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Abstract 

 

The interplay of Regulatory Focus and Brand Personality on  

Persuasion in Advertising 

 

 

 
Dong Hoo Kim, MA 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2011 

 

Supervisor:  Yongjun Sung 

 

This research experimentally investigated the interactive effects of regulatory 

focus and brand personality on persuasion in advertising. Specifically, the study sought to 

know whether the interplay would increase a positive attitude toward the advertisement, 

the brand and purchase intention. The results of this present research showed that 

excitement brand personality was concerned with a promotion focus and when an 

exciting brand is advertised with a promotion focused message, the effectiveness of the 

advertisement was increased. In contrast, competence brand personality was concerned 

with prevention focus and when a competent brand is advertised with a prevention 

focused message, the effectiveness of the advertisement was increased. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Imagine there are two brands, MTV and The Wall Street Journal, which have 

different brand personalities. MTV has an excitement personality and most consumers 

regard it as cool, trendy, and independent. On the other hand, The Wall Street Journal has 

a competent personality and it is regarded as reliable, intelligent, and confident (Aaker 

1997). Based on these distinctive brand personalities, it can be postulated that consumers 

have different expectations of what they can achieve from those brands. For instance, 

viewers of MTV may want to gain a positive feeling such as pleasure and refreshment 

while readers of The Wall Street Journal may try to avoid financial risk with the reliable 

information that The Wall Street Journal provides. 

 The above scenario exemplifies the supposition that brand personality may have a 

relationship with consumer behaviors as they pursue their goals. Relying on the general 

hedonic conception that people approach pleasure and avoid pain, the regulatory focus 

theory (Higgins 1997) postulate two different self-regulations to achieve a goal. The 

theory differentiates the goal between promotion and prevention. The promotion goal is 

related to gaining positive outcomes such as advancement and achievement while the 

prevention goal is concerned with avoiding negative outcomes such as responsibility and 

obligations (Aaker and Lee 2001). Therefore if brand personality can be related to 

individuals‟ self-regulation systems, the brand personality can influence on individual‟s 

goal pursuing behavior.  

 A number of studies have attempted to identify the roles of various moderators of 

self-regulation system. For example, Aaker and Lee (2001) suggested that self-construal 
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is closely related to individuals‟ regulatory focus. According to the research, individuals 

with a prevailing independent self-construal are inclined to be promotion-focused, while 

individuals with a dominant interdependent self-construal tend to be prevention-focused 

(Aaker and Lee 2001; Lee, Aaker, and Gardener 2000; Sung and Choi 2011). Mogilner et 

al.(2008) suggested the moderating role of time pressure with respect to regulatory focus-

based message for purchasing decision. Specifically, when consumers faced with a 

proximal purchase decision, prevention-framed products are more appealing. The reverse 

was true when consumers faced with a distant purchase decision. Even though these 

findings could have provided various implications such as the impact of cultural 

orientation which affects message framing and usage of temporal perspective to increase 

the effectiveness of an advertisement, there are still restrictions to be applied to practical 

industry. For instance, since companies‟ target segments include both independent and 

interdependent customers simultaneously, tailoring their communication messages to 

each customer‟s self construal is impossible. In addition, the temporal perspective is too 

specific to be applied for general marketing activities.   

 To overcome this limitation, a new moderator of regulatory focus which is not 

restricted by individuals‟ idiosyncrasies and not easily influenced by temporal conditions 

needs to be considered. Brand personality is defined as “the set of human characteristics 

associated with the typical user of a brand” by Aaker (1997). Since this typical user 

image is based on the general agreement that customers share, brand personality can be 

postulated to have the clear image and definition which are shared within overall 

customers in common. As mentioned in the anecdote above, MTV‟s excitement brand 
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personality can be related to a promotion focus. Due to the excitement personality traits 

such as exciting, daring, and up-to-date (Aaker 1997), MTV viewers may be induced to 

pursue attaining positive outcomes such as being refreshed and having fun rather than 

avoiding negative outcomes such as not being bored. According to Aaker and Lee (2001), 

an avoidance goal is activated when the individual is choosing between entertainment 

options with the norm of not being bored. On the other hand, an achievement goal is 

activated when the norm is exciting. In MTV‟s case, viewers are more likely to choose 

exciting norms compared to not being bored norms due to MTV‟s exciting brand 

personality. 

 The primary purpose of this study is to empirically investigate the interactive 

effects of regulatory focus and brand personality on persuasion in advertising. As noted 

earlier, since brand personality is formed by customers‟ direct or indirect experiences 

with brands, customers may have a distinctive expectation of the brand they use. This 

distinctive expectation can be related to a customer‟s motivation for different self-

regulatory goals (approach goals vs. avoidance goals). Higgins and his colleagues 

suggested that when people pursue their goals with a strategic mean which is compatible 

with their regulatory focus, they feel right about their behaviors and the right feelings 

become value experience which has an influence following an evaluation of correctness, 

importance, and monetary value (Camacho et al. 2003; Higgins et al. 2003). By 

extending this conception of regulatory fit between individuals‟ strategic goal pursuing 

means and their regulatory orientation to brand personality and message focus, the 

current study examines the moderating role of brand personality with respect to the 
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effects of regulatory focus-based message matching. The central idea of the current study 

is that increased persuasion occurs when brand personality is consistent with regulatory 

focus of message (promotion vs. prevention). For example, an exciting brand can be more 

persuasive when the message of advertising emphasizes promotion concerns, while 

competence brand advertising is more efficient when it highlights prevention concerns. 

Findings from this study offer a new applicability of regulatory focus that is not restricted 

by individuals‟ regulatory focus orientation.      
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

THEORY OF REGULATORY FOCUS 

The theory of regulatory focus is a sophisticated framework for investigating the 

motivations influencing people‟s goal achievement. According to the theory, two distinct 

self-regulations operate differently when serving different goals, promotion and 

prevention (Higgins 1997). Individuals with a promotion focus strive to achieve their 

aspirations and ideals in order to satisfy their need for growth and advancement (Higgins 

1997, 1998). Therefore they prefer to use eagerness means for achieving their goals and 

with the eagerness means, they can ensure the presence of positive outcomes (look for 

means of advancement) and ensure against the absence of positive outcomes (do not miss 

possible advancements). (Cesario, Higgins, and Scholer 2008). In contrast, individuals 

with a prevention focus endeavor to fulfill their obligation and duties for their need for 

safety and security (Higgins 1997, 1998). Thus they prefer to use vigilance means to 

approach their goal and with vigilance means, they can maximize the absence of negative 

outcomes (be careful) and minimize the presence of negative outcomes (avoid mistakes) 

(Cesario, Higgins, and Scholer 2008). 

A number of studies have proven that the two distinct regulatory focuses function 

differently in various areas such as information processing, judging, and decision making 

(e.g., Higgins et al. 1997; Higgins and Tykocinski 1992; Förster, Grant, Idson, and 

Higgins 2001; Shah and Higgins 1997; 2001). For example, Higgins et al. (1994) 

demonstrated that individuals tend to recall information better when the information is 

concerned with their regulatory focus. In this study, participants with a promotion focus 
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were more likely to recall life episodes related to approach strategies. In contrast, 

participants with a prevention focus were more likely to recall life episodes concerned 

with avoidance strategies. Also, promotion-focused individuals were better at recalling 

information that related to another‟s pursuit of success, while prevention-focused 

individuals were more likely to recall information concerned with another‟s avoidance of 

failure (Higgins and Tykocinski 1992). Förster, Higgins and Taylor Bianco (2003) 

suggested that individuals with promotion focus prefer to use more risky and less 

conservative strategies for making decisions whereas prevention-focused individual are 

inclined to use more conservative and less risky strategies to make a decision.  

There are three different sources that can influence an individual‟s regulatory 

focus at any given time. The first is the chronic regulatory focus of the individual. 

Higgins (1997, 1998) suggested that the individual‟s chronic regulatory focus was created 

by a result of socialization. The second is the contextual priming during or before the 

decision task. A specific regulatory focus can be activated independently of the 

individual‟s chronic regulatory focus by recent or momentary experiences (Florack, 

Scarabis, and Gosejohann 2005). For example, Higgins et al. (1994) found that 

participants showed better recall of means that fit to approach strategies when a 

promotion focus was primed by asking questions about their hopes and goals to 

participants. In contrast, participants had better recall of avoidance strategic means when 

a prevention focus was primed by asking them questions related to duties and obligations. 

Finally, the decision task itself can also be related to a certain regulatory focus (Zhou and 

Pham 2004). For instance, the decision of purchasing casualty insurance may provoke a 
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prevention focus and it may lead to take avoidance strategic means. By contrast, the 

planning for making a speculative investment may provoke a promotion focus and it may 

lead a person to take an approach strategic means (Florack, Scarabis, and Gosejohann 

2005). In other words, purchasing a brand from a product category which is strongly 

related to either of the regulatory focus (promotion or prevention) may induce the 

associated self-regulation of individual (Florack, Scarabis, and Gosejohann 2005). 

REGULATORY FIT 

Regulatory fit is a goal-pursuit theory highlighting the relation between 

individuals‟ motivational orientation and the means that individuals use to pursue their 

goals (Higgins 2000, 2005). A central idea of regulatory fit is that depending on 

individuals‟ orientation, their preferred goal-pursuit means can be differentiated, and 

when individuals use the preferred goal-pursuit means which are compatible with their 

orientations, they feel right and perceive great value about what they are doing in the 

goal–pursuit activity. Also, strength of engagement in the goal-pursuit activity is 

increased (Cesario, Higgins, and Scholer 2008). Specifically, individuals with a 

promotion orientation inclined to eagerness means and when they use eagerness means, 

they experience regulatory fit. The reverse is true for individuals with a prevention 

orientation (Avnet and Higgins 2006). Importantly, the feeling right effect is independent 

of the classic hedonic conception that people approach pleasure and avoid pain (see 

Avnet and Higgins 2003, 2006a, b; Camacho, Higgins, and Luger 2003; Cesario, Grant, 
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and Higgins 2004; Cesario and Higgins 2008; Higgins 2000, 2005, 2006; Higgins, Idson, 

Freitas, Spiegel, and Molden 2003). 

Recent research provides evidence of the effect of the experience of regulatory fit. 

The experience of regulatory fit can reinforce the perceived value of a target (Higgins et 

al. 2003), have an influence on brand attitudes and the efficacy of advertising (Higgins et 

al. 2003; Keller 2006; Labroo and Lee 2006; Wan, Hong, and Sternthal 2009; Wang and 

Lee 2006; Cesario et al. 2004; Lee and Aaker 2004; Kim 2006), and enhance the 

monetary value for the chosen object (Avenet and Higgins 2003). For example, research 

by Wan, Hong, and Sternthal (2009) demonstrated that participants who were primed 

with a prevention focus evaluate their decision more positively when they were assigned 

in an accuracy strategy condition (i.e., equal weight strategy) versus a progress strategy 

condition (i.e., lexicographical strategy), whereas the reverse was true for those primed 

with a promotion focus. Keller (2006) found that for individuals primed with a prevention 

focus, the message emphasizing its sunscreen effectiveness (a vigilance means) was more 

persuasive rather than the message of easy usage (an eagerness means), while the reverse 

was true for those who are primed with a promotion focus. Cesario et al. (2004) 

suggested when goal approach means used in advertisements were compatible with the 

regulatory focus of recipients, the efficiency of the advertisement increased.  

 Numerous studies demonstrated that these effects of experience of regulatory fit 

are closely related to various moderatos such as self-construal (Aaker and Lee 2001), 

message framing (Lee and Aaker 2004), functionality of hope (Poels and Dewitte 2008), 

and time pressure (Mogilner, Aaker, and Pennington 2008). Specifically, Mogilner et al. 
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(2008) demonstrated that when consumers are faced with an immediate purchasing 

decision, a prevention framed message is more persuasive than a promotion framed 

message and the converse is true when consumers have ample time before the purchasing 

decision. Poels and Dewitte (2008) revealed that advertisements eliciting prevention hope 

lead customers to focus on product and product-related action more than advertisement 

concerned with promotion hope. In other words, a persuasive message including 

prevention hope which a negative situation can be converted to a positive situation 

increases the level of product information recall and enhances goal-directed action (Poels 

and Dewitte 2008).  

BRAND PERSONALITY 

“People choose their brands the same way they choose their friends; in addition 

to the skills and physical characteristics, they simply like as people.” (King 1970) 

Brand personality, the set of human characteristics associated with a brand 

(Plummer 1985), is very useful for marketers to build up a unique identity for their 

brands. Since brand personality has a sustainable advantage, it is much harder to be 

imitated compared to product attributes, the value of brand personality in marketing 

aspects is high. Specifically, a favorable brand personality can increase consumer 

preference and usage (Sirgy 1982), provoke emotions in consumers (Biel 1992), increase 

levels of trust and loyalty (Fournier 1998), and differentiate the brand from competitors 

(Aaker 1996). 
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The brand personality is formed and influenced from consumer experience and 

any direct or indirect contact between the brand and the customers (Shank and 

Langmeyer 1994; Plummer 2000; Berry 2000; Keller 1993). Therefore it is critical for 

marketers to make customers experience their brands in a way they want. Aaker (1996) 

also suggested that brand personality has been built over time by the entire marketing mix 

such as advertising, user imagery, packaging, symbols, and sales promotion. If these 

marketing communication variables are coordinated intentionally and if a personality is 

unique and treated consistently over time and media, the brand‟s personality is clearer 

and more powerful (Batra, Lehmann, and Singh 1993).  

Consumer behavior researchers have concentrated on how a consumer expresses 

his or herself (Belk 1988), an ideal self (Malhotra 1988), or specific aspects of the self 

(Kleine, Kleine, and Kernan 1993) with the personality of a brand they use. Practitioners 

have been interested in brand personality because they consider brand personality as a 

key factor to differentiate their brands from competitors (Halliday 1996) and as a key to 

increase consumer preference and usage (Biel 1993). In spite of those interests, without 

reliable, valid, and generalizable scale for measuring brand personality, brand personality 

could not be used generally. 

Through longstanding research of personality psychology, a set of traits 

encompassing the human personality have been identified. Within these traits, researchers 

have determined five basic traits that are postulated to compose a stable and clear 

structure of personality. Aaker (1997) has argued that the symbolic use of brands is 

possible since consumers often adapt human personality traits to brands. In a series of 
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studies, she has suggested that brands can be represented in terms of personality traits, 

similar to the big-five of human personality. She suggested that five basic traits 

composing brand personality can be discerned, namely sincerity, excitement, 

competence, sophistication, and ruggedness. The sincerity dimension represents 

wholesomeness, honesty, and being down-to-earth; the excitement dimension represents 

being daring, spirited, and up-to-date; the competence dimension is related to being 

reliable, intelligent, and successful; the sophistication dimension is related to being upper 

class and charming. Finally, the ruggedness dimension represents being outdoorsy and 

tough (Aaker 1997).  

Even though it seems plausible that applying human personality structure and 

measurement (e.g., Big Five) to evaluation of the personality of commercial brands 

(Aaker 1997), previous research suggested that whether human personality traits‟ 

structure are appropriate and replicated when assessing brand personality is doubtful 

(e.g., Aaker, 1997, Caprara, Barbaranelli, and Guido 2001). Among the five dimensions 

of brand personality, three dimensions (sincerity, excitement, and competence) are 

similar to the three dimensions of human personality (agreeableness, extroversion, and 

conscientiousness), whereas two brand personality dimensions (sophistication and 

ruggedness) are not compatible with those of the big–five human personality traits (Aaker 

1997). Sung and Tinkham (2005) suggested that brand personality is not completely 

analogous to human personality. A human‟s personality traits are deduced from the 

individuals‟ behavior, physical features, attitude and beliefs, and demographic 

characteristics. The human‟s personality traits are closely related to individuals‟ behavior 
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disposition. In contrast, brand personality is inferred from product attributes, function, 

user imagery, and reputation. The conceptualization of human and brand personality 

seems to be analogous, however they may have difference in their basic premise and 

roles (Sung and Kim 2010).     

HYPOTHESIS 

Since the theory of regulatory focus is appropriate to interpret and predict 

consumer behavior, numerous researchers have examined the multifaceted role of 

regulatory focus for information processing, decision making and judgment (Higgins et 

al.,1997; Higgins and Tykocinski 1992; Förster,Grant, Idson and Higgins 2001; Shah and 

Higgins 1997;2001). Brand personality has also attracted remarkable attention from both 

academics and practitioners (Biel 1992; Aaker 1996; Aaker et al. 2004; Meenaghan 1995; 

Sergy 1982). However, little research has investigated the relationship between 

regulatory focus and brand personality. What remains unclear, thus far, is how these two 

distinctive conceptions can be related to each other and what role brand personality can 

play within the relationship. Through the comparison between traits of regulatory focus 

(promotion focus and prevention focus) and those of brand personality, the way of 

integrating the two conceptualizations and the role of brand personality in regulatory 

focus condition can be investigated. 

Regulatory focus theory (Higgins 1997, 1998) suggests two primary self-

regulatory systems, promotion focus and prevention focus, and depending on those self-

regulatory systems, distinctive goal approach means (eagerness vs. vigilance) are 
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preferred. And these patterns to choose goal achievement means (eagerness or vigilance) 

influence an individual‟s decision making processes. There are two typical processing 

strategies that consumers use (Payne, Bettman, and Johnson 1993). Attribute processing 

is a systematic and effortful strategy which is generally preferred by those who pursue 

accuracy of decision (Mantel and Kardes 1999). Since accuracy can be acquired by 

vigilance means, it is naturally expected that attribute processing is a more appropriate 

strategy for prevention focused people than promotion focused people. On the other hand, 

alternative processing encourages the use of general attitude, summary impressions, 

intuitions, and heuristics (Mantel and Kardes 1999). Since these characteristics of 

heuristic processing (Pham and Avnet 2004) and abstract cognitive processing (Zhu and 

Myers-Levy 2007) are concerned with eagerness goal approach means, alternative 

processing can be regarded as more appropriate for promotion-focused people compared 

to prevention-focused people. Safer (1998) suggested that individuals with a stronger 

promotion focus tend to pursue information concerning innovation (promotion) compared 

to reliability (prevention), while individuals who have a stronger prevention focus are 

more likely to seek information concerning reliability compared to innovation. In sum, 

the traits of promotion focus can be eagerness, risk taking and innovation, whereas the 

traits of prevention focus can be vigilance, accuracy, effortfulness and reliability. 

Among five brand personality dimensions, excitement and competence 

dimensions seem to be concerned with promotion and prevention focus. The traits of 

excitement brand personality such as daring, spirited, young, and exciting are similar to 

the traits of promotion focus such as eagerness, risk taking and innovation. Therefore it 
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can be postulated that promotion focus is related to excitement brand personality. On the 

other hand, the prevention focus traits are expected to be related with competence brand 

personality. The traits such as reliability, security, intelligence, and confidence which 

describe the competence brand personality seem to be appropriate for representing 

prevention focused individuals. Especially, both competence brand personality and 

prevention focus have reliability traits in common. Therefore it can be assured that 

information about an exciting brand can stimulate the operation of promotion focus 

whereas information about a competence brand can induce the operation of prevention 

focus.  

As a whole, based on findings from numerous studies, brand personality can be 

postulated as a new moderator to the effects of regulatory focus-based message matching. 

More specifically, since excitement brand personality is compatible with promotion 

focus, a promotion focused message will be more beneficial for an exciting brand 

compared to a prevention focused message. In contrast, for a competence brand 

personality which is consistent with prevention focus, a prevention-focused message will 

be more persuasive than a promotion-focused message. Along these lines, I predict that 

the compatibility between brand personality and advertising messages framed with a 

regulatory focus influences the overall effectiveness of the advertisement. For an exciting 

brand, promotion-focused advertising messages will lead to more positive attitudes 

toward brands and advertisement as well as purchase intention, and the reverse will be 

true for a competent brand. Thus, the following hypothesis is put forth: 
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H : Consumers will show more positive attitude toward the advertisement and the brand 

and greater purchase intention when an exciting brand advertises itself with a 

promotion-focused message compared to with a prevention-focused message; whereas 

they will react more positively when a competent brand advertises itself with a 

prevention-focused message compared to with a promotion-focused message.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 16 

III. METHOD 

OVERVIEW AND RESEARCH DESIGN 

The proposed hypothesis was tested in an experimental setting – 2(brand 

personality: Excitement vs. Competence) × 2(regulatory focus: Promotion vs. 

Prevention). The main objective of this experiment was to investigate how regulatory 

focus and brand personality interact with each other to persuasion by the manipulated 

experimental condition. 

STIMULUS DEVELOPMENT 

Two different sportswear brands were invented to represent two brand 

personalities – excitement and competence brand personality. Since the sportswear 

category has various characteristics such as from fashion to functionality, personality 

manipulation can be done easily in this category. Also, the category is also proper in 

aspects that it is generally gender neutral and is one of the most familiar categories for 

college students, the sample of this study. The intended brand personality was endowed 

to the brand by brief description. Specifically, the brief explanation consisted of the brand 

logo, and a short explanation such as brand vision and brand personality. The two brief 

explanations appear in Appendix 1.  

For advertisements, the excitement brand was expressed by a daring visual such as 

extreme sports movement. In contrast, the competence brand was exhibited by a reliable 

visual emphasizing its functional factors.  
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Each brand includes two versions of an advertising message (one was a 

promotion focused message and the other was a prevention focused messages). To 

maximize the effect of regulatory focus, the headline copy was written using direct words 

representing their regulatory focus such as maximize and prevent and body copy was 

composed of content supporting the headline copy. For instance, in the promotion 

version, the headline copy was “Promote you energy” and to support the head, body copy 

read, “With its ergonomic design and scientifically developed fabric, EX-Ⅲ makes it 

possible for you to perform an ideal movement. Promote your athletic performance and 

challenge your bounds” By contrast, in the prevention version, the headline copy was, 

“Prevent wasting your energy” and there followed by supportive body copy: “With its 

ergonomic design and scientifically developed fabric, EX-Ⅲ minimizes the possibility of 

wasting your valuable energy. Challengers never pass over small things.” Except the head 

and body copy represents two different messages (promotion and prevention), other 

factors composing the overall advertisement were identical within each version of 

regulatory focus. Four brands and eight full-color advertisements were created with the 

aid of an advertising major student at the University of Texas at Austin.  

Through a simple pretest, the manipulation check of brand personality and 

regulatory focus of messages was accomplished. A total of 114 undergraduate students 

who were taking an advertising course at The University of Texas at Austin were recruited 

for the pretest. Participants recruited were asked how well the advertisements represented 

their brand personalities and how clearly the messages expressed their regulatory focus. To 

check brand personalities, seven Facet Names were used (Aaker, 1997). For excitement 
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brand personality, four Facet Names (Daring, Spirited, Imaginative and Up-to date) were 

asked in a 7-point Likert scale to evaluate the advertisement. In competence brand case, 

three Facet Names (Reliable, Intelligent, and Successful) were used. To check regulatory 

focus, participants were asked the questions, “Overall, I think the advertisement concerned 

promotion” and “Overall, I think the advertisement concerned prevention”.  

According to the results of pretest, among the four brands, two of the most 

significant brands were selected – EX-Ⅲ for excitement brand and WIN for competence 

brand. Total four advertisements - 2 (Brand: EX-Ⅲ vs. WIN) × 2 (Regulatory focus: 

Promotion message vs. Prevention message) were determined as final experiment 

materials. See Appendix 2 for the final advertisement used in this study.  

SAMPLE 

A total of 108 undergraduate students (the mean age = 20.08 years, 62% female) 

from a major southwestern university in the U.S. participated in the study. Prospective 

participants were recruited from the Advertising Participant Pool 

(http://adresearch.advertising.utexas.edu/Participant_Pool/) in the Department of 

Advertising at The University of Texas at Austin. 

DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE 

Students participating in the Advertising Participant Pool received a notice in 

their classes regarding the study via their instructors. Students were led to the Advertising 

Participant Pool site where prospective respondents could voluntarily participate in the 
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study. Course or extra credit was provided to the students as a reward for completing the 

study. Participants who signed up on the participant list received an email containing a 

brief introduction and a URL (http://www.utresearch.com/dan/intro.html) for the study. 

On the study website, a participant was assigned randomly one of the four experimental 

conditions. The website was designed to allocate 30 participants to each advertisement. 

The approximate time to complete the survey was 15 minutes. The entire data collection 

period was about two weeks from March 25 to April 5, 2011. 

MEASURES 

Before participants viewed the advertisement, they were asked about their 

involvement of the product category. Their product involvement was checked with four 

questionnaires- “In general, I have a strong interest in a sportswear category,” “A 

sportswear is very important to me,” “A sportswear product matters a lot to me,” and “I 

got bored when other people talk to me about a sportswear.” in a 7-point Likert scale 

(Cronbach‟s α =.91, based on Beatty and Talpade 1994)  

Then the effectiveness of the advertisement was measured. The primary 

objective to measure this effectiveness was to investigate what interactive relationship 

brand personality and regulatory focus have on persuasion in communication with 

consumers. Specifically, it was based on the premise that if an advertisement represented 

its excitement brand personality (competence brand personality), the promotion focused 

(prevention focused) copy structure would be more effective than prevention focused 

(promotion focused) message for participants. Therefore how well the participants 
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understood the message of the advertisement and brand personality should be measured 

before the dependent variables (the effectiveness of the advertisement). For this the, the 

first questionnaire asked, “Overall, I think the advertisement concerned promotion (or 

prevention),” with 7-point scales to participants to check the regulatory focus of the 

messages. Then, participants were asked to rate the extent to how well the brand was 

described by provided personality traits (11 traits for excitement dimension, Cronbach‟s 

α =.89; 9 traits for competence dimension, Cronbach‟s α =.83, based on Aaker 1997).  

Three dependent variables were used to assess the effectiveness of the 

advertisement: attitude toward the advertisement (7-pont scale: 1= bad, negative, 

unfavorable, not helpful, not persuasive, not believable, not credible; 7= good, positive, 

favorable, helpful, persuasive, believable, credible; Cronbach‟s α =.94 ), attitude toward 

brand (7-point scale: 1=bad, negative, unfavorable; 7=good, positive, favorable; 

Cronbach‟s α =.98), and purchase intention (7-point scale: 1= unlikely, improbable, 

impossible; 7=likely, probable, possible; Cronbach‟s α =.96) (Lee and Aaker 2004).   

Gender and Product Involvement (Beatty and Talpade 1994; 4 items; 7-point 

Likert scale, α =.91; i.e., “In general, I have a strong interest in a sports product 

category.”) were used as covariates since those items could influence the interaction 

between two independent variables. 

 Demographic information was collected in final section. Participants were asked 

their gender, ethnicity, age and academic year. 
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IV. RESULTS 

MANIPULATION CHECK 

To estimate the efficacy of the manipulation of the two independent variables 

(regulatory focus and brand personality), a series of independent samples t tests were 

operated. The results showed that both of independent variables were manipulated 

effectively.  

First, to assess the efficacy of regulatory focus of the messages embodied in 

advertisements (Lee and Aaker 2004), subjects were asked to rate the extent to which the 

advertisement related to promotion or prevention. As expected, subjects who were in the 

promotion focused message set denoted that the advertisement concerned with promotion 

more (M=5.85) than prevention (M = 5.23, t (106) = 2.49, p < .05). In contrast, subjects in 

the prevention message condition showed that the advertisement related to prevention 

more (M = 4.32) than subjects in the promotion message condition (M = 2.53, t (106) = 

16.05, p < .05). Second, brand personality was inspected in order to confirm that the 

advertisements represented their brand personality properly. Subjects exposed to the 

excitement brand (EX-Ⅲ) advertisement reported that the advertisement expressed 

excitement brand personality more (M = 5.22) than subjects in the competence brand 

personality condition (M = 4.34, t (106) =5.14, p < .05). Subjects in the competence 

brand (WIN) advertisement set indicated that the advertisement represented competence 

brand personality more (M = 5.00) than subjects exposed to the excitement brand 

advertising (M = 4.66, t (106) = 2.12, p < .05). 
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HYPOTHESES TESTING 

To examine the hypothesis, a 2 (excitement vs. competence brand personality) × 2 

(promotion vs. prevention focused message) ANCOVAs (analysis of covariance) was 

performed for the three dependent variables (i.e., Attitude toward Advertisement, 

Attitude toward Brand and Purchase intention) and two covariates (i.e., Gender and 

Product Involvement).  See Table 1 for the result of ANCOVA 

 Attitude toward Advertisement. First, the effectiveness of the independent 

variables on attitude toward advertisement was examined by two-way ANCOVA. The 

result of the ANCOVA showed that brand personality × regulatory focus interaction was 

significant (F (1, 98) = 16.66, p < .05, ω
2 

= .15). Neither a main effect of brand 

personality (F (1, 98) = 3.25, p = .08, ω
2 
= .03) nor regulatory focus was significant (F (1, 

98) = .03, p = .86, ω
2 

= .00). Results also revealed that gender and product involvement 

did not significantly influence the interaction (F gender (1, 98) = 1.65, p =.20, ω
2 
= .02, F 

product involvement (1, 98) = .00, p =.97, ω
2 
= .00). To investigate the interaction effect further 

directly, planned one-tailed contrasts were operated. For subjects who were in the 

excitement brand personality condition, the promotion focused message resulted in more 

favorable attitude toward advertisement than prevention focused message (M = 5.07 vs. 

4.38, F (1, 98) = 7.22, p <.05, ω
2 
= .07). In contrast, for subjects in the competence brand 

personality condition, the prevention focused message induce more positive attitude 

toward the advertisement than the promotion focused message (M = 4.78 vs. 3.90, F (1, 

98) = 9.45, p<.05, ω
2 

= .09). These results confirmed the hypothesis. (Figure 1) 
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 Attitude toward Brand. Second, two-way ANCOVA examined the effectiveness 

of the independent variables on attitude toward brand. The result of the ANCOVA 

revealed that brand personality × regulatory focus interaction was also significant (F (1, 

98) = 14.74, p <.05, ω
2 
= .13). Two main effects (brand personality and regulatory focus) 

were shown not to be significant (F brand personality (1, 98) = 3.13, p =.08, ω
2 
= .03; F regulatory 

focus (1, 98) = .60, p = .44, ω
2 
= .01). Gender was revealed to have a marginally significant 

effect for brand personality × regulatory focus interaction on the attitude toward brand 

variable (F (1, 98) = 4.50, p =.04, ω
2 

= .04). However, product involvement did not 

significantly influence the interaction (F (1, 98) = .02, p =.90, ω
2 
= .00). Planned contrasts 

showed that for subjects in the excitement brand personality condition, the promotion 

focused message caused more positive attitude toward brand than prevention focused 

message (M = 5.19 vs. 4.64, F (1, 98) = 4.42, p =.04, ω
2 
=.04). In addition, the reverse for 

the subjects in the competence brand personality condition was also identified as 

significant (M = 5.01 vs. 3.90, F (1, 98) = 11.15, p =.001, ω
2 
=.10). Therefore the results 

supported the hypothesis. (Figure 2) 

 Purchase intention. Finally, the effect of the two independent variables on the 

purchase intention was examined with two-way ANCOVA. The ANCOVA showed that 

there was a significant interaction effect (F (1, 98) = 14.30, p <.05, ω
2 
= .13). Both the 

main effect of brand personality (F (1, 98) = 1.10, p =.31, ω
2 
= .01) and regulatory focus 

(F (1, 98) = .36, p =.55, ω
2 
= .004) were revealed insignificant. Both of the covariates 

indicated that they did not have a significant effect for the interaction of two independent 

variables (F gender (1, 98) = 1.47, p =.23, ω
2 
= .02; F product involvement (1, 98) = .69, p =.41, ω

2 



 24 

= .01). Planned contrasts showed that for the subjects who were in the excitement brand 

personality condition, the promotion focused message was more effective for purchase 

intention than the prevention focused message (M = 4.24 vs. 2.97, F (1, 98) = 9.08, p 

< .05, ω
2 
= .09). The reverse pattern for the subjects in the competence brand personality 

condition was revealed as significant (M = 3.77 vs. 2.72, F (1, 98) = 5.29, p < .05, ω
2 

= .05). Therefore the results confirmed the hypothesis. (Figure 3) 
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V. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

Advertising researchers and practitioners have always been interested in how 

customers react to messages in advertising. The purpose of the present research was to 

examine the moderating role of brand personality in affecting the effect of advertising 

messages framed by two different regulatory focuses (promotion and prevention). Based 

on the premise that excitement brand personality has a thread of connection with 

promotion focus whereas competence brand personality is concerned with prevention 

focus, the current research suggested that the fitting of an advertising message with a 

self-regulatory focus that is compatible with the advertised brand‟s personality increases 

the possibility of customers‟ positive evaluation of the advertisement, the brand and 

purchase intentions. This assumption was proven empirically by the experiment. As 

expected, the research found that individuals in an excitement brand personality condition 

thought that a promotion-focused message was more persuasive than a prevention-

focused message. In contrast, individuals in a competence brand personality condition 

thought that a prevention-focused message was more persuasive than a promotion-

focused message. In other words, a brand which has excitement personality is concerned 

with promotion focus and for the brand a promotion-focused advertising message is more 

effective compared to prevention-focused message. The reverse will be true for a brand 

which has competence personality.    

The findings from the experiment suggest a new moderator of regulatory focus – 

brand personality. Even though there has been much research that defined the 
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applicability of regulatory focus: message framing (Lee and Aaker 2004), self construal 

(Aaker and Lee 2001; Sung and Choi 2011), time pressure (Mogilner, Aaker, and 

Pennington 2008), consumer purchasing behavior (Avnet and Higgins 2003; Higgins, 

Idson, et al. 2003), little research has dealt with brand personality. Thus the finding of a 

relationship between regulatory focus and brand personality can offer an opportunity to 

expand the understanding of self-regulatory focus effects within the context of 

advertising. Even though only two of the brand personality dimensions among five were 

used in this experiment, an effective message which is framed by matching brand 

personality with a regulatory focus on either promotion or prevention, can create different 

consumer evaluations about advertising, accordingly influencing its efficiency. 

The current research also suggests the expansion of the utilization of brand 

personality. The effects of brand personality such as increasing brand preference, usage 

and level of brand loyalty and trust were argued by consumer researchers (Biel 1993; 

Fournier 1998; Sirgy 1982). However, little research has suggested how brand 

personality influences creating a persuasive message. Brand personality‟s role as a 

moderator with a regulatory focus can provide a new guideline for framing persuasion 

message such as advertising. 

 From the managerial perspective, this research can provide important implications 

for advertisers. Brand is conceptualized as a node in the memory which makes other 

information related to the brand to be “anchored” to it (Aaker 1991). Therefore when 

customers receive a message from a certain brand, customers react to the message based 

on the memory they already have. If advertisers can use the memory (brand) in a way 
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they want, it will be very beneficial to them. The current study can also shed light on how 

a brand is used in an advertising context. Copy writing is one of the most important jobs 

in advertising business. Regardless of the different types of advertising, in most cases, 

copy writing determines the success or failure of the campaign. In this light, our finding 

of the moderating role of brand personality can provide an opportunity. The current study 

demonstrated that framing message with a self-regulatory focus consistent with the 

advertised brand‟s personality enhance the effectiveness of the advertising. Based on the 

finding, a new copy writing guideline can be suggested. If advertising message can be 

created depending on a brand‟s personality, it would not only be an easier way to create 

the advertising message, but it will also result in a stable effectiveness of the advertising 

message.     

Future study should examine the role of individuals‟ personality and self-

construal in the association of self-regulatory focus and brand personality. According to 

the research done by Sung and Choi (2011), chronic self-construal plays an important 

role in determining the efficacy of either promotion or prevention-framed messages in 

advertising. While the present research verified that gender and purchase intention did 

not significantly influence the interaction through the ANCOVA test, there is still the 

possibility that chronic self-construal and an individual‟s personality can influence the 

interaction between self-regulatory focus and brand personality. In addition, since among 

five dimensions of brand personality, only two dimensions (excitement and competence) 

were examined for the relationship between self-regulatory focus and brand personality, 

an investigation of the other three dimensions needs to be followed up. In order to 
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demonstrate the marketing value of this research, every brand personality dimension 

needs to be investigated.    

 As with all research studies, this study has several limitations that need to be 

mentioned. First, this study used a specific product category (sportswear), which might 

restrict the generalizability of the findings. Even though the sportswear product category 

has several benefits for this research such as it is one of most common product categories 

and is a popular category regardless of gender and age, with only one product category, 

general validity is hard to achieve. The limited advertising format needs to be improved. 

While a print ad is beneficial for manipulating and controlling during the experiment, the 

format seems to be outdated in this on-line media era. In addition, this study used a 

sample of college students, who may prefer an excitement brand personality to other 

personalities. With such examples as MTV and Mountain Dew, the young generation 

tends to be inclined to prefer brands which have an excitement brand personality. Also, 

the unbalanced gender ratio (62% of participants were female) needs to be considered. A 

more representative sample, a wider variety of product categories, and more diverse 

advertising formats would enhance the external validity of future research.  

 In sum, the findings from the present study contribute to our understanding of 

consumers‟ information processes in evaluating advertising messages.     
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Table 1 

Dependent Measures as a Function of Brand Personality and Message Frame 

 
 

 
Excitement 

Brand Personality 

Competence 

Brand Personality 

 
Promotion 

Message 

Prevention 

Message 

Promotion 

Message 

Prevention 

Message 
     

Ad Attitude (α =.94) 5.07 4.38 3.90 4.77 
     

Brand Attitude (α =.98) 5.19 4.64 3.90 5.01 
     

Purchase Intention (α =.96) 4.24 2.97 2.72 3.77 
     

N 26 24 28 26 
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Figure 1 

Attitude toward the Advertisement 
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Figure 2 

Attitude toward the Brand 
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Figure 3 

Purchase Intention 
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VI. Appendices  

 

A brief explanation for the excitement brand (EX-Ⅲ) 
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A brief explanation for the competence brand (WIN) 

 

 

 

 



 35 

  

An excitement brand advertisement (EX-Ⅲ –Promotion) 
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An excitement brand advertisement (EX-Ⅲ –Prevention) 
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A competence brand advertisement (WIN –Promotion) 
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A competence brand advertisement (WIN –Prevention) 

 

 



 39 

VII. REFERENCES 

Aaker, David A. (1991), “Managing Brand Equity,” Free Press, New York, NY. 

Aaker, David A. (1996), “Building Strong Brands,” Free Press, New York, NY. 

Aaker, Jennifer (1997), “Dimensions of Brand Personality,” Journal of Marketing 

Research, 34(3), 342-52.  

Aaker, Jennifer L. and Angela Y. Lee (2001), ““I” Seek Pleasures And “We” Avoid 

Pains: The Role of Self-Regulatory Goals in Information Processing and 

Persuasion,” Journal of Consumer Research, 28(1), 33-49. 

Avnet, Tamar and Higgins, E. Tory (2003), “Locomotion, Assessment, and Regulatory 

Fit: Value Transfer from „how‟ to „what‟,” Journal of Experimental Social 

Psychology, 39(5), 525-530.  

Avnet, Tamar and Higgins, E. Tory (2006a), “How Regulatory Fit Affects Value in 

Consumer Choice and Options,” Journal of marketing Research, 43(1), 1-10. 

Avnet, Tamar and Higgins, E. Tory (2006b), “Response to Comments on „How 

Regulatory Fit Affects Value in Consumer Choices and Options,” Journal of 

Marketing Research, 43(1), 24-7. 

Batras, Rajeev, Donald R. Lehmann, and Dipinder Singh (1993), “The Brand personality 

component of Brand Goodwill: Some Antecedents and Consequences,” in Brand 

Equity and Advertising, David A. Aaker and Alexander Biel (Eds), Hillsdale, 

NJ:Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

Beatty, Sharon E. and Talpade, Salil (1994), “Adolescent Influence in Family Decision 

Making: A Replication with Extension,” Journal of Consumer Research, 21(2), 

332-341. 

Belk, Russell W. (1988), “Possessions and the Extended Self,” Journal of Consumer 

Research, 15(2), 139-168. 

Berry, Leonard L. (2000), “Cultivating Service Brand Equity,” Journal of Academy of 

Marketing Science, 28(1), 128-137. 

Biel, Alexander L. (1992), “How Brand Image Drives Brand Equity,” Journal of 

Advertising Research, 32(6), RC6-RC12. 

Biel, Alexander L. (1993), “Converting Image into Equity,” in Brand Equity and 

Advertising, David D. Aaker and Alexander Biel (Eds), Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates. 



 40 

Camacho, Christopher J., Higgins, E. Tory, and Luger, Lindsay (2003). “Moral Value 

Transfer from Regulatory Fit: What Feels Right Is Right and What Feels Wrong 

Is Wrong,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(3), 498-510. 

Caprarar,Gian V., Barbaranelli, Claudio, and Guido, Gianluigi (2001), “How to Make the 

Metaphor Fit?,” Journal of Economic Psychology, 22(3), 377-395. 

Cesario, Joseph, Heidi Grant, and E. Tory Higgins (2004), “Regulatory Fit and 

Persuasion: Transfer from „Feeling Right‟,” Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 86(3), 388-404. 

Cesario, Joseph and Higgins, E. Tory (2008), “Making Message Recipients „Feel Right‟: 

How Nonverbal Cues Can Increase Persuasion,” Psychological Science 19(5), 

415-420. 

Cesario, Joseph, Higgins, E. Tory, and Scholer Abigail A. (2008), “Regulatory Fit and 

Persuasion: Basic Principles and Remaining Questions,” Social and Personality 

Psychology Compass, 2(1), 444-463. 

Florack, Arnd, Scarabis, Martin, and Gosejohann, Stefanie (2005), “Regulatory Focus 

and Consumer Information Processing,” In Kardes, F. R., Herr, P.M. & Nantel, J. 

(Eds), Applying Social Cognition to Consumer-Focused Strategy, 235-63, 

Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

Förster, Jens; Grant, Heidi; Idson, Lorraine Chen; and E. Tory Higgins (2001), 

“Success/Failure Feedback, Expectancies, and Approach/Avoidance Motivation: 

How Regulatory Focus Moderates Classic Relations,” Journal of Experimental 

Social Psychology, 37(3), 253-260.  

Förster, Jens; Higgins, E. Tory, and Taylor Bianco, A. (2003), “Speed/Accuracy 

Decisions in Task Performance: Built-in Trade off or Separate Strategic 

Concerns?,” Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 90, 148-

164. 

Fournier, Susan (1998), “Consumers and Their Brands: Developing Relationship Theory 

in Consumer,” Journal of Consumer Research, 24(4), 343-353.  

Halliday, Jean (1996), “Chrysler Brings Out Brand Personalities with ‟97 Ads,” 

Advertising Age (September 30), 3 

Higgins, E. Tory (1997), “Beyond Pleasure and Pain,” American Psychologist, 52(12), 

1280-1300.  

Higgins, E. Tory (1998), “Promotion and Prevention: Regulatory Focus as a Motivational 

Principle,” Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 30, 1-46, San Diego, 



 41 

CA: Academic Press. 

Higgins, E. Tory (2000), “Making a good decision: Value from fit,” American 

Psychologist, 55(11), 1217-1230. 

Higgins, E. Tory (2001), “Promotion and Prevention Experiences: Relating Emotions to 

Non-Emotional Motivational States,” In J.P.Forgas (Ed.), Handbook of affect and 

social cognition 186-211, Mahwah, NJ:Erlbaum. 

Higgins, E. Tory (2005), “Value from Regulatory Fit,” Current Directions in 

Psychological Science, 14(4), 209-213. 

Higgins, E. Tory, Idson, Lorraine Chen; Freitas, Antonio L.; Spiegel, Scott; Molden, 

Daniel C. (2003), “Transfer of Value from Fit,” Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 84(6), 1140-1153. 

Higgins, E. Tory and Orit Tykocinski (1992), “Self-Discrepancies and Biographical 

Memory: Personality and Cognition at the Level of the Psychological Situation,” 

Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 18(5), 181-192. 

Higgins, E. Tory; Roney, Christopher J.R.; Crowe, Ellen; Hymes, Charles (1994), “Ideal 

versus Ought Prediliections for Approach and Avoidance Distinct Self-Regulatory 

Systems,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66(2), 276-286. 

Keller, Kevin Lane (1993), “Conceptualizing, Measuring, and Managing Customer-

Based Brand Equity,” Journal of Marketing, 57(1), 1-22. 

Keller, Punam (2006), “Regulatory Focus and Efficacy of Health Message,” Journal of 

Consumer Research, 33(1), 109-114. 

Kim, Yeung-Jo (2006), “The Role of Regulatory Focus in Message Framing in 

Antismoking Advertisements for Adolescents,” Journal of Advertising, 35(1), 

143-151. 

King, S. (1970), “What is a Brand?,” J Walter Thompson Company Limited, London. 

Kleine, Robert E., Susan Schultz Kleine, and Jerome B- Kernan (1993), “Mundane 

Consumption and the Self: A Social-Identity Perspective,‟ Journal of Consumer 

Psychology, 2(3), 209-235. 

Labroo, Aparna and Angela Y. Lee (2006), “Between Two Brands: A Goal Fluency 

Account of Brand Evaluation,” Journal of Marketing Research, 43(3), 374-385.  

Lee, Angela Y. and Jennifer L. Aaker (2004), “Bringing the Frame into Focus: The 

Influence of Regulatory Fit on Processing Fluency and Persuasion,” Journal of 



 42 

Personality and Social Psychology, 86(2), 205-218. 

Lee, Angela Y., Jennifer L. Aaker, and Wendi L, Gardner (2000), “The Pleasures and 

Pains of Distinct Self-Construals: The Role of Interdependence in Regulatory 

Focus,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78(6), 1122-1134. 

Malhotra, Naresh K. (1988), “Some Observations on the State of the Art in Marketing 

Research,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science 16 (1), 4-24.   

Mantel, Susan.P., and Kardes, Frank.R. (1999), “The Role of Direction of Comparison, 

Attribute-Based Processing, and Attitude-Based Processing on Consumer 

Preference,” Journal of Consumer Research, 25(4), 335-352. 

Meenaghan, Thomas (1995), “The Role of Advertising in Brand Image Development,” 

Journal of Product & Brand Management, 4(4), 23-34. 

Mogilner, Cassie, Pennington, Ginger L. and Aaker Jennifer L. (2008), “Time will Tell: 

The Distant Appeal of Promotion and Imminent Appeal of Prevention,” Journal 

of Consumer Research, 34 (5), 670-681. 

Payne, John.W., Bettman, James.R., and Johnson, Eric.J. (1993), The adaptive decision 

maker, New York: Cambridge University Press. 

Pham, Michel Tuan and Tamar Avnet (2004), “Ideals and Oughts and the Reliance on 

Affect versus Substance in Persuasion,” Journal of Consumer Research, 30(4), 

503-518. 

Plummer, Joseph T. (2000), “How Personality Makers a Difference,” Journal of 

Advertising Research, 40(6), 79-83. 

Poels, Karolien and Dewitte, Siegfried (2008), “Hope and Self-Regulatory Goals Applied 

to an Advertising Context Promoting Prevention Stimulates Goal-Directed 

Behavior,” Journal of Business Research, 61(10),1030-1040. 

Safer, Diane A. (1998), “Preferences for Luxurious or Reliable Products: Promotion and 

Prevention Focus as Moderators,” Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Columbia 

University, Department of Psychology. 

Shah, James and Higgins, E, Tory (1997), “Expectancy×Value Effects: Regulatory 

Focus as a Determinant of Magnitude and Direction,” Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 73(3), 447-458. 

Shah, James and Higgins, E, Tory (2001), “Regulatory Concerns and Appraisal 

Efficiency: The General Impact of Promotion and Prevention,” Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 80(5), 693-705. 



 43 

Sergy, Joseph (1982), “Self-Concept in Consumer Behavior: A Critical Review,” The 

Journal of Consumer Research, 9(3) 287-300. 

Shank, Matthew.D., and Langmeyer, Lynn (1994), “Does Personality Influence Brand 

Image?” Journal of Psychology, 128(2), 157-164. 

Sung, Yongjun and Kim, Jooyoung (2010), “Effects of Brand Personality on Brand Trust 

and Brand Affect,” Psychology & Marketing, 27(7), 639-661. 

Sung, Yongjun and Choi, Sejung Marina (2011), “Increasing Power and Preventing Pain: 

The Moderating Role of Self-Construal in Advertising Message Framing,” 

Journal of Advertising, 40(1), 71-86. 

Sung, Yongjun and Tinkham, Spencer F. (2005), “Brand Personality Structures in the 

United States and Korea: Common and Culture=Specific Factors,” Journal of 

Consumer Psychology, 15(4), 334-350. 

Wan, Echo Wen, Jiewen Hong, and Brian Sternthal (2009), “The Effect of Regulatory 

Orientation and Decision Strategy on Brand Judgment,” Journal of Consumer 

Research, 35(6), 1026-1038. 

Wang, Jing and Angela Y. Lee (2006), “The Role of Regulatory Focus in Preference 

Construction,” Journal of Marketing Research, 43(1), 28-38 

Zhou, Rongrong and Pham, Michel.T. (2004), “Promotion and Prevention Across Mental 

Accounts: When Financial Products Dictate Consumers‟ Investment Goals,” 

Journal of Consumer Research, 31(1), 125-135. 

Zhu, Rui. and Joan.Myers-Levy (2007), “Exploring the Cognitive Mechanism That 

Underlies Regulatory Focus Effects,” Journal of Consumer Research, 34(1),89-

96.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


