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Abstract
Experiential advantage literature suggests that experiential purchase could make consumer happier and
made a recommendation of experience than material purchase. However, most research has focused on the
effect of these two types of purchases on their consequences, which ignore the antecedent factors that
affect consumers’ consumption decision making. This study discusses when and why would consumers
prefer to experiential purchase or material purchase. We test if message framing (such as promotion and
prevention) would affect differential types of purchases’ consumption intention or not. In Study 1,
participants in prevention condition perceived higher value of material purchase than experiential purchase,
then caused they chose material purchase in preference to experiential purchase. In Study 2, participants in
the promotion condition perceived higher value of experiential purchase than material purchase, then
caused they chose experiential purchase in preference to material purchase. Results suggest that message
framing would affect differential types of purchases’ consumption intention through their perceived value.

Introduction
With the development of social economy, people are no longer satis�ed with material needs, but try to
pursuit for satis�ed with spiritual needs. Most people begin to spend money pursuing special experiences,
such as travel, extreme sports and so on, which called experiential purchases. Experiential purchases are
those made with the primary intention of acquiring a life experience; while material purchases are those
made with the primary intention of acquiring a material good(Van Boven & Gilovich, 2003). It’s suggested
that consumers should make a more experiential consumption and less material consumption, that is the
experience recommendation, which was based on the reported experiential advantage that experiential
purchases made consumers happier than material purchases (Caprariello & Reis, 2013; Carter & Gilovich,
2014; Gilovich et al., 2015; Howell & Hill, 2009; Kumar & Gilovich, 2016; Weingarten & Goodman, 2021).
However, most experiential advantage literature has focused on the effect of these two types of purchases
on their consequences, such as well-being and envy, which ignore the factors that affect consumers’
consumption decision making(Kumar & Gilovich, 2016; Gilovich & Gallo, 2020; Yu et al., 2016; Lin et al.,
2018). As there are so many merchandises in stores, people have no idea what to choose, sometimes.
Therefore, it is particularly important for stores to advertise different products to consumers, which could
further improve their willingness to buy(Dehghani & Tumer, 2015; Martins et al., 2019). To contribute to the
experiential advantage argument, our study will enrich this literature from two perspectives.

First, there is a signi�cant difference between the experiential purchase and material purchase in happiness;
while other differences between the two purchases, especially the differences between advertising and
promotions are still unclear (Gilovich et al., 2015; Aknin et al., 2018). As we all know, consumption is an
important factor to promote economic growth. Therefore, how to enhance consumers' purchase intention
and promote shopping, are both important for companies and economies. So we choose purchase intention
as the outcome variable, to �nd the ways to enhance people's willingness to buy, as well as the differences
in the ways between the two purchases.
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Second, the relationships between message framing and purchase intention have been repeatedly reported
in psychology literature(Meyerowitz & Chaiken, 1987a; Chen et al., 1998; Gamliel & Herstein, 2007; Zhang et
al., 2018; Tanford et al., 2019). Surprisingly, the experiential advantage literature has not investigated the
roles of message framing. Gallo et al.(2017) �nd consumers rely more on intuition when making
experiential purchase decisions, while they rely more on deliberation, when making material purchase
decisions. Furthermore, dual-process theory is the classic theory of message framing (Guo et al., 2017).
Therefore, message framing may be an import factor to in�uence consumers’ willingness to buy material
and experiential purchases. This study seeks to explore the interaction of purchase type and message
framing on purchase intention, as well as the underlying mechanism. Uncovering this underlying
mechanism could empower marketers to match the advertising with consumption types better.

Through two studies with consumers in China, our research attempts to contribute to the experiential
purchase literature by (1) incorporating purchase intention to the experiential advantage model; (2)
proposing an interaction factor of message framing on purchase intention.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESE DEVELOPMENT

Message framing and differential types of purchase decision making

According to Van Boven and Gilovich (2003), experiential purchase refers to what we do, while material
purchase refers to what we have, and the former leads to greater well-being than the latter, which is called
the experience recommendation. Even the same objects described as experiential purchases would be more
satis�ed than described as material purchase(Mann & Gilovich, 2016). There are three underlying reasons
for this. First, experiential purchases could enhance social relations more effectively than materials;
furthermore, a bigger part of consumers’ identity was formed by experience not objects; last, they evoke
fewer social comparisons than material purchases(Gilovich et al., 2015). Experiential purchase could
arouse not only stronger positive emotions than material purchases, but also stronger negative
emotions(i.e. envy)(Lin, 2018; Lin et al., 2018). They incite a more benign envy than materials; while
materials incite more malicious envy than them(Lin, 2018). Besides, experiential purchase has an
advantage over material purchase in marketing. It is found that consumers are eager to make experiential
consumption �rst and make material consumption later (Hwang et al., 2019). Even though they don’t have
enough money, they are more willing to borrow for experiences rather than materials(Tully & Sharma, 2017).
Furthermore, consumers would be more patient when waiting for experiential consumption than material
consumption(Kumar et al., 2014). After consumption, people prefer to talk about experiences over materials
with their friends, which contribute to the spread of the word of mouth of experiential purchases (Duan &
Dholakia, 2018; Gannon et al., 2019).

The research on experiential consumption and material consumption mainly focuses on the consequence
variables, which ignore the factors that promote consumers to make experiential purchases or material
purchases. Experiential consumption is made for experiencing, which tend to meet the psychological needs
of consumers; while material consumption is made for possessing, tend to meet the physical needs of
consumers. It’s di�cult to say what kind of consumption person would prefer because consumers have so
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many different needs, psychological or physical. However, researchers do �nd the processing of consumer
affects their choice of consumption: consumption intention of experiential purchase would be stronger than
material purchase in the intuition condition but weaker in the rationality condition (Gallo et al., 2017).
Consumption intention is the willingness of consumers to buy products, in other words, it’s the likelihood the
buyer intends to buy the product (Grewal et al., 1998). Therefore, we believe that there is no signi�cant
difference between the experiential consumption intention and material consumption intentions in general,
but once the processing of consumption was priming differently, the distinction of intention between two
consumption would be clear.

Message framing refers to the effect that people respond differently to different descriptions (in positive or
negative description) of the same question, which has been demonstrated in marketing and health
research(Chen et al., 1998; Van’t Riet et al., 2016). Message framing could change people’s attitude,
purchase intention and behavior (Baek & Yoon, 2017; Amatulli et al., 2019; Lagomarsino et al., 2020). The
persuasion of the message framing is inconsistent. Sometimes, the message will be more persuasive in the
promotion conditions, while the situation may be reversed, it will be more persuasive in the prevention
condition(Maheswaran & Meyers Levy, 1990; Gallagher & Updegraff, 2012; Baek & Yoon, 2017; Amatulli et
al., 2019; Lagomarsino et al., 2020). Researchers believe that promotional messages would be more
effective in promoting safe behaviors that serve to prevent illness, while preventive information would be
more effective to promote risky behaviors(Meyerowitz & Chaiken, 1987b; Van’t Riet et al., 2016). The
framing effect will be affected by involvement, time pressure, personality characteristics, the way of
processing and so on(Maheswaran & Meyers Levy, 1990; Zhang & Buda, 1999; Ülkümen & Thomas, 2013;
Guo et al., 2017).

According to dual-processing theory, there are two systems of processing which including analytical/
systematic and heuristic/ holistic systems(McElroy & Seta, 2003). Analytical processing is relatively slow,
controlled, and effortful, while heuristic processing is relatively quick, automatic, and easy(Inbar et al.,
2010). Confronting with choices, people act as ‘‘cognitive misers’’ and tend to decide intuitively at �rst, then
to adjust rationally (Sun et al., 2007). Compared to gain, consumer will pay more attention to loss, that is,
the inclination of loss aversion(Tversky & Kahneman, 1992). Therefore, consumers tend to depend on
intuition in the promotional conditions when deciding what to buy and rely on reason in the prevention
condition. To some extent, purchase intention of consumer depends on the processing style of message.
However, different types of consumption have different advantages under different processing styles, as
mentioned in the front(Gallo et al., 2017). So, there may be an interaction of consumption type and
message framing on purchase intention. Experiential purchase is what we buy for experience, and material
purchase is what we buy for possession. The latter is tangible, while the former is intangible, could only
keep in memory. It is harder to evaluate experiential purchase objectively. Inbar et al. (2010) �nd when
choices are seen as evaluable objectively, people elicit a preference for choosing rationally. In other words,
consumer will choose experiential purchases intuitively, and choose material purchase rationally.
Processing promotional messages, people depend more on intuition causing an advantage of experiential
purchase over materials; meanwhile, processing preventive message, they depend more on reason causing
an advantage of material purchase. Thus, we hypothesize the following,
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H1: There will be an interaction effect of consumption type and message framing on purchase intention.
Experiential purchases will have a greater impact on consumers’ purchase intention in promotion condition,
but less impact on consumers’ purchase intention in prevention condition than material purchases.
Mediating role of perceived value

Perceived value refers to the overall assessment of the utility of products or service based on perceptions of
what is received and what is given (Zeithaml, 1988). Perceived value is an important predictor of
consumers’ purchase intention(Tam, 2004; Kuo et al., 2009; Pandža Bajs, 2015; Konuk, 2018). When
consumers consider which to choose, they will evaluate the value of products at �rst and make a decision
on the principle of value maximization. The perceived value of products is more important than objective
value when consumers make buying decisions (Zeithaml, 1988). The same product has different meanings
to different people, so does its perceived value. For example, a handbag of Hermès, to someone, is the
symbol of status, with high perceived value; while it’s just an ordinary handbag to other people with low
perceived value. Consumers tend to choose products or service with highest perceived value. Additionally,
the description of consumption would affect the perceived value of products or service (Chen et al., 1998;
Grewal et al., 1998; Banerjee & Bandyopadhyay, 2003). Emphasizing the bene�ts or losses of consumption
will activate different processing styles of consumer, which further impacts the perceived value of
consumption. That is to say, the perceived value will be affected by purchase type and message framing.

People tend to avoid loss(Tversky & Kahneman, 1992), so they may pay more attention to preventive
information and adopt analytical processing on prevention conditions. When selecting materials, people
tend to compare and evaluate the objects, then make a choice on reason(Inbar et al., 2010), which has an
advantage under analytical processing conditions. So, the perceived value of material purchase will be
higher in preventive condition than in promotional condition, and it further in�uences the purchase intention
of consumers. However, when selecting experience, which is di�cult to evaluate objectively, people rely
more on their intuition and adopt heuristic processing. At this time, if we push them to prevention
information and force them to think about the loss rationally, the appeal of experiential buying will
decrease. It’s easy to infer that the perceived value of experiential purchase will be lower in preventive
condition than in promotional condition, which will further in�uence the consumption intention. Overall,
there is a match of processing style between purchase type and message framing. In most occasions,
consumer chooses experiential purchases intuitively, and choose material purchases rationally. Adopting
intuitive processing, the perceived value of experiential purchases would be higher than materials. Namely,
in promotional condition, the perceived value of experience would be higher than materials; while in
preventive condition, the perceived value of material purchases would be higher than experience with the
analytical processing style. Thus, we hypothesize the following,

H2: There will be an interaction effect of consumption type and message framing on perceived value.
Experiential purchases will have a greater impact on consumers’ perceived value in promotion condition
(H2a), but less impact on consumers’ perceived value in prevention condition than material
purchases(H2b).
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H3: Perceived value will mediate the interaction effect of purchase type and message framing on purchase
intention. Experiential purchases will have a greater impact on consumers’ perceived value than material
purchases in promotion condition, then choose experiential purchase in preference to material
purchase(H3a); but less impact on consumers’ perceived value in prevention condition, then choose
material purchase in preference to experiential purchase(H3b).

Study 1
In this experiment, we probed (1) the interaction of purchase type and message framing on purchase
intention and (2) the interaction of purchase type and message framing on perceived value and (3)
perceived value’s mediating effect on the interaction of purchase type and message framing on purchase
intention.

Method

Participants.188 participates were recruited from an online survey platform Wenjuanxing (www.wjx.cn,
which provides functions equivalent to Amazon Mechanical Turk, Song, Jung, & Zhang, 2021) in China (139
females, Mage = 21.84, SDage = 1.98). When they �nished all the questions, they would get 2 RMB (about .31
USD) for reward.

Procedure. In a 2(purchase type: material vs. experiential) × 2(message framing: promotion vs. prevention)
participates-between design, participates were randomly assigned as follows: experiential-promotion (n =
47), experiential-prevention (n = 47), material-promotion (n = 48), and material-prevention (n = 46). First,
participants read the descriptions of consumption situation and wrote down their feelings. Then, the
de�nitions of material purchase and experiential purchase developed by Van Boven and Gilovich (2003)
were presented to them and they were asked to rate the purchase from 1(completely material purchase)
−7(completely experiential purchase) as the manipulation check of purchase type. They should choose
what the situation described from the option of “the bene�ts of making the purchase,” “the harm of missing
the consumption” or “unclear” as the manipulation check of message framing. Next, they rated perceived
value, purchase intention, and covariates such as involvement, materialism, experiential buying tendency,
hedonic value of consumption, and demographic information (The instructions of Study 1 are provided in
Appendix).

Measures

Purchase intention. We adapted the purchase intention scale used by Grewal et al. (1998) to measure the
consumption intention of consumer. It consisted of 3 items, and participants responded on a 7-point Likert
scale ranging from 1( low) to 7 ( high). The three items was "if I will make a purchase, the probability of
making this kind of purchase is", "the probability that I would consider buying this product is”, and "the
likelihood that I would purchase this product is”. Cronbach's alpha was 0.92.

Perceived value. This study used the service value scale developed by Cronin Jr et al. (2000). It consisted of
2 items, and participants responded on a 9-point Likert scale ranging from 1 ( low) to 9 ( high). The two

http://www.wjx.cn/
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items were "overall, the value of this facility’s services to me is " and "compared to what I had to give up, the
overall ability of this facility to satisfy my wants and needs are.” Cronbach's alpha was 0.71.

Materialism. This study adopted Material Value Scale compiled by Richins (2004) and it was translated into
Chinese by Chen et al.(2014), consisting of eight items. Participants responded on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from 1(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Cronbach's alpha was 0.77.

Experiential buying tendency. This study adopted three items of Experiential Buying Tendency Scale (EBTS)
to measure the experiential buying tendency of consumers (Howell et al., 2012) such as “in general, when I
have extra money I am likely to buy a life experience” Participants responded on a 7-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree). Cronbach's alpha was 0.75.

Involvement. This study adapted the personal involvement scale compiled by Zaichkowsky (1994). It
contains two dimensions, that is cognitive involvement and emotional involvement. The scale consists of
10 items, such as “to me the product is important or unimportant”. Participants responded on a 7-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (unimportant) to 7 (important). Cronbach's alpha was 0.95.
Results

Manipulation check

The independent samples t-test showed that people rated experiential purchases signi�cantly higher than
material purchase on the experiential purchase manipulation check question (Mexperiential = 6.16, Mmaterial =

2.85, t(186) = -15.82, p < .001). The independent chi-square test (χ2
(1) = 83.38, p <.001) showed that there

were obviously more people choosing gain option than other options in promotion (gain) condition;
meanwhile, there were obviously more people choosing loss option than other options in prevention (loss)
condition(χ2

(1) = 7.84, p < .01). Thus, both manipulations were effective.

Correlations among measures and predicting purchase intention.

Pearson correlation analysis was conducted with SPSS 21.0 software, and the results showed that
perceived value was signi�cantly positively associated with purchase intention (r = .62, p < .001),
Materialism (r = .28, p < .001), and involvement (r = .54, p < .001). Materialism was signi�cantly positively
related to experiential buying tendency (r = .21, p < .01), involvement (r = .26 p < .001), purchase intention (r
= .24, p < .01). Experiential buying tendency positively related to the involvement (r = .18, p < .05), and
purchase intention (r = .26, p < .001). The purchase intention was positively related to the involvement (r =
.51, p < .001) (mean, standard deviation and correlation coe�cients of variables are showed in Table 1).
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Table 1
Mean, Standard Deviation and Correlation Coe�cients in Study 1

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1.gender 1.74 .44 —                

2.age 21.84 1.98 -.17* —              

3.purchase
type

1.50 .50 .04 -.05 —            

4.message
framing

1.49 .50 .13 -.05 .01 —          

5.perceived
value

6.24 1.34 .04 .04 -.09 -.05 (.71)        

6.materialism 3.43 .53 .07 -.04 -.12 -.08 .28*** (.77)      

7.Experiential
buying
tendency

4.84 .89 .07 -.09 -.06 .09 .11 .21** (.75)    

8.involvement 5.15 1.26 .07 -.00 .00 .01 .54*** .26*** .18* (.95)  

9.purchase
intention

4.78 1.26 .02 .07 -.12 .05 .62*** .24** .26*** .51*** (.92)

Note The α coe�cients of scales are showed in brackets. N = 188. Purchase types are divided into 2
categories: 1 = material purchase; 2 = experiential purchase. Gender are divided into 2 categories 1 =
male 2 = female. Message framing are divided into 2 categories 1=promotional message(gain) 2 =
preventive message(loss). EBT is the experiential buying tendency. *** p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05.

 

The interaction effect of purchase type and message framing on purchase intention
Hypothesis 1 predicted the interaction of purchase type and message framing was positively related to
purchase intention. To test H1, we conducted a 2 (purchase type: experiential purchase vs. material
purchase) ×2 (message framing: promotion versus prevention) ANOVA on purchase intention by controlling
materialism, experiential buying tendency, involvement, such as to this consumption, sex, age, family
income, job, hedonic value and attraction of consumption. The results showed that the effect of purchase
type on purchase intention (F(1,174) = 2.94, ns) was nonsigni�cant; nor the effect of message framing on
purchase intention(F(1,174) = .70, ns) or the interaction of purchase type and message framing on purchase
intention was signi�cant (F(1,174) = .06, ns). Thus, H1 was not supported.
The interaction effect of purchase type and message framing on perceived value

Hypothesis 2 predicted the interaction of purchase type and message framing positively related to
perceived value. To test H2, we conducted a 2 (purchase type: experiential purchase vs. material purchase)
×2 (message framing: promotion versus prevention) ANOVA on perceived value by controlling materialism,
experiential buying tendency, involvement, such as to this consumption, sex, age, family income, job,
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hedonic value and attraction of consumption. The results showed that nor the main effect of purchase type
on perceived value(F(1,174) = 1.13, ns) or the main effect of message framing on perceived value(F(1,174) =
.87, ns) was signi�cant. However, the interaction of purchase type and message framing was signi�cant
(F(1,174) = 4.04, p < .05, ηp

2 = .02), H2 was supported. A simple effect test showed that in prevention
condition, the perceived value of material purchase was signi�cantly higher than the experiential purchase
(Mexperiential = 6.03, Mmaterial = 6.32, F(1,174)= 4.81, p < .05, ηp

2 = .03), thus H2b was supported. While in
promotion condition, the difference in perceived value between experiential purchase and material purchase
was nonsigni�cant (Mexperiential = 6.20, Mmaterial = 6.40, F(1,174) = .49, ns), thus H2a was not supported. (see
�gure 1).
Moderated mediation 

H3 predicted perceived value mediated the in�uence of interaction of purchase type and message framing
on purchase intention. We conducted a moderated mediation test (PROCESS, model 7) after the
centralization of purchase type and message framing and controlling materialism, experiential buying
tendency, involvement, such as to this consumption, sex, age, family income, job, hedonic value and
attraction of consumption. The results showed that (see Table 2) message framing moderated the effect of
purchase type on perceived value(B = -.64, SE = .32, p < .05), and perceived value signi�cantly mediated the
relationship of purchase type with purchase intention (B = .36, SE = .07, p < .001). Bootstrap test with 5000
times showed that the mediating effect was moderated by message framing. On promotion condition
(-1SD), the mediation was nonsigni�cant and the 95% CI was [-.11, .24], including 0. So the indirect effect of
purchase type on purchase intention was nonsigni�cant. However, when consumers purchased under
prevention condition (+1SD), perceived value signi�cantly mediated the relationship of purchase type with
purchase intention and the 95% CI was [-.36, -.03], excluding 0, and the indirect effect of purchase type on
purchase intention was signi�cant. Thus, H3 was supported.
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Table 2
Moderated Mediation in Study 1

Regression (N = 188) Fitting Index Coe�cient Signi�cance

Outcome
Variables

Predictors R R2 F B Bootstrap

LLCI

Bootstrap

ULCI

T

Perceived
value

  .65 .43 10.02***(13)        

  Purchase type       -.16 -.47 .15 -1.04

  Message
framing

      -.15 -.46 .16 -.93

  Purchase type ×
Message
framing

      -.64 -1.28 -.01 -2.01*

Purchase
intention

  .71 .51 14.88***(12)        

  Purchase type       -.19 - .46 .08 -1.39

  Perceived value       .36 .23 .49 5.55***

Note: The degrees of freedom are showed in brackets. ***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05

Study 2
Study 2 was designed to replicate the �ndings of Study 1 by modifying the manipulation of experiential
purchase and material purchase. We manipulated the purchase type by emphasizing the experiential or
material nature of the same consumption (wireless headphones).

Method

Participants. One hundred ninety two participates were recruited from China online platform “wxj”(142
females, Mage = 21.16, SDage = 2.22). When they �nished all the questions, they would get 2 RMB (about .31
USD) for reward.

Procedure. In a 2(purchase type: material vs. experiential) × 2(message framing: promotion vs. prevention)
participates-between design, participates were randomly assigned as follows: experiential-promotion (n =
50), experiential-prevention (n = 48), material-promotion (n = 39), and material-prevention (n = 55). First, the
de�nitions of material purchases and experiential purchase developed by Van Boven and Gilovich (2003)
were presented to them and they were asked to categorize 6 kinds of consumption with different
motivations into experiential or material purchases. Then, participants read the descriptions of
consumption situation and wrote down their feelings, and rate the purchase from 1(completely material
purchase)-7(completely experiential purchase) as the manipulation check of purchase type. Meanwhile,
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they must rate what the situation described from 1(completely the bene�ts of making the purchase)
−7(completely the harm of missing the purchase) as the manipulation check of message framing. Next,
they rated purchase intention, perceived value, and covariates such as involvement, materialism,
experiential buying tendency, hedonic value and practical value of consumption, the understanding and
�uentness of the posters, posters’ description style (emotional or rational) and demographic information
(The instructions of Study 2 are provided in Appendix).

Measures

Perceived value. Study 1 chose concert as experiential purchase and wireless headphones as material
purchase. The former was intangible, and the latter was tangible. When comparing the perceived value of
the two purchases, it’s better to compare the overall service value. So we adopted the service value scale
used by Cronin Jr et al. (2000) in Study 1. However, we manipulated the purchase type by emphasizing the
experiential or material nature of wireless headphones, which were tangible in Study 2, and it’s better to
compare the perceived value from different dimensions. So, we adopted the shorter vision of the consumer-
perceived value scale compiled by Sweeney and Soutar (2001) and developed by Walsh et al. (2014). It
contains four dimensions, such as social value, emotional value, functional value (performance/ quality)
and functional value (price/value for money). The scale consisted of 8 items, such as “has consistent
quality,” and “would make me feel good”, and participants responded on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Cronbach's alpha was 0.92.

The scales of purchase intention, materialism, experiential buying tendency were the same scales used in
Study 1.
Results

Manipulation check

The independent samples t-test showed people rated experiential purchases signi�cantly higher than
material purchase on the purchase type manipulation check question (Mexperiential = 5.56, Mmaterial = 3.09,
t(190) = -10.04, p < .001). And people rated more harm of preventive message(loss) than promotional
message(gain) on the message framing manipulation check question(Mpromotion = 5.56, Mprevention = 3.09,
t(150.01) = -9.96, p < .001). Thus, the manipulations were successful.

Correlations among measures and predicting purchase intention.

Pearson correlation analysis was conducted with SPSS 21.0 software, and the results showed perceived
value was signi�cantly positively associated with purchase intention (r = .75, p < .001), purchase type (r =
.15, p < .05), Materialism (r = .17, p < .05), and involvement (r = .64, p < .001). Materialism was signi�cantly
positively related to experiential buying tendency (r = .15, p < .05), purchase intention (r = .18, p < .05), and
gender (r = .15, p < .05). The purchase intention positively related to the involvement (r = .59, p < .001).
(mean, standard deviation and correlation coe�cients of variables are showed in Table 3).
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Table 3
Mean, Standard Deviation and Correlation Coe�cients in Study 2

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1.gender 1.74 .44 —                

2.age 21.16 2.22 -.18* —              

3.purchase
type

1.51 .50 .11 -.11 —            

4.message
framing

1.54 .50 .17 -.05* -.10 —          

5.perceived
value

4.48 1.11 -.07 .05 .15* -.10 (.92)        

6.materialism 3.50 .59 .15* -.08 .01 -.08 .17* (.79)      

7.EBT 5.09 1.03 .02 .01 .03 .09 .13 .15* (.80)    

8.involvement 4.74 1.31 .01 .05 .13 -.07 .64*** .08 .12 (.95)  

9.purchase
intention

4.72 1.34 -.02 .04 .25*** -.01 .75*** .18* .10 .59*** (.93)

Note The α coe�cients of scales are showed in brackets. N = 192. Purchase types are divided into 2
categories: 1 = material purchase; 2 = experiential purchase. Gender are divided into 2 categories 1 =
male 2 = female. Message framing are divided into 2 categories 1=promotional message(gain) 2 =
preventive message(loss). EBT is the experiential buying tendency. *** p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05.

 

The interaction effect of purchase type and message framing on purchase intention
Hypothesis 1 predicted the interaction of purchase type and message framing positively related to purchase
intention. To test H1, we conducted a 2 (purchase type: experiential purchase vs. material purchase) ×2
(message framing: promotion versus prevention) ANOVA on purchase intention by controlling materialism,
experiential buying tendency, involvement, sex, age, family income, job, hedonic value and practical value of
consumption, posters’ description style, the understanding and �uentness of the posters. Then found that
the effect of purchase type on purchase intention(Mexperiential = 4.91, Mmaterial = 4.51, F(1,176) = 7.90, p < .01,

ηp
2 = .04) was signi�cant; nor the effect of message framing on purchase intention(F(1,176) = 1.01, ns) or the

interaction of purchase type and message framing on purchase intention was signi�cant (F(1,176) = .23, ns).
Thus, H1 was not supported.
The interaction effect of purchase type and message framing on perceived value

Hypothesis 2 predicted the interaction of purchase type and message framing positively related to
perceived value. To test H2, we conducted a 2 (purchase type: experiential purchase vs. material purchase)
×2 (message framing: promotion versus prevention) ANOVA on perceived value by controlling materialism,
experiential buying tendency, involvement, sex, age, family income, job, hedonic value and practical value of
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consumption, posters’ description style, the understanding and �uentness of the posters. Then found that
nor the effect of purchase type on perceived value (F(1,176) = .80, ns) or the effect of message framing on
perceived value (F(1,176) = .52, ns) was signi�cant. However, the analysis of ANOVA yielded an

interaction(F(1,176) = 4.46, p < .05, ηp
2 = .03). A simple effect test showed that in promotion condition, the

perceived value of experiential purchase was signi�cantly higher than the material purchase(Mexperiential =

4.92, Mmaterial = 4,16, F(1,176)= 4.12, p < .05, ηp
2 = .02); while in prevention condition, the difference in

perceived value between experiential purchase and material purchase was nonsigni�cant (Mexperiential =
4.35, Mmaterial = 4.41, F(1,176) = .79, ns), thus H2 was supported. (see �gure 3).
Moderated mediation

H2 predicted perceived value mediated the in�uence of interaction of purchase type and message framing
on purchase intention. We conducted a moderated mediation test (PROCESS, model 7) after the
centralization of purchase type and message framing and controlling materialism, experiential buying
tendency, involvement, sex, age, family income, job, hedonic value and practical value of consumption,
posters’ description style, understanding and �uentness of the posters. The results showed that (see Table
4) message framing moderated the effect of purchase type on perceived value(B = -.49, SE = .23, p < .05),
and perceived value signi�cantly mediated the relationship of purchase type with purchase intention (B =
.63, SE = .08, p < .001). Bootstrap test with 5000 times showed that the mediating effect was moderated by
message framing. On prevention conditions (+1SD), the mediation was nonsigni�cant and the 95% CI was
[-.33, .09], including 0. So the indirect effect of purchase type on purchase intention was nonsigni�cant.
However, when consumers purchased under promotion condition (-1SD), perceived value signi�cantly
mediated the relationship of purchase type with purchase intention and the 95% CI was [.00, .45], excluding
0, and the indirect effect of purchase type on purchase intention was signi�cant. Thus, H2 was supported.
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Table 4
Moderated Mediation in Study 2

Regression (N = 192) Fitting Index Coe�cient Signi�cance

Outcome
Variables

Predictors R R2 F B Bootstrap

LLCI

Bootstrap

ULCI

T

Perceived
value

  .74 .55 14.06***(15)        

  Purchase type       .09 -.14 .32 .74

  Message
framing

      -.09 -.32 .14 -.77

  Purchase type ×
Message
framing

      -.49 -.94 -.03 -2.11*

Purchase
intention

  .82 .67 25.59***(14)        

  Purchase type       .33 .10 .57 2.77**

  Perceived value       .63 .48 .78 8.21***

Note: The degrees of freedom are showed in brackets. ***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05

Discussion
This research explored the interaction of purchase type and message framing on purchase intention, as well
as the underlying mechanism by two experiments. It is found that purchase type and message framing
affect the perceived value together, and the interaction between them indirectly affects consumer purchase
intention through perceived value. However, the interaction effect of consumption type and message
framing on purchase intention is nonsigni�cant in Study 1 and Study 1. It further supports the role of
predictor of perceived value in the purchase intention. When deciding on what to buy, people will evaluate
the value of products at �rst, and then to choose the most valuable product based on the principle of value
maximization. The result shows perceived value is an important predictor of consumers’ purchase intention,
which supports the previous �nding that perceived value plays an important role in consumption decision
making (Lu & Hsiao, 2010; Hong et al., 2017; Mencarelli & Lombart, 2017).

In both studies, there is no difference in perceived value of material purchases between preventive and
promotional messages, however the perceived value of experiential purchases has a greater impact on
promotional messages than preventive messages. This might be caused by the processing style of thinking
when consumers make decisions. Results �nd both intuition and rationality can play important roles in this
strategic decision making (Calabretta, Gemser, & Wijnberg,2017).When selecting objects in the material
purchases, consumers are using analytical processing and will pay attention to the message no matter it is
preventive or promotional, which makes them especially insensitive to framing effects(McElroy & Seta,
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2003). However, when selecting experiential purchases, individuals depend more on intuition, adopting
heuristic processing and are more sensitive to framing effects (McElroy & Seta, 2003). Furthermore, if we
push them to prevention information and force them to think about the loss of missing experiential
purchase rationally, the appeal of experiential buying might decrease, which lead to low perceived value.
That’s why the perceived value of experiential purchases has a greater impact on promotional messages
than preventive messages.

Compared to materials, consumer purchase intention of experience is higher in Study 2. In this study, we
manipulate the purchase type by emphasizing the experiential or material nature of wireless headphones.
Wireless headphones are objects, describing them as experiential purchase would not weaken its physical
properties, but increase its experiential charm. The result also suggests that describing objects to
experiential purchase would be more attractive than material purchase. In Study 1, the result shows that
material purchases have a greater impact on consumers’ perceived value than experiential purchases in
prevention condition. Additionally, the result of study 2 shows experiential purchases have a greater impact
on consumers’ perceived value than material purchases in the promotion condition. As mentioned in the
front, experiential purchases are made for experience, which is intangible, and they are evaluated by
intuition mostly; while material purchases are made for possessing, they are tangible objects, which are
evaluated on reason mostly(Guo et al., 2017). When advertising the consumption with promotional
information, people will act as “cognitive misers” and tend to process the message intuitively at �rst (Sun et
al., 2007). In this condition, consumer decides on intuition, and they will evaluate experiential purchase with
higher perceived value than material purchases. However, when advertising consumption with preventive
information, people will evaluate the losses carefully and decide on reason for the inclination of loss
aversion (Tversky & Kahneman, 1992). In this condition, they will evaluate material with higher perceived
value than experiential purchases, cause material purchases are more tangible than experiential purchase,
which made them easier to be evaluated objectively. This further supports our hypothesis, in general,
describing experiential purchases (material purchases) in loss or gain will have a different advertising
effect.

By examining how purchase type and message-framing in�uence purchase intention, stores could �nd a
suitable way to advertise different kinds of consumption. The suggestions of the current study focus on
two points:

First, it’s better to advertise the bene�ts of experiential purchase rather than regrets, such as travel, theme
parks, and so on. Merchants should try to awake consumers’ imagination about the experience, which will
greatly promote the purchase intention of consumers. As for goods, stores should choose another way to
promotion, emphasizing the regrets of missing them. This can be combined with strategies of promotion,
such as limited time and quantity. Second, it’s a good way to depict the goods as experiential purchases,
that is try emphasizing the experience brought by the objects, which will increase the attractiveness of
material purchases and further enhance the purchase intention of people.

In this study, it is assumed that people choose experiential purchases more rely on intuition and choose
material purchase more rely on rationality. And preventive information priming on consumers’ intuitive style
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of thinking, while promotional information priming on consumers’ analytical style of thinking. Future
research may conduct experiments to explore the speci�c processing styles in the different conditions
further. Nowadays, stores often hold some promotional activities to promote impulsive consumption of
consumers by arousing the regrets of missing opportunities. Regret is another important factor to affect
purchase intention(Sandberg & Conner, 2008). Emphasizing the loss of missing the consumption in
preventive condition might arouse the regret of consumer. The regret and perceived value might affect the
purchase intention together. So, whether purchase type and message framing will affect consumers’ regret,
and whether it will further affect consumers’ purchase intention are still need to be explored.
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Figure 1

The interaction effect of purchase type and message framing on perceived value in Study 1
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Figure 2

The interaction effect of purchase type and message framing on purchase intention in Study 2

Figure 3

The interaction effect of purchase type and message framing on perceived value in Study 2


