7399.994
812.579

df
34
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
387
422
421

Mean Square
12.496
15.813
333.869
1.189
1.375
.029
.342
.786
.496
3.151
.295
2.467
.146
.168
.014
.050
4.210
.322
.423
.022
.090
.916
.059
5.136
.004
.146
.515
4.144
.889
.107
.089
.644
.623
.226
1.134
.002
1.002

F

Sig.

12.473
15.783
333.250
1.186
1.373
.029
.341
.785
.495
3.146
.295
2.463
.146
.167
.014
.050
4.202
.321
.422
.022
.090
.914
.059
5.126
.004
.145
.514
4.137
.887
.107
.088
.643
.621
.225
1.132
.002

.000
.000
.000
.277
.242
.864
.560
.376
.482
.077
.588
.117
.703
.683
.906
.823
.041
.571
.516
.882
.765
.340
.808
.024
.949
.703
.474
.043
.347
.744
.766
.423
.431
.635
.289
.969

Also, another interaction effect was found among the ad display order, the
subjects’ regulatory foci and types of product attribute. Regarding the interaction effect,
an LSD post-hoc analysis revealed that the promotion-focused subjects had more positive
attitudes toward the product when seeing the second ad that contained a hedonic attribute
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rather than the first ad that contained the same attribute: Msecond = 4.41 vs. Mfirst = 3.69, p
< .01. Likewise, the prevention-focused subjects had more positive attitudes toward the
product when seeing the second ad that contained a utilitarian attribute rather than the
first ad that contained the same attribute: Msecond = 4.23 vs. Mfirst = 3.70, p < .01.
Table 5.24:

Five-Way ANCOVA Test for Purchase Intentions of the Product
Source

Corrected Model
Intercept
Aad
Product Knowledge
Product Involvement
Order
Product
Focus
Attribute
Copy
Order x Product
Order x Focus
Order x Attribute
Order x Copy
Product x Focus
Product x Attribute
Product x Copy
Focus x Attribute
Focus x Copy
Attribute x Copy
Order x Product x Focus
Order x Product x Attribute
Order x Product x Copy
Order x Focus x Attribute
Order x Focus x Copy
Order x Attribute x Copy
Product x Focus x Attribute
Product x Focus x Copy
Product x Attribute x Copy
Focus x Attribute x Copy
Order x Product x Focus x Attribute
Order x Product x Focus x Copy
Order x Product x Attribute x Copy
Order x Focus x Attribute x Copy
Product x Focus x Attribute x Copy
Order x Product x Focus x Attribute x Copy
Error
Total
Corrected Total

Sum of Squares
(Type III)
421.269
.885
340.548
5.099
4.180
.013
.002
2.925
.782
.056
.812
.491
.006
.013
.412
.170
1.525
.007
.010
.250
1.142
.039
.285
5.001
2.073
.308
2.488
3.763
2.192
.188
.164
.573
1.382
.207
.884
.011
455.255
4570.250
876.524
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df
34
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
387
422
421

Mean Square
12.390
.885
340.548
5.099
4.180
.013
.002
2.925
.782
.056
.812
.491
.006
.013
.412
.170
1.525
.007
.010
.250
1.142
.039
.285
5.001
2.073
.308
2.488
3.763
2.192
.188
.164
.573
1.382
.207
.884
.011
1.176

F

Sig.

10.533
.753
289.491
4.335
3.553
.011
.002
2.487
.665
.048
.690
.417
.005
.011
.350
.144
1.297
.006
.008
.212
.970
.033
.242
4.252
1.762
.262
2.115
3.199
1.863
.160
.139
.487
1.175
.176
.751
.009

.000
.386
.000
.038
.060
.916
.967
.116
.415
.827
.407
.519
.943
.915
.554
.704
.256
.938
.928
.645
.325
.855
.623
.040
.185
.609
.147
.074
.173
.689
.709
.485
.279
.675
.387
.924

Other than the above interaction effects, there was another interaction effect
among the product category, the subjects’ regulatory foci and types of ad copy.
Regarding the interaction effect, an LSD post-hoc analysis revealed that the promotionfocused subjects had more positive attitudes toward the product when seeing a laptop
computer’s ad that contained concrete copy rather than the other cases.
Finally, the same analysis was carried out for the subjects’ purchase intentions of
the product. However, as shown in Table 5.24, no main effect was found. Still, there was
an interaction effect among the ad display order, the subjects’ regulatory foci and types of
product attribute. Regarding the interaction effect, an LSD post-hoc analysis revealed that
the promotion-focused subjects had higher purchase intentions of the product when
seeing the second ad that contained a hedonic attribute rather than the first ad that
contained the same attribute: Msecond = 3.19 vs. Mfirst = 2.50, p < .01. Likewise, the
prevention-focused subjects had higher purchase intentions of the product when seeing
the second ad that contained a utilitarian attribute rather than the first ad that contained
the same attribute: Msecond = 3.40 vs. Mfirst = 2.76, p < .01
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Chapter VI:

Discussion

Primarily, this study proposed that the impact of the abstractness-concreteness of
an ad copy on consumers’ responses to a product would be moderated by their regulatory
foci and type of product attributes. However, results from this study failed to support the
proposition. Rather, this study found the “concreteness effect” that has been observed by
numerous researchers (e.g., Dickson 1982; Fernandez and Rosen 2000; MacKenzie 1986;
Percy 1982). That is, the subjects tended to respond to a product more positively after
seeing an ad that contained a concrete copy rather than an abstract copy. As mentioned
earlier, past studies have defined the abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy as the extent
to which an ad copy activates visual imagery in consumers’ minds (e.g., Fernandez and
Rosen 2000; Krishnan, Biswas and Netemeyer 2006; MacKenzie 1986; Rossiter and
Percy 1978). Different from the studies, this study looked at another aspect of the
abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy, that is, generality versus specificity (e.g.,
Feldman, Bearden and Hardesty 2006; Johnson and Kisielius 1985; Macklin, Bruvold
and Shea 1985; Spreen and Schulz 1966). Still, a concrete ad copy, as compared to an
abstract ad copy, was found to have a more positive impact on the subjects’ responses to
the product.
According to the literature on hedonic and utilitarian consumption, consumers
often make a purchase with hedonic motives to gain experiential benefits, such as
fantasy, aesthetics, sensual pleasure, and so on (Feick and Higie 1992; Hirschman and
Holbrook 1982; Sen and Lerman 2007; Smith, Menon, and Sivakumar 2005). By nature,
these benefits tend to be subjective and intangible. Therefore, consumers typically refer
to these benefits using abstract terms. On the other hand, with utilitarian motives,
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consumers make purchases to solve particular problems. Different from hedonic benefits,
these utilitarian benefits are achieved by products’ specific and tangible functions, which
are relatively easy to quantify. Therefore, consumers tend to refer to utilitarian benefits
through concrete terms (Hirschman 1983; Mittal 1989; Stafford, Stafford and Day 2002;
Zajonc and Markus 1982). Moreover, studies of regulatory focus theory have shown that
promotion-focused people tend to respond to an object more positively after processing
abstract information on the object. However, an opposite tendency has been reported for
prevention-focused people (e.g., Keller et al. 2004; Semin et al. 2005).
Given these findings, this study’s failure to support the regulatory fit effect leads
to several speculations about the nature of the regulatory fit effect that was proposed in
this study and the methodology that was employed in this study to test the proposition.
First, regulatory focus theory holds that people’s regulatory foci can be both inherent and
temporarily primed. Either being inherent or temporarily primed, each type of regulatory
foci has been shown to affect various aspects of people’s behaviors in similar ways
(Camacho et al. 2003; Cesario et al. 2004; Dholakia et al. 2006; Forster and Higgins
2005; Leone et al. 2005; Pham and Avnet 2004). Therefore, this study only measured the
subjects’ inherent regulatory foci by using a scale that contained items capturing the
subjects’ inherent promotion or prevention focus. By doing so, it was assumed that
findings from this study could be generalized to the case of manipulating subjects’
regulatory foci.
However, results from this study suggest that subjects who participated in this
study were skewed toward promotion focus. That is, most subjects rated high on
promotion items but low on prevention items. Still, this study ordered the subjects from
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the highest to the lowest as to the discrepancy of the two regulatory focus ratings (i.e.,
average promotion score – average prevention score). Then, the subjects in the top third
of the order were identified as promotion-focused, whereas the subjects in the bottom
third of the order were identified as prevention-focused. However, since the subjects were
skewed toward promotion focus, many subjects who were identified as the preventionfocused still had higher promotion than prevention scores. In other words, the subjects’
regulatory foci might have not differed enough to reveal the expected interaction between
the subjects’ regulatory foci and types of ad copy.
There could be various reasons for the subjects’ promotion-skewed regulatory
foci. One reason can be their cultural backgrounds. Studies have shown that some
cultures tend to encourage people to hold an independent self-view, whereas in other
cultures, people are encouraged to hold an interdependent self-view (see Fiske et al.
[1998] for review). With an independent self-view, people tend to view themselves as
defined by unique attributes and characteristics that distinguish themselves from others.
As a result, these people tend to pursue goals that enhance themselves through the
achievement of success and the demonstration of how they are positively distinct from
others. Such a goal pursuit tendency is compatible with promotion-focused people’s
eager mode of goal pursuit. With an interdependent self-view, people tend to view
themselves as defined by attributes and characteristics that are shared by others. As a
result, these people tend to pursue goals that keep from making mistakes that may
dissimilate themselves from others. Presumably, these people’s goal pursuit tendency is
compatible with prevention-focused people’s vigilant mode of goal pursuit (Aaker and
Lee 2001; Heine et al. 1999; Lee, Aaker and Gardner 2000).
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Typically, people in the Western cultures including Americans are encouraged to
hold an independent self-view (Heine et al. 1999). Therefore, it is likely that their
inherent regulatory foci are more skewed toward promotion rather than prevention. The
fact that the subjects who participated in this study were inherently skewed toward a
promotion regulatory focus may be a reflection of the cultural impact. However, the
failure to observe the expected regulatory fit effect in this study may not be attributed to
the pool of promotion-skewed subjects. As mentioned earlier, past studies have shown
that promotion-focused people tend to prefer abstract rather than concrete information.
Given the tendency, this study with the promotion-skewed subjects should have observed
a positive impact of an abstract ad copy on the subjects’ responses to the product.
However, contrary to the expectation, this study observed the concreteness effect. This
finding raises a question about why the regulatory fit effect that has been observed
between people’s regulatory foci and the abstractness-concreteness of information or, at
least, between people’s promotion focus and abstract information was not observed in
this study.
Regarding the fit between people’s regulatory foci and the abstractnessconcreteness of information, regulatory focus theory holds that promotion-focused people
perceive the environment as benign. Therefore, these people tend to focus on global
aspects of a target object rather than its specific details. In contrast, the preventionfocused people perceive the environment as problematic. Therefore, the opposite
tendency is observed for these people because they want to make sure that they can avoid
the problem. In the context of information processing, such a tendency implies that
promotion-focused people may prefer information that provides a global (or general)
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view of a target object, whereas prevention-focused people prefer information that
provides a detailed (or specific) view of a target object. Accordingly, this study expected
that promotion-focused consumers would prefer an abstract ad copy, whereas preventionfocused consumers would prefer a concrete ad copy.
Note, however, that the abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy was manipulated
in this study at the level of product attribute. Specifically, for each of the two products
(i.e., a cell phone and a laptop computer), a hedonic attribute and a utilitarian attribute
were identified. Afterward, two ad copies (i.e., abstract and concrete) were created for
each attribute by claiming the product’s positive performance on the attribute using
general or specific words. However, as mentioned above, past findings in this regard have
been that promotion-focused people prefer information that provides a “global” view of a
target object, whereas prevention-focused people prefer information that provides a
“detailed” view of a target object. Given the tendency, the prevention-focused subjects in
this study might have perceived the concrete ad copies that provided specific information
on the product’s particular attribute as fitting their regulatory foci. However, such a fit
might have not been perceived by the promotion-focused subjects. This is because the
abstract copies that were created in this study in fact directed these subjects’ attention to a
particular attribute of the product. Compared to ad copies that address a product’s
“global” aspect, such as overall quality evaluation (e.g., “highly rated by Consumer
Reports”), the abstract copies might have been perceived by these subjects as providing
“detailed” view of the products.
The above reasoning has an important implication for the premise of regulatory
focus theory regarding the way promotion-focused or prevention-focused people pursue a
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goal. According to the theory, promotion-focused people attempt to achieve as many
gains as possible from the pursuit of the goal, whereas prevention-focused people attempt
to make sure that they do not fail to achieve the goal (Higgins 1997, 2002; Higgins and
Idson 2000; Higgins and Silberman 1998). The premise may lead to a misperception that
prevention-focused people are always likely to pursue a goal with greater intensity than
promotion-focused people. Such a perception may be correct at the early stage of a goal
pursuit. That is, with the variety of goals to pursue, promotion-focused people may
pursue a particular goal less intensively than prevention-focused people initially.
However, such a discrepancy in the goal pursuit intensity may be eliminated or
substantially reduced once promotion-focused people become directed to the focal goal.
Likewise, when seeing an ad, promotion-focused consumers may initially look for
information that provides a global view of the product with the preference of an abstract
copy rather than a concrete copy. However, once directed to a particular attribute of the
product, these consumers may also want to make sure that the product performs on the
attribute as intended, thereby preferring a concrete copy rather than an abstract copy.
Such speculation further raises a question about the plausibility of observing the
proposed regulatory fit effect between types of product attribute and types of ad copy. As
mentioned earlier, consumers often make purchases to gain experiential benefits or to
solve particular problems. Accordingly, researchers have classified products into those
that primarily provide hedonic benefits and others that primarily provide utilitarian
benefits (e.g., Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000; O'Curry and Strahilevitz 2001; Smith, Menon
and Sivakumar 2005). By nature, hedonic benefits are subjective and intangible.
Therefore, consumers tend to refer to these benefits using abstract terms. In contrast,
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utilitarian benefits are specific and easily quantified. Therefore, consumers tend to refer
to utilitarian benefits using concrete terms. Such a classification of products has often
been applied to classify attributes that comprise a product (e.g., Adaval 2001; Dhar and
Wertenbroch 2000; Kivetz and Simonson 2002).
However, as reasoned above, once directed to a product’s particular attribute,
consumers may become concerned about its function, which is then likely to lead these
consumers to seek for concrete information on the attribute. Also, it has been suggested
that experiential benefits that are provided by hedonic products may not be easily
decomposed into particular attributes because consumers achieve the experiential benefits
by consuming the products as a whole (Hirschman 1983). The nature of hedonic and
utilitarian products suggests that consumers are more likely to perceive the fit between
the abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy and the hedonic-utilitarian benefits at the
level of products rather than product attributes. That is, for hedonic products, consumers
may prefer an abstract ad copy that provides a global view of the products. In contrast,
for utilitarian products, consumers may prefer a concrete ad copy that provides detailed
information on the products, possibly regarding the products’ performance on particular
attributes. However, at the level of product attributes, consumers may focus on specific
functions. Therefore, such a differing preference of an abstract or concrete ad copy is less
likely to be observed at the level of product attributes.
Overall, this study supports the concreteness effect, particularly at the level of
product attributes, although it is uncertain whether the concreteness effect can also be
observed at the level of products. Correspondingly, this study found that the concreteness
effect was moderated by the products. That is, the concreteness effect was observed only
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for a laptop computer but not for a cell phone. However, it is suspicious that the
moderation effect was caused by the subjects’ differing hedonic-utilitarian perceptions of
the products because both products (i.e., a cell phone and a laptop computer) are typically
perceived as utilitarian products. It was pointed out in the result section that manipulation
of the abstractness-concreteness of most ad copies that were created in this study was
only directionally significant except the ones for a laptop’s hard drive memory attribute.
Therefore, it is likely that the subjects did not perceive the difference between the
abstract copies and the concrete copies clearly for a cell phone.
The above discussion raises a question about the validity of the methodology that
was employed in this study. Also, as mentioned in the results chapter, the subjects’
responses to the products were affected by the order of ad display. Such an outcome
suggests that the subjects based their responses to the product on different aspects of the
first ad than the second ad.
Finally, it should be noted that this study could identify two factors that
influenced the subjects’ responses to the product: cheerful feeling and commitment to the
focal benefit. Numerous past studies have shown that the positive feelings consumers
experience when seeing an ad can enhance their responses to the product. Therefore, this
study’s finding that the cheerful feeling had a positive impact on the subjects’ responses
to a product can be considered as validating previous findings. Originally, the cheerful
feeling was identified in this study as a factor that would mediate the proposed regulatory
fit effect. However, results from this study show that the subjects’ cheerful feelings could
not be attributed to the proposed regulatory fit effect. Rather, it was found that the
subjects experienced more cheerful feelings after seeing an ad that contained a concrete
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copy rather than an abstract copy. Such a finding may imply that the abstractnessconcreteness of an ad copy not only affects consumers’ responses to the product by
providing the details of the product but also by enhancing their feelings. Yet, the
underlying mechanism needs to be clarified with further studies.
This study also found that the subjects’ commitment to the focal benefit had a
significant positive impact on their responses to a product. It has been suggested that
people’s commitment to a goal comprises two aspects: importance perception of the goal
and expectation of the achievement of the goal (Atkinson 1954; Kruglanski et al. 2002).
Accordingly, this study measured subjects’ commitment to the focal benefit using two
items that captured each aspect. Similar to the cheerful feeling, commitment to the focal
benefit was included in this study as a factor that would mediate the regulatory fit effect
between types of ad copy and type of product attributes, particularly for preventionfocused subjects. However, different from the expectation, this study found that the
prevention-focused subjects tended to have greater commitment to the focal benefit when
seeing an ad that contained a utilitarian attribute rather than a hedonic attribute regardless
of types of ad copy.
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Chapter VII:

Suggestions for Future Research

As mentioned earlier, the abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy may refer to
two different aspects of the copy: the extent to which an ad copy activates visual imagery
in consumers’ minds and the extent to which an ad copy provides general or specific
information about a product. Researchers have proposed that the two aspects of an ad
copy are orthogonal. That is, the two aspects are independent from each other. Then, the
abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy may be configured as a combination of differing
values on the two aspects: specific / high visual, specific / low visual, general / high
visual and general / low visual.
Regarding the imagery-oriented view of the abstractness-concreteness of an ad
copy, most researchers have found that the clearer visual imagery an ad copy activates in
consumers’ minds, the more positive responses to a target product they tend to have. On
the other hand, regarding the generality-specificity view of the abstractness-concreteness
of an ad copy, this study found that an ad copy that provided more specific information,
rather than abstract information, on a product enhanced the subjects’ responses to the
product.
Findings from this study and the two dimensional view of the abstractnessconcreteness of an ad copy have an important implication regarding the impact of the
abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy on consumers’ responses to a product: An ad
copy may enhance consumers’ responses to a product most when providing specific
information on the product, while activating clear visual imagery of the information at the
same time. Yet, the interaction has not been examined, which may be an interesting
research question for future studies.
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However, note that the concreteness effect may be moderated by product type,
which needs to be verified by additional studies. Specifically, it has been shown that
hedonic products provide consumers with abstract, intangible benefits. These benefits are
often outcomes of consuming the products as a whole rather than a particular attribute(s).
Therefore, consumers may perceive a fit between hedonic products and abstract ad copies
that provide general information on the products.
Such a possibility may be viewed as conflicting with the concreteness effect.
However, the seeming conflict may be resolved by incorporating the two different
aspects of the abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy as follows. As mentioned above,
the generality-specificity of an ad copy is independent from the extent to which the ad
copy activates visual imagery in consumers’ minds. Therefore, an abstract (general) ad
copy may still be able to activate clear visual imagery in consumers’ minds. For example,
an ad copy that addresses general quality information on a hedonic product can also
address particular usage situations or users of the products, which may help consumers to
picture the consumption of the product.
The above reasoning suggests that for hedonic products, the concreteness effect
may be observed only through the particular aspect of the abstractness-concreteness of an
ad copy, that is, the extent to which an ad copy activates visual imagery in consumers’
minds. Future studies that verify the possibility may help generalize the concreteness
effect across different types of products.
Lastly, as discussed previously, this study failed to support the proposition that
the impact of the abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy might also be moderated by
consumers’ regulatory foci. However, it was found from the data analysis that most of the
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subjects who participated in this study were inherently focused on promotion. Due to the
biased pool of subjects, firm conclusions may not be drawn from this study regarding the
proposed interaction between consumers’ regulatory foci and the abstractnessconcreteness of an ad copy.
This study identified the American culture that encourages people to develop
independent self-views, which are in turn likely to drive them to focus on promotion.
Given the possibility of cultural impacts, it may be difficult to recruit a pool of subjects
that includes the balanced number of promotion-focused and prevention-focused subjects.
However, studies have reported little difference between inherent regulatory foci and
primed ones in affecting people’s behaviors. More importantly, primed regulatory foci
may not be subject to cultural impacts and other external factors that may affect people’s
inherent regulatory foci. Therefore, future research may want to test this study’s
propositions through priming the subjects’ regulatory foci during an experiment.
Overall, this study attempted to enhance our knowledge about the impact of the
abstractness-concreteness of an ad copy on consumers’ responses to a product. Although
the hypotheses that were proposed in this study were not supported, this study makes
contributions by identifying several areas that need to be clarified regarding the research
topic.
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Appendix I:

The Aggregate Inherent Regulatory Focus Scale

Please indicate how well each question below describes you.
1. Compared to most people, are you typically unable to get what you want out of life?
never or seldom
1

2

sometimes
3

very often
5

4

2. Growing up, would you ever “cross the line” by doing things that your parents would not
tolerate?
never or seldom
1

2

sometimes
3

very often
5

4

3. How often have you accomplished things that got you “psyched” to work even harder?
never or seldom
1

2

sometimes
3

very often
5

4

4. Did you get on your parents' nerves often when you were growing up?
never or seldom
1

2

sometimes
3

4

very often
5

5. How often did you obey rules and regulations that were established by your parents?
never or seldom
1

2

sometimes
3

4

very often
5

6. Growing up, did you ever act in ways that your parents thought were objectionable?
never or seldom
1

2

sometimes
3

4

very often
5

4

very often
5

7. Do you often do well at different things that you try?
never or seldom
1

2

sometimes
3

8. Not being careful enough has gotten me into trouble at times.
never or seldom
1

2

sometimes
3

4

very often
5

9. When it comes to achieving things that are important to me, I find that I don’t perform as well
as I ideally would like to do.
never true
1

2

sometimes true
3
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4

very often true
5

10. I feel like I have made progress toward being successful in my life.
certainly false
1

2

3

4

certainly true
5

11. I have found very few hobbies or activities in my life that capture my interest or motivate me
to put effort into them.
certainly false
1

2

3

4

certainly true
5

12. Are you a fanatic when you are trying to realize your goals?
never or seldom
1

sometimes
3

2

4

very often
5

13. Are you someone who looks forward to situations in which you expect to have success?
never or seldom
1

sometimes
3

2

4

very often
5

4

very often
5

14. I try to reach that in my life, in which I believe?
never or seldom
1

sometimes
3

2

15. Do you find that there things that you have not thought about when you choose something?
never or seldom
1

2

sometimes
3

4

very often
5

sometimes
3

4

very often
5

16. Do you break rules to reach your goal?
never or seldom
1

2

17. If I think something unpleasant is going to happen I usually get pretty “worked up.”
strongly agree
1

2

3

strongly disagree
4

2

3

strongly disagree
4

3

strongly disagree
4

18. I worry about making mistakes.
strongly agree
1

19. Criticism or scolding hurts me quite a bit.
strongly agree
1

2
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20. I feel pretty worried or upset when I think or know somebody is angry at me.
strongly agree
1

2

3

strongly disagree
4

21. Even if something bad is about to happen to me, I rarely experience fear or nervousness.
strongly agree
1

2

3

strongly disagree
4

22. I feel worried when I think I have done poorly at something.
strongly agree
1

2

3

strongly disagree
4

3

strongly disagree
4

23. I have very few fears compared to my friends.
strongly agree
1

2

24. When I get something I want, I feel excited and energized.
strongly agree
1

2

3

strongly disagree
4

25. When I’m doing well at something, I love to keep at it.
strongly agree
1

2

3

strongly disagree
4

26. When good things happen to me, it affects me strongly.
strongly agree
1

2

3

strongly disagree
4

3

strongly disagree
4

27. It would excite me to win a contest.
strongly agree
1

2

28. When I see an opportunity for something I like, I get excited right away.
strongly agree
1

2

3

strongly disagree
4

3

strongly disagree
4

29. When I want something, I usually go all-out to get it.
strongly agree
1

2
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30. I go out of my way to get things I want.
strongly agree
1

2

strongly disagree
4

3

31. If I see a chance to get something I want, I move on it right away.
strongly agree
1

2

strongly disagree
4

3

32. When I go after something, I use a “no holds barred” approach.
strongly agree
1

2

strongly disagree
4

3

33. I will often do things for no other reason than that they might be fun.
strongly agree
1

2

3

strongly disagree
4

3

strongly disagree
4

34. I crave excitement and new sensations.
strongly agree
1

2

35. I’m always willing to try something new if I think it will be fun.
strongly agree
1

2

3

strongly disagree
4

3

strongly disagree
4

36. I often act on the spur of the moment.
strongly agree
1

2

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

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

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

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5
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6

7

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

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

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

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

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

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

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

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

43. I often worry that I will fail to accomplish my academic goals.

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

44. I often think about how I will achieve academic success.

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

45. I often imagine myself experiencing bad things that I fear might happen to me.

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

46. I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life.

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5
127

6

7

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

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

48. My major goal in school right now is to achieve my academic ambitions.

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

49. My major goal in school right now is to avoid becoming an academic failure.

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

50. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my “ideal self” – to fulfill my
hopes, wishes, and aspirations.

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

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

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

52. In general, I am focused on achieving positive outcomes in my life.

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

53. I often imagine myself experiencing good things that I hope will happen to me.

not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5
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6

7

8

very
true of me
9

The Revised Inherent Regulatory Focus Scale

Appendix II:

Please indicate how well each question below describes you.
1. In general, I am focused on achieving positive outcomes in my life.
not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

2. I often imagine myself experiencing bad things that I fear might happen to me.
not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

3. I frequently imagine how I will achieve my hopes and aspirations.
not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

4. I see myself as someone who is primarily striving to reach my “ideal self” – to fulfill
my hopes, wishes, and aspirations.
not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

5. I typically focus on the success I hope to achieve in the future.
not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6. I often worry that I will fail to accomplish my academic goals.
not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5
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6

7

7. I often think about the person I am afraid I might become in the future.
not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

8

very
true of me
9

8. I am a fanatic when I am trying to realize my goals.
not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

9. My major goal in school right now is to avoid becoming an academic failure.
not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

10. I am more oriented toward preventing losses than I am toward achieving gains.
not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

very
true of me
9

11. I often imagine myself experiencing good things that I hope will happen to me.
not at all
true of me
1

2

3

4

5
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6

7

8

very
true of me
9

Appendix III:

The Stimuli Ads Used

[Cell Phone: Type I]

131

[Cell Phone: Type II]

132

[Cell Phone: Type III]

133

[Cell Phone: Type IV]

134

[Laptop Computer: Type I]

135

[Laptop Computer: Type II]

136

[Laptop Computer: Type III]

137

[Laptop Computer: Type IV]
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