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1. Please read the following article and answer the three questions below:

(1) What are the hypotheses that the authors would develop for this study? (10%)
(2) It you were asked to design the procedure of Experiment 1, how will you do? (20%)
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(3) It you were asked to design the procedure of Experiment 3, how will you do? (20%)

onsumers often encounter sequential information that

differs rot only in content and form but also in tem-
poral relatedness. For example, when browsing through a
mugazine, they might first encounter atticles that are easy
or difficult to read either because of content differences or
because of other stylistic elemenis, sueh as the type of fonis
used, the layout, igare-ground contrast, and so forth. These
articles might be followed by ads for products that are either
related to the article or not. How does the subjective ex-
perieice of reading an article that is either easy or difficult
to read influgnce readers’ reactions o such product ads that
are encountered subsequently?

Previous rescarch has examined the effect of processing
fluency (or case of processing) on evaluations of the object
described in the information being processed {for 4 review,
see Winkielman ef al. 2003}, This research suggests that
consumers often evalnate objects on the basis of the sub-

Jective feclings of ease or difficulty that they experience at
the time they read tnfonmation about them (Schwarz 2004),
For example, consumers are betier able to process preduct
information if its print font is easy o read (Novemsky et
al. 20817), if it is presented in colors that are casy to read
relative to the background (Reber and Schwarz 19949), or if
they have been exposed o the same or related information
previonsly (Lahroo and Lee 2008; Lee and Labroo 2004).
In alf of these conditions, consumers evaluate the product
more favorably than they might otherwise, suggesting that
processing fluency has a positive effect on consemers” prod-
uet evaluaiions.

Sometimes, however, the fuency experienced in pro-
cessing information about one object might also influence
evaluations of a different object that is viewed subsequently,
Thus, in the example quoted eartier, the ease with which a
magazine articte is processed mighi influence the ease with
which a subseguent ad is processed, leading to changes in
the evaluations of the prodect described in it. The direction
of this influence on evalvations is hard to predict. Some
streams of research suggest that as processing difficahly as-
sociated with the first product increases, evaluations of the
second product will become more unfavorable {an assimi-
lation effectl. For example, work by Winkielman and Ca-
cioppo (2KH; see also Schwarz 2004 and Winkielman et
al. 2003) woggests that positive (negative) affect is elicited
if there is high (low) processing fluency. If this is the case,
then several theories about the role of affect in judgment
would predict that the affect elicited by the first task might
transier to the second task, leading to assimilation effects
{Fiske 1982; Gorn 1982; Schwarz and Clore 1983; Sujan
1983).

Other streams of research suggest that as the processing




difficulty of the first product increases, evahmations of the
second product will become more favorable fa contrst ef-
fect). Such contrast effects could operate through a varety
of mechamisms in which some criterion from the first ex-
perience is used as a standard of compartson in jodging the
second experience. The criterion that s used could vary.
For example, work by Helson (1964} suggests a perceptual
contrast whereby people adapt to the level of past stimuli
and judge new stinull in relation to an adaptation level.
Thus, the experience of reading a difficult atticle conid lead
people to adapt to that low level of processing fleency. An
ad that is encountered subsequently could be contrasted with
1bis adaptation level. Other work {Adaval and Monroe 2002,
Ostrom and Upshaw 1068} suggests that reading information
about the first stimulus might create a perypective of how
difficult or easy the material is to read and subsequent in-
formation might be evaluaied in refation to this perspective.
That &s, the first task's difficubty might be used as a standard
of compurison to judge the difficulty of the second task and,
therefore, the second product. Or, as suggested by Lingle
and Ostrom (1979), people might use their previously
formed judgments (i.e.. their fuency-based evaluation of the
first produet as good or bad) as a basis {or fater evaluations.

The present research distinguishes between the apposing
effects implied by these different theorotical frameworks and
determines when each is likely to predominate. In doing so,
it makes two main contributions. First, previous studies have
not examined the possibifity that processing fluency expe-
rienced in one situstion can influence the evaluation of ob-
Jects that people view subsequently. The research reported
in this article provides rhe first demonstration of this phe-
acmenon. Second, it cireumscribes the condifions under
which processing Ruency can lead 1o assimilation and con-
trast effects on subseqeently evaluated objects and idsmifies
the processes that might underlie these effects.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Processing fluency is defined as the subjective feclings
of ease or difficalty that individuals experience while pro-
cessing information about an object (Novernsky et al. 2007,
Previous research suggests that if consumers read product
information fluently, the subjective ease of processing in-
Formation might elicit a positive affective response towsrd
the product {Winkielmarn and Cacioppo 2001; for a review,
see Winkiclman et al. 2003). Consequently, conswmers’
product evaluations might be influeaced by subjeetive Feel-
ings of ease or difficulty that have little 1o do with the
altributes of the produci (for a review, see Schwarz 2004).
For example, suppose consumers readt atribute information
about a DVYD player. Feelings of ease are likely fo be elicited
if the information is presented in a font that is easy to read.
Consumers might misattribute these positive feelings
(caused by the experience of reading} to the DVD player
and evaluate it more favorably. Correspondingly, fow pro-
cessing fhuency cauwsed by a difficuli-to-read font can lead
to poorer evaluations of the object,

Numerous studies have shown that variables that can af-
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fect the speed or accoracy of identifying a stimulus, such
as previous exposure (Zajonc 1968, 10803, figure-back-
ground contrast (Reber and Schwarz 1999), or print fonts
{Novemsky ef al. 2007}, can influence processing fluency
and fead to more favorable evaluations of the stimulus when
thix fluency increases {Labroo and Lee 2006; Lee and L
brow 2004; Wiakielman et al. 2003). For example, Zajonc
(1968) found that repeated exposures of an objeet increased
people’s liking of that ohject. Reber and his colleagues (Re-
ber and Schwarz 1909 Reber, Winkiclman, and Schwarz
1998) showed that parficipants liked g stimulus more when
it was presented for a longer duration or printed in an easy-
to-read color and therefore was easy 1o wdentify. In a con-
sumer-refated context, Lee and Labroo (2004) showed that,
when a target came to mind more readily (pither becavse it
was presenied in a predictive context or because it was
primed by a refated construet), participants developed more
Favorable stinades toward it

In all of the swdies on processing ffuency, participants
were always asked to evaluate the object that elicits Aluency.
However. it is unclear if processing fluency experienced in
one situation can have an influence on judgments of procucts
that are viewed subsequently. More specifically, the pro-
cessing fuency elicited by reading about one product could
nfluence judgments of a second product ither in the same
direction as that of the first one (an assimilation effect) or
in the opposite direction €2 contmst effect). In principle,
buth of these effects could oocur for reasons to be discussed.

Assimilation Effects of Processing Fluency

Several streams of research suggest that negative {posi-
tive) subjective experiences in one situation can lead to
negative (positive) evaluations in a later situation (an as-
similation effect). According to the affect-as-mformation
theory (Schwarz and Clore 1083), negative feclings can be
misattributed to other objects being judged. For example,
Schwarz and Clore (1983 found that participants misattri-
buted their mood, as a resolt of the weather, to life satis-
faction. Consequently, they reported higher life satisfaction
on good weather days than on bad weather days. Other affect
transfer theories predict the same effect but postulate a dif-
fereat mechanism. For example, they predict that feelings
can influence evaluations of an object via a conditioning
mechantsm where close proximity or overlap between a
target and a stimuolus that elicits feelings can lead to u trans-
fer of evaluative feelings to the target (Gom 1982).

Gther work on priming also shows similar transfer of
valence. For example, Murphy and Zajonc {1993) found
that novel Chinese ideographs were evaluated more nega-
tively i they were preceded by negative affective primes
than positive affective primes. Similarly, work on the no-
tomatic evaleation effect (Bargh et al. 1992; Fazio et ol
1986) suggests that priming people with valenced object
words (e.g.. candy) facilitates their response to target words
that are of simifar valence (e.g., beautiful).

In general, the feelings elicited by reading information
about one stimulus might be more likely to transfer fo an-




other stimulus that is encountered subsequently if the two
experiences are seen as related and are categorized together
Previous work by Lee and Labroo €2004) found that par-
ticipants who were exposed to a bad product (lice-killing
shampoo) in a previcus situation evaluated 2 subsequent
target product more negatively if it was related to the bad
product they had seen than if it was not. Sujan (1985; see
also Fiske 1982) similarly suggests that the attitude foward
a product can be positively influenced if the superordinute
category (o which it belongs elicits positive affect. The con-
ceptualization we propose and discuss presently incorporates
elements of both and is based on how consumers think about
the two experiences.

Contrast Effects of Processing Fluency

Other theories suggest a somewhat different possibility
wherein negafive (positive) subjective experiences elicited
by processing information in one situation lead to positive
(negative} evaluations in a fater situstion. For example, ac-
cording to adaptation level theory (Helsan 1964), new ob-
jects or expericnces are judged in relation to an adaptation
level that is formed from recent experiences. For example,
water feels warmer after one has put one’s hand in cold
water than after one has put it in hot water (a perceptual
contrast}. In the present context, it is conceivable that people
might adapt to a particular level of perceptual fuency. Thus,
if the information is presented in a difficoli-to-read font,
people might adspt to this level of difficulty. Later, when
they encounter an ad with product information in s font that
is not difficult, they might find the subjective experience of
reading it easier and more pleasant than usual, and this could
lead to increased liking for the product described in the
subsequent information.

Work by Adaval and Moarce (2002 see also Lynch,
Chakravarti, and Mitra 1991; Ostrom and Upshaw {968;
Parducci 1965) suggests directionafly similar judgmental
contrast effects. Acconding 1o this work, contrast effects
typically occur because the initial context provides a per-
spective from which later objects are judped slong s par
ticular dimension. In the present context, when people read
an article or ad that is difficult (easy), #t crentes a perspective
of reading difficulty that & then used as a standard for judg-
ing the processing difficulty of subsequently encountered
information, That is, any new information that is encoun-
tered is judged relative to this perspective and might seem
casier (more difficult). According to this conceptualization,
the standard of comparison typically comes to mind con-
sciously and might be applied consciously.

A third, more obvious possibility is that contrast effects
could be based on previously formed evaluations. According
to research by Reber et al. (1998: see ulso Reber and
Schwarz 1909), if people encounter insformation that is dif-
ficult o read, they form an unfavorsble evaluation of the
product described. This unfavorable evaluation of the first
product could then be used as 4 standard of comparison to
Judge the target product (sce Liagle and Ostrom 1979 for
similar effects in the sociad judgment domain). Thus, in this
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case, & negative evaluation of the first product drives the
contrast effect independently of any changes in the percep-
tion of fluency. The conceptualization we propose not only
identifics when & contrast effect is more likely to occur but
also which of these altemative processes underlie it.

The Present Conceptualization: When Do
Assimilation and Contrast Occur?

According to previous research in cognitive and socisl
psychology, most experiences that people have are repre-
sented in memeory as mental models (Johnson-Laird 1980,
1983; Wyer and Radvansky 1999; Zwaan and Radvansky
1998). When individuals encounter a series of experiences
that are temporally and thematically related, they are bikely
to form a single model of the sequence of events as a whole
and store it in memory as a single representational unit.
When the events are unrelated, however, separute represen-
tations are formed {Wyer, Adaval, and Colcombe 2002; see
Adaval, Isbell, and Wyer [2006] and Radvansky et al. {1997]
for empirical evidence). According to this stream of e
scarch, f consumers read a magazine article and then en-
counter an ad that is thematically related to it, they wilt
represent the two expericnces In memory a8 a single rep-
resentational unit if they see them as temporally and the-
matically related. On the other hand, if they see the ad as
unrelated to the magazine article, the two experiences may
be stored as two separate representations.

The nature of the represcatations formed has interesting
implications for the issues of concern in this aticle. If two
related experiences are represented in memory as a single
unit, the feelings elicited by the two experiences are unlikely
to be distinguishable from each other. Thus, for example, if
the material in a magazine article is easy or difficuit to read,
the feelings that consumers experience in the course of com-
prehending the information are unfikely to be distinct from
those that are elicited by a related ad that follows it. As a
result, the feelings elicited by the fira expericace are fikely
to have a positive {assimilution} effect on evaluations of the
ad and the product # describes.

However, suppose that the ad that follows is not themat-
ically related to the article. The two experiences are then
likely to he represented in memory independently of one
another. In this case, consumers who have experienced feel-
ings of ease or difficulty in comprehending the magazine
atticie are fikely to be sensitive to the change in feclings
they experience when comprehending the ad that follows it
and might interpret the lutter festings in relution to those
they experienced earlier, while reading shout the ostensibly
unrelated and independent ovent. Consequently, as the dif-
ficuity of processing the magazine article increases, the pro-
cessing of the ad tha follows & will ssem easier, leading 1o
more favorable roactions to the ad and the product it de-
scribes (contrast effect). By the same token, if the processing
of the magazine article becomes easier, then the high Buency
experienced will make a subsequently encountered ad seem
more difficult to read and wili lead to more unfavorable




evaluations of it. The process underlying these effects should
be distinguished from the one that suggests that the eval-
wation of the magazine article {as good or bad) is used as
a basis for evaluating the subsequent product ad.

We also assume that this contrast effect occurs when peo-
ple are unaware of the source of these feelings (Schwarz
and Clore 1983). That is, consumers might be aware that
the feclings they are experiencing are pleasant or unpleasant
but they might not be conscious of the source of these feel-
ings (ie., where they come fromh Thus, any factor that
draws attention @ the source of the feehings of fluency
should eliminate such contrast effects. This distinguishes
our conceptualization from other ones (Adaval and Monroe
2002; Lynch et al. 1991} that imply that participants right
be aware of the ease or difficulty of reading the font of the
magazine aricle and might consciously evahate the font of
the following ad relative to this prior experience.

We tested this conceptualization in five experiments that
examined which type of effect (assimilation or contrast) is
likely to predominate, the conditions in which it is expected
to occur, and the cognitive mechanisms underlying it. Ex-
periments | and 2 provided evideace that an assimilaton
effect is more fikely to occur i the two experiences are seen
s related, whereas a contrast effect is more likely when
consumers perceive them as heing anrelated. Experiment 3
provided further support for the assumption that the contrast
effect is mediated by experienced changes in feelings of
fluency. Experiments 3-4 also showed that participants dis-
count the information vulue of processing foency in eval-
uating the stimulus if they renlize that this fluency is due
to the font in which the information is presented or if they
misatiribute this Auency to other soucces (e.g., room light-
ing). In these conditions, the contrast effect disappears. Ex-
periment 5 suggested that the contrast effect also occurs
when processing fluency increases and the subsequently en-
countered product information ix difficult to read.
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2. Please read the following article and answer the two questions below:

(1) The authors conducted two experiments to test their hypothesis. If you were asked to

design Experiment 2 for the authors, how will you do it and why?  (20%)

(2) What research questions can you think of as extensions of this research? Please specify

burgeoning number of studies on construal level the-

ory (CLT) have recently examined how consumers
mazke evaluations or choices about events with different tegi-
poral perspectives (e.g., Chandran and Menon 2004). Ac-
cording to CLT, different temporal perspectives (i.e.,
whether events take place in the near or distant future) in-
fluence consumers” evaluations of events by systematically
altering representations of the events (Liberman and Trope
1998; Trope and Liberman 2003). More recently, the ap-
plication af CLT has been extended to a broader, multifac-
eted construct called psychological distance, which includes
different dimensions such as temporal distance (when; near
future vs, distant future), social distance (who; self vs. other;
in-group vs. out-group), spatial distance {where; here vs.
there; local vs. 3,000 miles away), and the degree of outcome

your research questions and/or hypotheses, and then design an experiment to test your
hypotheses (30%).

certainty (whether; certain ¥s. uncertain). There is accu-
mulating evidence that the same principle: of CLT applies
to all these dimensions of psychological distance (e.g., Fujita.
et al. 2006; Kivetz and Kivetz 2005).

The majarity of CLT research, however, tias focused only
on & single dimension of psychological distance. Little re-
search has examined the influence of multiple dimensions,
with only a few -exceptions. For example, in a recent study,
Chanadran and Menon (2004; study 1) show that temporal
framihg (every day vs. every year) moderates the effects of
social distance on risk perceptions of the self versus of other
people. Nevertheless, what still remains unanswered is how
multiple distance dimensions interact with each other fo -
form representations (i.e., construal levels) of events and
products, and consequently evaluations of them.

The iriffuence of muitiple distance dimensions pn éon-
sumer evaluations is of particular concern to marketing,

Consumers and marketers-often make decisions that involve

more than one dimension, such as a decision that involves
both temporal distance (e.g., planming a trip for theé coming
weekend vs. for 1 year later) and social distance (e.g., plan-
ning a trip for self vs. for others; investing for self vs.
providing investment advice for others). Thus, the current
research intends to extend the CLT literature and examines
how consumers’ construals and evaluations of products may
change when multiple distance dimerisions are involved.
Specifically, our research contributes to the CLT literature
by illuminating an interaction efféct of the two important
psychological distance dimensions, temporal and social, on
consumer evaluations of products. We also provide a pos-
sible explanation of the interaction effect such that different
distance diménsions may jointly determine the psycholog-
ical distance of the products, which in turn influences con-




struals and evaluations of the products. In addition, our re-
search adopts multiple manipulations of levels of construal
(i.e., why vs. how features, primary vs. secondary features)
and social distance (i.e., self vs. other, an in-group vs. out-
group member) and employs different product categories,
which increases the generalizability of our research.

We begin with the theoretical framework for the effects
of multiple distance dimensions on prodiuct evaluations,
Next, we report the results of a pilot study and twa exper-
iments, which provide converging evidence to out theory.
Finally, we discuss contributions and implications of the
findings.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND
Construal Level Theory

Construal level theory (Liberman and Trope 1998; ‘Trope
and Liberman 2003) is a leading theory on how people make
decisions regarding temporally near versus temporally dis-
tant outcomes. This theory proposes that temporal distance,
defined as the perceived proximity of an event in time,
changes people’s perceptions of the event by altering the
way people mentally construe it. More specifically, it posits
that distant future events are construed as abstract, primary,
and global aspects that center on why the event needs to be
done (i.e., high-level construals), whereas near future events
are construed as concrete, secondary, and local aspects,
which center on how to do the event (ie, law-level con-
struals).

Changes in construal levels may lead people to shift their
evaluations of an event whien temporal information changes
such that people’s evaluations of an event are more influ-
enced hy the value associated with high-level (Jow-level)
conslruals when the event is to occur in the distant (near)
future, For example, an imieresting seminar in an inconve-
niert location (positive high-level construal but negative
low-level construal} would be evaluated more favorably if
the seminar were held in the distant future rather than if it
were held in the near future, ]

In addition to temporal distance, Trope and Liberman
(2003) propose that the general principle of CLT may also
hold for other distance dimensions such as social distance,
spatial distance, and the degree of uncertainty. This prop-
osition hag received some support in more recent literature.
For instance, it has been showr that when social distance
to anothet person increases from an in-group member (close
social distance) to an out-group member (far social dis-
tance}, people will construe the target person using abstract,
primary comcepts such as stereotypes and traits. Conse-
quently, they will be more inflnenced by these sterectypes
and traits in forming their evaluations (Idson and Mischel
2001; Linville, Fischer, and Yoon 1996). Similarly, it has
been shown that spatially distant events occursing in a dif-
ferent country are associated more with high-level construals
than events occurring in the local city (Fujita et a], 2006).
On an investigation of mood effects, Kivetz and Kivetz
{2005) find converging results using multiple ways of ma-
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nipulating psycholegical distance (e.g., near vs. distant fu-
ture, self-relevant vs. self-irrelevant, real vs. hypothetical
outcomes) and provide evidence that the same general prin-
ciple may underlie the effects of different dimensions of
psychological distance.

Effects of Multidimensions ‘of Psychological
Distance

The parallels among different dimensions can be ex-
plained by the conceptusl framework of psychological dis-
tance, which was first introduced by Lewin (1951) and re-
cently revived within CLT (Trope and Liberman 2003).
Psychological distance is defined as the subjective distance
between an actor and an event in the actor’s psychological
space, and the theory posits that different distance dimen-
sions can be unified under one psychological space. A nat-
ural question that arises next is what would be the joint
influence of more than one distance dimension on an event
(e.g., Trope, Liberman, and Wakslak 2007). Will different
dimensions of psychological distance influence construal
levels of an event independently (i.e., in a linear fashion or
additively) or interactively (i.e., subadditively)?

Subadditivity When Combining Multiple Psycholog-
ical Distance Dimensions. A theory bearing relevance
to this issue is the well-documented Weber-Fechner law in
psychophysical research, The Weber-Fechner law (Dehaene
2003) states a diminishing sensitivity to physical distances
or sensory magnitudes. It posits that the threshold for dis-
criminating befween two sensory stimuli (e.g., two sounds)
increases with the stimulus intensity (e.g., loudness) and this
diminishing sensitivity can be mathematically captured by
a logarithmic function {Dehaene 2003).

Studies from both animal research (Ainslie 1975) and
human behavior research (e.g., Grewal and Marmeorsiein
1994; Zauberman et al. 2007) have repeatedly demonstrated
a diminishing sensitivity of human perception of distance.
Studies show that when target objects are moving along one
psychological distance dimension (such as temporal or geo-
graphical), both animals and humans are more sensitive to
a change from a proximal position to a distal position than
to the same change from a distal position to a further distant
position.

The diminishing sensitivity of psychological distance im-
plies that when there are multiple psychological distanice
dimensions involved for an event, the resultant subjective
perception of the psychological distance would not increase
linearly with the increase in distance induced by a second
or more dimensions; rather, it would increase based on a
subadditive function, In other words, the impact of distance
induced by one dimension on the perceived distance of an
event will diminish as the distance on the other dimensions
increases.

More specifically, let us consider the effects of two im-
portant distance dimensions, social and temporal distance,
as investipated in the ciurent research. For a target event,
when both dimensions are proximal (e.g., an event for seif




is to occur tomorrow), the event would be perceived as
preximal and construed .at a low level. On the other hand,
when either of the two dimensions is distal (e.g., an event
for others is to occur tomorrow, or an event for self is o
occur 1 year later), the event would be perceived as distal
and construed at a higher level than is the event when both
dimensions are proximal. Last, when both dimensions are
distal (e.g., an event for ethers is to vecur 1 year later), due
to the diminishing sensitivity to the added distance at a
distant position, the resultant construal of an event would
be similar to that when either psycholopical distance is dis-
tal. Further, the difference in the perceived distance and
constral levels of ah event will influence people’s. evalu-
ations-of that event to the extent that the values associated
with high- and low-level construals differ. Based on the logie
elaborated, we make the following prediction:

H1: When two dimensions of psychological distance
(i-e., temporal distance and social distance) are
involved in an event (i.e., product), they would
interactively influence the evaluations of the
event. Specifically, when both dimensions are
proximal, product evaluations would be more
influenced by the value associated with low-level
construals, On the other hand, when either or
both dimensions: are distal, product evaluations
would be more influenced by the value associ-
ated with high-level construals.

We tested our prediction in two experiments that exam-
ined participants’ evaluations of different praducts with cori-
flicting values associated with high-level and low-level con-
struals. Before conducting these experiments, we conducted
a pilat study to test our theorizing that participants would
perceive the distance of an event differently depending on
different conditions induced by the twa distance dimensions.

PILOT STUDY

The pilot study wag conducted to investigate the effects
of social and temporal distance on participants’ perceived
distance of an event. This study had & 2 {social distance:
close vs, far) by 2 (temporal distance: near vs. distant) be-
tween-subjects factorial design. One hundred and thirty-
seven studetits participated, and they were assigned rar-
domly to ene of the four conditions. _

‘We manipulated social distance (an event for self vs,
other) and temporal distance {an event for tomerrow vs. 1
year later; Kivetz and Kivetz 2006; Trope and Liberman
2003) when giving instructions to participarts. Specifically,
participants were asked to imagine themsélves (socially
close) or person X, a student they did not know (socially
distant), as doing a series of activities tomorrow (temporally
near) or 1 year later (temporally far). The target activities
were 18 actions {e.g., reading, washing clothes), which were
adopted from Liberman and Trope (1998). Next, participants
were asked to report how close/far they felt each action was
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to them on a 7-point scale anchored by 1 (very close) and
7 {very far). Participants were then thanked and debriefed.

Participanis’ perceived distance of these 18 actions were
averaged to form a:perceived distance index (Cronbach’s
o = 67). As predicted, a two-way ANOVA on this index
revealed a sipnificant interaction of social and temporal dis-
tance (F(1, 133) = 4.97, p < .05). Planned contrasts showed
that this interaction was primarily driven by the close social
and near temporal distance condition, which was significantly
different from the other three conditions {Fs¢1,133) > 3.2,
2's <. 10). Specifically, in the close social and near temporal
distance condition, participants perceived the actions as be-
ing much closer to them (M =. 3.27) than in the other con-
ditions when either socjal distanice (Af = 3.60) of temporal
distance (M = 3.78), or both (M = 3.60), were distal. The
differences between the latter three conditions were insip-
nificant (F’s < 1.36, p's > .20).

Mareover, we would like t© note here that in al} of our
studies (pilot study and two, experiments), we used the com-
mon method employed in attitude literature to manipulate
participants” motivation level to be high. Ifamediately after
the evaluation task, we checked their-meotivation level by
asking them how involved they were when duing the task,
and there were no differences between participants’ moti-
vation levels across all-celle (p’s > .10). Motivation is thus
net discussed further.

The pilot study provides the first piecs of evidence sup-
porting cur theorizing. We predicted and found that when
the two dimensions were proximal, participants perceived
the event as closer, whereas when either or both dimensions
were distal, they perceived the event as more distal. This
supports our theory that when two or more distance di-
mensions are involved, people might unify the different di-
mensions within one psychological distance space and com-
bine the distance induced by each dimension interactively,
not linearly, Thus, the position of an event on'one dimension
is found to moderate the impact of the other distance di-
mensions on the perceived distance of the event,

We further predict that differences in perceived distarice
would résult in different evaluations to the exterit that values'
associated with high-level dnd low-level construals are dif-
ferent. We tested this in experiment 1 with two versions of
a product (i.e., online training program}): one had positive
values associated with high-level construals but negative
values associated with low-level construals, while the other
had negative values associdted with high-level construals
but positive valiies associated with low-level construals.

We- predicted opposite patterns of evaluations hetween
the two product versions. Specifically, for a product with
positive (negative) high-level but negative (positive) low-
fevel consiruals, participants would evaluate the product sig-
nificantly lower (higher) in the close social and near tem-
poral distance gondition (more consistent with the value of
low-level construals) than in the other three conditions.




EXPERIMENT 1
Method

Pretest: Product Stimuli,  An online training program
was selected as the target product based on its relevance to
the partficipants. A pretest with 80 participants from the same
subject pool as in the main experiment was conducted to
develop the two product versions (positive high level but
negative low level vs. negative high level but positive low
level) and test the effectiveness of the manipulations of con-
strual levels. Based on the distinctions of “why” versus
“how” features (Trope and Liberman 2003) as high- versus
low-level construal, each version had three high-leve] fea-
tures that described the contents of the training program and
three Jow-level features that described the usability of the
program. Values associated with high- and low-level faatures
within each version were conflicting with each other,

Pretest participants were randomly assigned to one of the
two versions of the product and were asked to read the
product description carefully. Next, they evaluated each of
the high- and low-level features on three items including to
what extent they thought each feature described why to use
the program and how to use the program, and how important
cach feature was. All items were on a 9-point scale anchared
by 1 {riot at all) and 9 (extremely).

To analyze the data, we first created a construal level index
by subtracting the perceived degree of the “how” feature
from that of the “why” feature for each patticipant. The
greater the number was, the higher the construal level of
the feature. As predicted, the three high-level construal fea-
tures (Cronbach’s o = .78) were more about why to use
the program (M = 1.51), whereas the three low-level con-
strual features (Cronbach’s o = .65) were mare about how
to use the program (M = —.67). The effectiveness of our
construal level manipulations was snpported.

Next, we tested whether the manipulation of construal
levels would confound with the importance of features, Re-
sults revealed that participants perceived the high-level con-
strual features (M = 5.85) as beling equally important to the
low-level construal features (M = 6.05; F < 1), ruling out
the potential confound. Based on these results, we used the
two versions of the training program as the product siimuli
in the main study.

Design. Bxperiment 1 had a 2 (social distance: close
vs. far) by 2 (temporal distance: near vs. distant) by 2 (prod-
uct version: positive high level but negative low level vs.
negative high levél but positive low level) by 2 (information
order: high level first, low level second vs. low level first,
high level second) between-subjects factorial design. The
last factor was included to rule out any possible primacy
and/or recency effects on product evaluations. A total of
350 students participated, and each was assigned randomly
to one of the 16 conditions.

Procedure.  Upon arrival, participants were told that a
consulting firm was going to launch a new online training
prograim and was interested in knowing how students would
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evaluate it. This instruction served to manipulate both social
and temporal distance, which were adopted from previous
research (Kivetz and Kivetz 2006; Trope and Liberman
2003), Specifically, participants in the close social condition
were instrucied to report their own evaluation of the program
that would be available tomorrow (near temporal condition)
or 1 year from now (distant temporal condition), whereas
participants in the far social condition were asked to predict
how student X, a student they did not know, would evaluate
the program that would be available tomorrow or 1 year
from now. Next, participants read one of the two versions
of the online training program. Their evaluations were mea-
sured on four jtems {very bad/very good; very unfavorable/
very {avorable; very dissatisfied/very satisfied; very useless/
very useful) on a 9-point scale anid then averaged to create
their overall evaluation index (Cronbach’s ¢ = .91). Par
ticipants were then thanked and debriefed.

Results

Participanis” prochict evaluations were first analyzed via an
ANOVA using the four-way factorial design. As no reliahle
effects of information order were observed (p’s > .10) and
the pattems of results were the same when we conducted
analyses with and without the information order factor, it was
dropped from further analysis for the purpose of simplicity.
Results of a three-way ANOVA then revealed a main effect
of the product version (F(1,343) = 4.42, p < .05), showing
that the product with positive high-level but negafive low-
level construals was evaluated more positively (M = 5.01)
than the one with negative high-level but positive low-level
construals (M = 4.73). However, consistent with our hy-
pothesis, this main effect was qualified by a significant three-
way mieraction (F{1,343) = 5.33, p < .0l) of social dis-
tance, temporal distance, snd product version. Further
examination of these effects supported our predictions, show-
ing that the effects varied depending on the product version.
Specifically, two-way ANOVAs within each product version
revealed a two-way interaction of social and temporal dis-
tance, and both interactions were primarily driven by the close
social and near temporal distance condition being different
frem the other three conditions. As table 1 illustrates, when
the training program had positive values associated with the
high-level construals but negative values associated with the
low-level construals (F,,, . ...(1,343) = 3.88, p < .05), pat-
ticipants in the close social and near temporal distance con-
dition repaorted a significanily lower evaluation (M = 4.62)
than those in the other three conditions (M = 5.29, M =
5.11, and M = 5.01, respectively; p's < .05), whereas when
the training program had negative values assoeiated with the
high-level construals but pesitive values associated with the
low-level construals (¥, o (1,343) = 5.10, p < .05), par-
ticipants in the close social and near temporal distance con-
dition reported a significantly higher evaluation (M = 5.21)
than those in the other three conditions (M = 449, M =
4.51, and M = 4.71, respectively; p’s < .05). For both prod-
uct versions, participants in the other three conditions (either
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TABLE 1
TREATMENT RESULTS AS A FUNCTION OF TWO DIMENSIONS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL DISTANCE

Psychological distance

Close. social, Close social, Far social, Far social,
rear temporal distant temporal near-temporal -distant temporal
Experiment 1 (training program);
Positive high, negative low level 4.62° 5.29° 511t 501"
Negative high, pesitive-high level 5.21° 4.51% 4.48° 471
Difference -.59 78 62+ 30

NoTe.—Numbers with different superscripts within sach row are significantl different frorm each ather at p<.05.
‘Indicates that the difference between the two types of products is significa t at p<.05.

social or temporal distance, or both. were distal) showed sim-
ilar evaluations (p’s > .10).

In addition, we conducted simple effects tests to inves-
tigate whether the effects of the product version depended
on different conditions of social and temporal distance. As
reported in table 1, when both social and temporal distance
were proximal, participants’ product evaluations were
greater when the product had negative high-level but pos-
itive low-level construals (4 = 5.21) than when the product
had positive high-level but negative low-level construals
(M = 4.62; F(1,343) = 4.46, p < .05). On the other hand,
when either or both dimensions were distal, as there were
no significan differences across these three conditions in
the simple effect of the product version (F(2.343) = .77,
p > .40), we pooled these three conditions. As a result, par-
ticipants® product evaluations were greater when the product
had positive high-level but negative low-level construals
(M = 5.14) than when the product had negative high-level
but positive low-level construals (Af = 4.57; F(1,343) =
13.10, p < .001).

Discussion

The results of experiment 1 provide further evidence sup-
porting our main hypothesis. Consistent with the prediction,
we found that when both dimensions of psychological dis-
tance were proximal (vs. either of both dimensions being
distal), participants’ evaluations of the program were more
influence by the values associated with low-level construal
features rather than the values associated with high-level
canstrual features.




