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Abstract Firms use large majorities of their budgets on sales
promotions such as coupons and sales events. Many of these
sales promotions are framed as “friends and family” or “pre-
ferred customer.” Which of these frames is more effective,
when, and why? We answer these questions building on
existing research on deal exclusivity.We show that the success
of promotions framed as in-group vs. self-focused depends on
whether they are targeted toward interdependent or indepen-
dent customers. We find that interdependent customers are
more receptive to in-group-focused promotions because they
perceive such promotions as being higher-value deals. We
also show that consistency with brand personality matters:
the benefit of in-group-focused promotions for interdependent
consumers is higher for brands with a group-oriented person-
ality. Overall, these results show how sales promotions can be
more effectivewithout having to increase the magnitude of the
promotion.

Keywords Sales promotions . In-group focus . Self-focus .

Self-construal . Deal evaluation . Group-oriented brand
personality

Promotions such as deals and coupons can consume 25 to
50% of a company’s marketing budget [6, 31]. While increas-
ing the deal magnitude of a promotion (e.g., price cut and
coupon value) increases purchase intentions [19, 32], the
magnitude of impact that a unit increase in deal magnitude
of the promotion (i.e., 15 to 20 %) has on purchase intentions
may be context dependent. For instance, Inman et al. [16] find
that purchase intentions are increased for products on display
even without a price cut. Raghubir [29] finds that when price
information is present, a 39 % increase in coupon value (from
$23 to $32) increased deal evaluations only by 11 %. More
recently, Raghubir [30] demonstrated that doubling the cou-
pon value from $2 to $4 had no effect on deal evaluation.
Thus, while increasing the promotion’s deal magnitude is very
costly from a budgetary perspective, its efficacy in terms of
enhancing consumer’s deal evaluation and subsequent pur-
chase is limited.

What may be another, more effective and less costly way to
enhance the efficacy of such promotions? There is research
showing that simply framing the discount value or the re-
demption window can differentially influence promotion ef-
fectiveness [11, 20, 22]. More recently, Barone and Roy [8]
demonstrated the effect of deal exclusivity, promotions pro-
vided to one person vs. many, on promotion response. These
results suggest that framing promotions based on noneconom-
ic dimensions, in a context-specific manner, can make them
more effective.

Adding to this research, we specify in-group (vs. self-
focused) promotions as a type of promotion framing that can
differentially increase the effectiveness of promotions of the
same monetary value. When a promotion is in-group focused,
it calls attention to the customer being included as part of a
larger group (e.g., friends and family); by contrast, when a
promotion is self-focused it calls attention to a customer being
an individual who is different from others (exclusively for
you). We demonstrate benefits from in-group-focused
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promotion frames for consumers based on their own value of
the in-group (i.e., individuals’ construal of self). More gener-
ally, this research makes three contributions. First, we intro-
duce in-group- vs. self-focused promotion framing as a key
factor influencing responses to promotions. Second, we sug-
gest that self-construal and in-group (vs. self-focused) promo-
tion framing jointly impact purchase intentions. Third, we
identify a boundary condition for these effects (i.e., group-
oriented brand personality) that is of both theoretical and
practical importance. We report three studies. Study 1 exam-
ines the joint impact of self-construal and promotion framing
on purchase intentions by measuring chronic self-construal.
Study 2 replicates the effect found in study 1 with primed
situational self-construal and demonstrates the mediating role
of deal evaluation. Study 3 extends the prior two studies by
demonstrating the moderating role of brand personality need-
ed to obtain the benefit of in-group promotion framing for
interdependent consumers.

1 Theory and Hypotheses

Framing effects occur when logically equivalent descriptions
lead to different responses and have been robustly shown for
promotions [22]. Most studies in the promotions literature
have focused on framing the discount value (e.g., “50 % off”
or “buy 1, get 1 free”; see [33]) in monetarily equivalent ways.
More recent research has framed the exclusivity of promo-
tions; for instance, “by invitation only” as exclusive promo-
tions vs. “open to the general public” as inclusive promotions.
Results show, while consumers generally tend to prefer more
exclusive promotions, those with an interdependent self-
construal respond more favorably to an inclusive (vs. exclu-
sive) promotion, the opposite occurs for independent con-
sumers [8].

We examine promotions framed as being in-group or self-
focused, while holding the monetary value of the promotions
constant. As explained earlier, promotions can be framed as
in-group focused (“friends and family” where a customer is
included as part of an in-group) or self-focused (“for you”
where an individual customer is the only focus). Stated differ-
ently, in-group-focused promotions attempt to highlight the
consumer’s similarity to other members of a group associated
with the brand (e.g., friends and family sale or employee
discount). By contrast, self-focused promotions emphasize
the uniqueness of the individual consumer (e.g., birthday
discount or preferred customer sale). Of course, self-focused
promotions may be offered to more than one customer (i.e.,
there are numerous preferred customers or everyone with a
birthday in that month receives that month’s birthday promo-
tion); the crucial point is that a self-focused promotion is

framed to highlight the customer as an individual. As shown
in Appendix 1, both types of promotions have become in-
creasingly popular in recent years. Retailers may frame their
“percentage-off” discounts as “friends and family sales” or
“employee discounts.” Christopher & Banks Corp. attributed
a 22 % increase in same-store sales to its friends and family
promotional offer—an in-group-focused promotion [41].

1.1 Joint Effect of Promotion Frame and Self-Construal

Self-construal reflects the extent to which individuals perceive
themselves as separate from or connected to others [23].
Those with an interdependent self-view base their attitudes
and behavior on the thoughts, feelings, and actions of others in
the relationship [23]. Conversely, those with an independent
self-construal base their attitudes and behavior on their own
internal repertoire of thoughts, feelings, and actions, rather
than others’ thoughts, feelings, and actions [23]. In many
marketing contexts, self-construal can be situationally activat-
ed [3, 15] and play a strong part in influencing consumer’s
brand meaning and evaluations [14, 36], the persuasiveness of
advertising appeals [2, 3], as well as the ability of a brand to
successfully expand into other product categories [4].

While self-construal has often been considered to represent
a self vs. other orientation, more recent research has demon-
strated that the other orientation that characterizes an interde-
pendent self-construal is specific to the in-group. For example,
while research found a positive correlation between interde-
pendence and charitable behavior [25, 39], more recent work
has demonstrated that interdependents are more likely to help
needy in-group members whereas independents are equally
likely to help in- and out-group members in need [13]. These
findings are consistent with work demonstrating that females
tend to start with a focus on the in-group in their decision
making whereas males start with a focus on the self, which
were also replicated with self-construal [40]. As such, the
previously identified “matching” effect of self-construal (i.e.,
interdependents=other focus and independents=self-focus)
reflects the notion that the effect of self-construal applies more
strongly for in-group-focused options but is less differentiat-
ing for self-focused options. For example, consider the mod-
erating role of self-construal on the effect of deal exclusivity
identified by Barone and Roy [8]. They found that consumers
with an independent self-construal preferred exclusive deals
more than those with an interdependent self-construal whereas
those with an interdependent self-construal preferred inclusive
offers more than exclusive deals, consistent with a self-
construal-promotion matching effect. However, when closely
examined, the effect of self-construal is stronger for inclusive
deals than exclusive deals. As such, we too consider the extent
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to which self-construal may impact the effectiveness of in-
group-focused promotions but not self-focused promotions.

To support this theorizing, recall that in-group-focused
promotions (e.g., friends and family discounts) emphasize
consumers’ relationships with those in the customer’s in-
group. Notably, going beyond the self, an in-group-focused
promotion relates the customer to those in-group members
with whom one would reasonably associate [14]. Thus, this
in-group promotion frame is consistent with the focus of
interdependent consumers. However, for independent con-
sumers, this in-group-focused promotion frame does not res-
onate, because their focus is on the self. According to the
benefit-congruency framework [10], congruency between
consumer self-construal and promotion frame is likely to
directly increase purchase intentions. Based on our logic, the
in-group promotion is viewed more favorably by interdepen-
dent consumers than independent; as such, interdependent
consumers should evaluate the deal more positively [31].
The positive deal evaluation in turn should increase purchase
intentions among interdependent consumers relative to inde-
pendent consumers [17].

On the other hand, a self-focused promotion emphasizes
the importance of the individual consumer.While independent
consumers naturally tend to have a greater focus on the self, in
the case of sales promotions, interdependent consumers
should also be receptive to a promotion highlighting the self.
As such, self-focused sales promotions are not expected to
strongly resonate or “match” with consumer’s self-construal.
If there is not particular congruence with one type of self-
construal (independent or interdependent) for the self-focused
promotion, then all consumers should evaluate the deal sim-
ilarly regardless of self-construal, resulting in similar purchase
intentions. More formally, we hypothesize the following:

H1: Promotion frame and self-construal will jointly im-
pact purchase intentions such that for an in-group focused
promotion, interdependent consumers will have higher
purchase intentions than independent consumers. In con-
trast, for a self-focused promotion, self-construal will not
impact purchase intentions.

1.2 Mediating Role of Deal Evaluation

The literature on promotions shows that the increase in
purchase intentions results from enhanced perceptions of
deal evaluations [17, 29]. Research has established that
nonmonetary (e.g., psychological) benefits influence brand
choice as well [10, 32]. For example, Barone and Roy [9]
found that the effectiveness of exclusive promotions was

dependent on the ability for consumers to engage in self-
enhancement.

However, what is absent is a theoretical and empirical
examination of whether or not such psychological, nonmon-
etary aspects of a promotion can affect more cognitive evalu-
ations of promotions, i.e., deal evaluations. In other words, an
unstated (and untested) assumption is that deal evaluation is
largely a function of monetary benefits, and nonmonetary
benefits affect purchase intentions directly. We argue that deal
evaluations are influenced by the nonmonetary, psychological
benefits as well because consumers’ perceptions of the deal
rely on psychological factors in addition to economic factors
[31]. As such, when consumers’ construal of self is
(in)congruent with the in-group promotion frame, interdepen-
dent (independent) consumers will perceive the deal to be
better (worse). The increased deal evaluations will result in
greater purchase intentions for in-group-focused promotions
offered to interdependent consumers whereas such effects will
not occur for self-focused promotions since the congruence
with self-construal is weaker. These arguments suggest that
deal evaluations will mediate the effect proposed above,
which is formally stated below:

H2: Deal evaluations will mediate the joint effect of self-
construal and promotion frame on purchase intentions.

1.3 Moderating Role of Group-Oriented Brand Personality

Chandon et al.’s [10] benefit-congruency framework suggests
that the effectiveness of sales promotions is determined by the
congruency between the promotion’s benefits and those of the
promoted brand. Thus, in addition to our proposed hypothesis
that the promotion’s benefits are dependent on the promo-
tion’s congruency with the consumer’s self-view, we examine
how a brand’s personality—group or individual oriented—
moderates the above relationship.

More generally, past research has demonstrated that sales
promotions are not equally effective across brands or product
categories [7, 35, 38]. We focus on congruency with a specific
brand personality aspect—whether or not a brand is seen as
being group or individual oriented. For example, a group-
oriented brand would cater to families or seek to foster a
common interest among a group of people (i.e., runners,
female teen fashionistas, and middle-aged outdoor enthusi-
asts). By contrast, an individual-oriented brand would help
individuals differentiate themselves from others. We propose
that a group-oriented brand personality will moderate the
effect of promotion frame and self-construal on purchase
intentions. For brands that have a group-oriented personality,
the in-group promotion frame will be congruent with the
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brand personality, resulting in increased purchase intentions
among interdependent consumers relative to independent con-
sumers. However, for brands that do not have a group-oriented
brand personality, the joint effect of promotion frame and self-
construal will be attenuated due to the lack of congruence
between the in-group promotion frame but low group-oriented
brand personality. Thus, we hypothesize the following:

H3: Group-oriented brand personality will attenuate the
effect of self-construal for in-group promotion frame on
purchase intentions such that the increase in purchase
intentions from an in-group promotion frame among
interdependent consumers will only occur for brands with
a group-oriented brand personality.

2 Pilot Study

Though prior research has examined deal exclusivity, defined
as a continuum ranging from promotions provided to one
person to offers that are available to virtually all consumers
in a market, by Barone and Roy [8], we first sought to
determine whether consumers perceive exclusive promotions
distinct in the extent to which they are in-group vs. self-
focused.

Ninety-eight undergraduate students were asked to evalu-
ate one of five promotion frames. The five promotion frames
were: friends and family, employee, preferred customer, birth-
day discount, and sale (control). We anticipated that partici-
pants would perceive friends and family and employee pro-
motions as in-group focused. By contrast, preferred customer
and birthday promotions would be perceived as self-focused.
After viewing one of the five promotions, each participant
responded to six randomly ordered statements (see
Appendix 2) regarding the extent to which the promotion
made them focus on the in-group or the self. Responses were
on a 7-point scale (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree).
Three items for in-group focus were averaged to form an in-
group score (α=0.84) and three items for self-focus were
averaged to create a self-focused score (α=0.83).

First, neither specific in-group promotion type (friends
and family and employee) nor specific self-focused pro-
motion type (birthday and preferred customer) significant-
ly impacted perceived in-group or self-focus, respectively
(p>0.10). As such, promotion type was collapsed such that
the two in-group promotions were in one category and the
two self-focused promotions created the second category
with the control condition a third category. An ANOVA of
the three promotion frames on in-group focus revealed a

significant effect of promotion frame (F(2, 95)=5.38,
p<0.01). Specifically, in-group promotions (M=4.22)
were perceived to be significantly more in-group- than
self-focused promotions (M=3.65, t=2.02, p<0.05) and
the control promotion (M=2.95, t=3.16, p<0.01). Self-
focused promotions were perceived as marginally more
in-group focused than the control (t=1.79, p=0.08). By
contrast, self-focused promotions (M=4.55) were per-
ceived to be significantly more self-focused than in-
group-focused promotions (M=3.75, t=3.00, p<0.01)
and the control promotion (M=3.05, t=4.07, p<0.01). In-
group-focused promotions were perceived as marginally
more self-focused than the control (t=1.87, p=0.06).
These results are summarized in Table 1.

Discussion Consumers perceive friends and family and em-
ployee discounts as in-group focused whereas promotions
such as preferred customer and birthday discounts are per-
ceived to be self-focused. We used promotion frames that are
frequently offered by companies to increase realism (see
Appendix 1). However, it is important to note that because
these promotions did not occupy the endpoints of the contin-
uum, our studies provide a conservative test of promotion
framing effects.

3 Study

To test hypothesis 1, study 1 examines the effect of promotion
framing and chronic self-construal on purchase intentions.

Participants A total of 425 undergraduates at a large North
American university participated in the study for course credit.
Among them, 44 % were female with an average age of
21.11 years (SD=1.36, range=19 to 30). Neither gender nor
age affects the dependent variable and is not discussed further.

Design and Procedure The study was a 3 (promotion: in-
group, self-focused, and control)×continuous (self-control)

Table 1 Pilot study: perceived in-group and self-focus of promotions

Perceived
in-group focus

Perceived
self-focus

In-group-focused promotions (I)
(friends and family, employee)

4.22 SC 3.75 S

Self-focused promotions (S)
(preferred customer, birthday)

3.65 I 4.55 IC

Control (C) 2.95 I 3.05 S

Note: upper case letters indicate significance, p<0.05
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between-subject design with self-construal measured. The
survey was conducted in two parts. First, each participant
completed a brand-opinion survey at the beginning of a 1-
hour research session. Participants then completed various
other unrelated questionnaires regarding product preferences
and quality evaluations. With approximately 5 min remaining
in the session, participants were given a coupon for a local gift
and apparel retailer and asked to respond to purchase intention
and deal evaluation measures. Participants’ evaluations were
made in regard to the store brand (i.e., retail brand).

3.1 Measures

Self-Construal Participants completed the entire Singelis [34]
scales for independent (12 items, α=0.67) and interdependent
(12 items, α=0.69) chronic self-concepts. We create a contin-
uous index of the degree of interdependence relative to inde-
pendence for each individual. Creating the index allows us not
only to retain all participants, but it also provides a more
conservative and realistic test of the hypothesis given that
the majority of consumers cannot be classified solely as inde-
pendent or interdependent. Following Escalas and Bettman
[14], the index was constructed using the Singelis [34] scales
as follows (interdependent−independent)/(interdependent+
independent). On this index, higher scores indicate greater
interdependence relative to independence.

Promotion Frame Based on their randomly assigned condi-
tion, participants received one of three promotions: an in-
group (family sale), self-focused (preferred customer sale),
or control (sale) coupon.

Purchase Intentions Participants responded to the following
two items on a 7-point scale (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly
agree) to measure purchase intentions: “I am likely to pur-
chase something from this store,” and” I will buy something
from this store.” These two items were measured in the brand-
opinion survey at the start of the research session and follow-
ing exposure to the coupon (rpre-exposure=0.88, rpost-exposure=
0.85). Pre-exposure purchase intentions and purchase inten-
tions following exposure to the stimuli were measured con-
sistent with research measuring pre- and post-brand attitude
[5, 36]. Pre-exposure purchase intentions are included as a
covariate in our analysis. Excluding pre-exposure purchase
intentions in this analysis or analyses reported in subsequent
studies does not alter the results.

3.2 Results

Purchase Intentions A regression analysis was conducted
with all variables centered prior to analysis to minimize

multicollinearity between these variables and their interac-
tions (all VIFs <5). Self-construal (continuous measure), pro-
motion frame (self-focused=−1, control=0, and in-group=1),
and their interaction were the independent variables. Purchase
intentions were the dependent variable, and pre-exposure
purchase intentions were included as a covariate. The overall
model was significant (F(4, 420)=33.45, p<0.01). As expect-
ed, pre-exposure purchase intentions were significant (β=
0.40, p<0.01). The effect of promotion type was not signifi-
cant (β=0.00, p>0.99) nor was the effect of self-construal (β=
0.14, p=0.11). Importantly, the two-way interaction was sig-
nificant (β=0.25, p=0.02). This pattern is illustrated in Fig. 1.

We further analyze the two-way interaction by examining
the effect of self-construal within each promotion frame. First,
for in-group-focused promotion, self-construal had a signifi-
cant, positive effect (β=0.34, p<0.01) such that higher inter-
dependence increased purchase intentions. For the self-
focused promotion, self-construal did not have an effect (β=
−0.07, p=0.57). Similarly, in the control condition of a regular
sale coupon, there was no effect of self-construal (β=0.14, p=
0.11). This pattern supports hypothesis 1 and is presented in
Fig. 2.

Discussion These findings support hypothesis 1, indicating
that purchase intentions are greater among interdependents
when the promotion is in-group focused whereas effects of
self-construal do not occur for self-focused or regular sale
(control) promotions. Note that participants actually received
the coupon and had the opportunity to shop at the local retailer
so purchase intentions are likely to reflect actual behavior. To
provide a stronger and cleaner theoretical test as well as
determine if this pattern replicated for situationally activated
self-construal, we prime self-construal in the next study. We
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Fig. 1 Study 1: effect ofmeasured self-construal and promotion frame on
purchase intentions
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focus only on in-group- vs. self-focused promotions in the
subsequent studies.

4 Study 2

In study 2, we prime self-construal to replicate the effect found
for chronic self-construal in study 1 and provide further sup-
port for hypothesis 1. We also examine deal evaluation to test
the mediation proposed in hypothesis 2. Additionally, we use
an employee discount for the in-group-focused promotion
condition and a birthday discount for the self-focused promo-
tion condition and examine purchase intentions using a real
national apparel retailer rather than a local retail brand to
enhance generalizability to different promotions and brands.

4.1 Method

Participants A total of 116 undergraduates at a large North
American university participated in the study for course credit.
Of participants, 57 % were female with an average age of
20.63 years (SD=1.31, range=18 to 29). Neither gender nor
age has an effect and is not discussed further.

Design and Procedure The study was a 2 (primed self-con-
strual: interdependent vs. independent)×2 (promotion: in-
group vs. self-focused) between-subjects design. First, partic-
ipants completed a brief brand-opinion questionnaire at the
beginning of a 1-h research session to measure pre-exposure
purchase intentions. Approximately 30 min later, participants
completed the self-construal prime and were then shown the
promotion. The self-construal prime was presented as a

writing assessment study. Immediately after this study, partic-
ipants were asked to complete a consumer decision study in
which they viewed one of the two promotion frames and
indicated their purchase intentions, deal evaluations, and
background information.

Participants were shown either an in-group- (employee
discount) or a self-focused (birthday discount) promotion
(see Appendix 3), depending on their randomly assigned
condition. The pilot study confirmed these promotions
were perceived to be in-group and self-focused, respec-
tively. Purchase intentions were measured with the same
two items used in study 1 (rpre-exposure PI=0.92, rpost-expo-
sure PI=0.91). For measuring deal evaluations, we follow-
ed Raghubir [29]. Participants responded to three items
regarding their evaluation of the promotion: “This deal is
attractive to me,” “This is a valuable offer,” and “This is a
good deal.” Responses were on a 7-point scale (1=strong-
ly disagree, 7=strongly agree) and were averaged to cre-
ate an index (α=0.89).

Self-Construal Self-construal was manipulated using the
method proposed by Trafimow et al. [37]. Participants were
asked to take a few minutes to think about how they are
different from (independent) or similar to (interdependent)
their family and friends. Following the induction, participants
were asked to complete ten ‘I am” statements to describe
themselves, as a manipulation check [21]. Two graduate stu-
dents unaware of the hypotheses coded statements as inde-
pendent, interdependent, or neither (79 % agreement).
Participants in the independent condition wrote significantly
more independent statements (“I am smart and” “I am
strong,”) than those in the interdependent conditions (M=
7.18 vs. 6.39, t=2.30, p<0.05). Conversely, participants in
the interdependent condition wrote significantly more inter-
dependent statements (“I am a student” and “I am a sister”)
than those in the independent condition (M=2.97 vs. 2.25, t=
2.05, p<0.05). Importantly, the total number of statements did
not differ by self-construal manipulation (M=9.04 vs. 9.00,
t=0.26, NS). We acknowledge that these differences may not
seem meaningful, but they are consistent with existing re-
search priming self-construal and provide a conservative test
of our hypotheses.

To ensure the manipulation of self-construal was or-
thogonal with other variables, an analysis if covariance
(ANCOVA) was conducted for the manipulation check of
the independent and interdependent statements. For each
ANCOVA, the main effect of the self-construal variable
was significant (p<0.05). Importantly, neither promotion
frame nor the interaction was significant (p>0.05), indi-
cating that self-construal was orthogonal with the promo-
tion frame.
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Fig. 2 Study 2: effect of primed self-construal and promotion frame on
purchase intentions
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4.2 Results

Purchase Intentions An ANCOVA was conducted with
primed self-construal, promotion frame, and their interaction
included as independent variables, purchase intentions as the
dependent variable, and pre-exposure purchase intentions as a
covariate. The overall model was significant (F(4, 111)=
31.45, p<0.01). As expected, pre-exposure purchase inten-
tions were significant (β=0.59, p<0.01). The effect of pro-
motion type was not significant (β=−0.03, p>0.82) nor was
the effect of self-construal (β=0.15, p=0.21). Importantly, the
two-way interaction was significant (β=0.35, p<0.01).

We further analyze the two-way interaction by examining
the effect of self-construal within each promotion frame. First,
for in-group-focused promotion, self-construal had a signifi-
cant, positive effect (β=0.50, p<0.01) such that consumers
primed with interdependence reported higher purchase inten-
tions than those primed with independence. For the self-
focused promotion, self-construal did not have an effect (β=
−0.20, p=0.21). This pattern supports hypothesis 1 and repli-
cates the results of study 1. This pattern is presented in Fig. 2.

Mediating Role of Deal Evaluation To examine the mediating
role of deal evaluation, we used bootstrapping [28, 43]. Self-
construal, promotion frame, and their interaction were the
independent variables, pre-exposure purchase intentions were
included as a covariate, and purchase intentions were the
dependent variable with deal evaluations as the mediator.
The results indicated that the 95 % confidence interval of the
indirect effect from the interaction term to purchase intentions
through deal evaluations did not include zero (indirect effect=
0.24, SE=0.08; 95 % CI, 0.10 to 0.41), providing evidence of
mediation. For the in-group promotion, the indirect effect of
self-construal through deal evaluations was positive and sig-
nificant (indirect effect=0.25, SE=0.12; 95 % CI, 0.04 to
0.50). By contrast, when the promotion was self-focused, the
indirect effect was not significant (indirect effect=−0.23, SE=
0.10; 95%CI, −0.42 to 0.03). Thus, as proposed in hypothesis
2, the hypothesized effect is mediated via deal evaluation.

Discussion The results of this study replicate those of study 1
when priming self-construal rather than measuring chronic
self-construal. We expand the examination of self-focused
promotions from preferred customer discounts to include
birthday discounts and still find a null effect of self-construal
for the self-focused promotion but a significant effect for the
in-group promotion frame. The mediating role of deal evalu-
ation is also confirmed.

Having replicated the focal effect, the next study seeks to
demonstrate a boundary condition of both theoretical and
practical importance. Theoretically, if the effect is due to the

congruency between the in-group focus and interdependent
consumers, then a stronger test of this congruency effect
would be to demonstrate that the effect can vary based on a
contextual factor that can facilitate or mitigate this congruen-
cy. The extent to which a brand’s personality is group or
individual oriented is one such contextual factor.

5 Study 3

Brands differ in whether their personality is perceived to be
more group or individual oriented. For example, a group-
oriented brand may emphasize a common interest among a
group of people, whereas an individual-oriented brand may
help consumers differentiate themselves. We propose that the
effectiveness of matching in-group promotions with consumer
self-construal will be particularly pronounced for brands with
a relatively strong group-oriented personality while effects
will be attenuated for brands with a weak group-oriented
brand personality. Given the null effects of self-construal on
self-focused brands in prior studies, this study focuses on an
in-group, friends and family, promotion.

5.1 Method

Participants A total of 149 undergraduates at a large North
American university participated in the study for course credit.
Of participants, 46 % were female with an average age of
21.02 years (SD=0.96, range=19 to 25). Neither gender nor
age has an effect and is not discussed further.

Design and Procedure The study was a 2 (group-oriented
brand personality: high vs. low)×continuous (self-construal)
between-subjects design. Participants were randomly assigned
to one of the two brand conditions, Old Navy for high group-
oriented brand personality and Express for low group-oriented
brand personality. Participants viewed a 20 % off on friends and
family promotion for the corresponding brand. They were asked
to view and evaluate the brand promotion. Purchase intentions
were assessed with three items: “I am likely to purchase some-
thing from this store,” “I will buy something from this store with
this discount,” and “I would definitely shop at this store because
of this offer.” Responses were on a 9-point Likert scale (1=
strongly disagree to 9=strongly agree) and were averaged to
form the purchase intention index (α=0.95). Then, they were
asked to complete various personality questionnaires, which
included the Singelis [34] self-construal measure used in study
1 (interdependent: α=0.75, independent α=0.73).

The two brands were selected from a pretest (n=80 under-
graduate students) of eight well-known clothing brands
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among undergraduates. The pretest determined that Old Navy
and Express were two clothing brands that were similar on
several factors. Specifically, these two brands did not differ in
brand attitude (MExpress=6.46 vs.MOldNavy=6.99, t=1.27, p=
0.21), frequency of shopping (MExpress=3.58 vs. MOldNavy=
4.20, t=1.43, p=0.16), or brand commitment (MExpress=2.55
vs.MOldNavy=2.85, t=1.03, p=0.30). Thus, we used these two
brands.

A manipulation check verified they differed on group-
oriented brand personality. Specifically, participants responded
to two items regarding group-oriented brand personality (r=0.87,
p<0.01): “This brand makes me feel like one of the group,” and
“This brand makes me feel included.” Results indicated that the
brand personality of Old Navy (M=4.71) was more group ori-
ented than Express (M=4.20, t(147)=2.01, p<0.05).

5.2 Results

Purchase Intentions A regression analysis was conducted
with all variables centered prior to analysis to minimize
multicollinearity between these variables and their interac-
tions (all VIFs <2). Self-construal, brand personality (low
group oriented=0, high group oriented=1), and their interac-
tion were the independent variables. Purchase intentions were
the dependent variable. The overall model was significant
(F(3, 145)=3.22, p<0.05). Neither main effect was signifi-
cant, but the two-way interaction was significant (β=3.28,
p<0.02).

We further analyze the two-way interaction by examining
the effect of self-construal within high and low levels of
group-oriented brand personality. For the high group-
oriented brand (Old Navy), the effect of self-construal was
positive and significant (β=6.77, t=2.91, p<0.01) such that
higher interdependence results in greater purchase intentions.
By contrast, for the low group-oriented brand (Express), the
effect of self-construal was not significant (β=−0.83, t=0.36,
p=0.72) such that self-construal does not impact purchase
intentions, supporting hypothesis 3. This pattern is presented
in Fig. 3.

Discussion This study demonstrates that when an in-group
promotion is inconsistent with the brand’s personality, the in-
group promotion is ineffective regardless of consumer self-
construal. Thus, an in-group promotion frame only enhances
purchase intentions when the in-group promotion frame is
compatible with construal of self as well as brand personality
(i.e., group oriented). One questionmay bewhether this pattern
is consistent with promoted brands in studies 1 and 2.
Importantly, the retailer in study 1 was a university-relevant
retailer and thus is characterized by a group-oriented brand
personality. Additionally, a post-test confirmed that AEO, used
in study 2, was perceived to have a group-oriented brand

personality (M=4.75) equal to that of Old Navy (M=4.71).
Thus, our results are consistent with findings in studies 1 and 2.

6 General Discussion

Promotions consume a significant part of marketing budgets
and are a key tool in a firm’s arsenal to affect sales. We show
how managers can improve the perceived efficacy of promo-
tions by framing them as either in-group focused or self-
focused. We demonstrate that only in-group-focused promo-
tions benefit from congruency with the consumer’s self-
construal (chronic or activated): purchase intentions are great-
er for interdependent consumers than independents. This find-
ing emerges for different types of in-group promotions (e.g.,
employee or friends and family discounts). Self-construal
does not impact purchase intentions when a self-focused or
control promotion is offered. Thus, our research articulates the
importance of congruency between self-construal and promo-
tion frame in enhancing promotion effectiveness, but in a
nuanced manner.

Our research also addresses two additional, but impor-
tant issues. First, we show how this joint effect manifests
only for brands with congruent brand personality. Second,
deal evaluation mediates the observed pattern of effects,
suggesting that purchase intentions are not directly influ-
enced by self-construal and promotion frame congruency
but that they are increased because consumers perceive the
deal more favorably. This finding indicates the importance
of influencing consumer deal evaluations to increase sales
rather than directly increasing sales. Although not exam-
ined here, the more favorable deal evaluations formed
under self-construal and promotion frame congruency
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Fig. 3 Study 3: effect of measured self-construal and group-oriented
brand personality on purchase intentions

340 Cust. Need. and Solut. (2014) 1:333–344



may impact long-term brand attitude, mitigating the poten-
tially negative effects of price promotions on brand equity
[1, 42].

6.1 Contribution to Theory

Raghubir et al. [31] call for research which examines how
promotion effectiveness can be increased without increas-
ing discount value. We do so by showing that congruence
between a consumer’s self-concept and promotion frame
can improve promotion efficacy. This also extends the
benefit-congruency framework [10] by showing that non-
monetary, psychological benefits of promotions are en-
hanced when self-construal goals are congruent with the
frame of the promotion. Thus, in addition to promotion-
product congruence, promotion effectiveness can be en-
hanced through promotion self-congruence. Notably, this
research moves beyond the typical matching effects iden-
tified for self-construal with marketing stimuli [2, 3, 14,
36].

This research builds on the promotions literature focus-
ing on the three routes for promotion effectiveness by
recognizing that self-construal influences the nonmone-
tary, psychological benefits influencing promotion effec-
tiveness [31]. In this regard, prior conceptualizations sug-
gest that deals framed in terms of self-concept become
more attractive of psychological benefits such as self-
enhancement [9]. Ours is the first study to show that deals
framed in terms of self-concept can become more attrac-
tive because of economic benefits, such as deal evalua-
tion. This is an important finding because it suggests that
deals can actually be seen as more attractive, in financial
terms, because of simple psychological framing and
matching with self-concept.

Lastly, by showing the prominent role of brand person-
ality, our research also shows that managers cannot and
should not use such a strategy indiscriminately. Rather,
such a strategy of matching the promotion frame to cus-
tomers’ interdependent self-concept is likely to succeed
only when brand personalities are group oriented. One
important theoretical implication stems from the fact that
all the studies reported in this research were conducted in
the USA, a relatively independent society. Yet, we found
that an interdependent self-construal coupled with an in-
group-focused promotion was more efficacious than a
self-focused promotion. On first blush, this may seem
counterintuitive as one would expect a self-focused pro-
motion to be more successful in the USA. One concern
may be that the null effect of self-construal for self-
focused promotions is specific to consumers with chronic
independence. However, we replicated the effect of self-
construal on in-group-focused promotions when self-

construal was measured as a chronic self-view as well as
when it was temporarily activated. Moreover, the benefits
of in-group focus among interdependent consumers have
been demonstrated across cultures (i.e., Hong Kong;
[13]). We believe the effects of in-group promotions dem-
onstrated in this research may only be stronger in cultures
where consumers are characterized by chronic interdepen-
dence given the orthogonality of interdependence and
independence [27, 26].

6.2 Implications for Managers

Enhancing promotion effectiveness by increasing discount
values directly erodes margins and profitability.
Therefore, finding a way to increase promotion effective-
ness without increasing discount values and decreasing
profit margins is important for managers. Our research
provides answers in this regard. Strategically, managers
should first understand the self-views of the target con-
sumers and the personality of their brand. If their brand’s
personality is positioned to be group oriented, and the
target consumer tends to have an interdependent self-
construal, managers can gain additional value from pro-
motions with an in-group focus (i.e., friends and family,
employee, etc.). Even when they do not know their cus-
tomer’s self-view or identity, they can use common mar-
keting variables that are strongly related to an interdepen-
dent identity [4]. For instance, consumers in East Asian
countries [24], ethnic groups such as Asian Americans
and Hispanics [26], and female consumers [12, 40] tend
to rate higher on interdependent self-construal: as such
they are likely to have higher purchase intentions for in-
group-focused promotions such as friends and family
sales. Furthermore, through communication and other
marketing-mix variables, firms can temporarily activate a
customer’s interdependent identity to achieve promotion
effectiveness. For example, coupons and communications
using terms such as “we/us/our” rather than “me/I” can
differentially activate an interdependent identity [2].

As our results show, there is a definite need to understand
the fit between brand personality and promotion strategy. It
takes years for a firm to develop a brand’s personality. Study 3
illustrates that marketers will not benefit from offering an in-
group-focused promotion when the brand personality is seen
as being less group oriented. It seems that promotions for
brands and categories that are focused on families or relation-
ships or a collective group of consumers should be more
effective when the promotion is in-group focused. However,
if the brand or product emphasizes the consumer’s individu-
ality or uniqueness, in-group-focused promotions will not
align with the product category or brand personality, minimiz-
ing any benefits from the promotion-self-view congruency.
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In regard to coupon value, promotion literature has
found that discount value can positively as well as nega-
tively influence promotion effectiveness and brand evalua-
tions [29]. As discussed earlier, this research proposes that
promotion effectiveness can be enhanced without increas-
ing monetary value. The current research examines the
effect of promotion framing at moderate discount levels of
30 % (studies 1 and 2) and 20 % (study 3). Importantly, we
do not expect that promotion effectiveness is enhanced
when promotion frame is congruent with self-construal at
extremely high or low discounts (i.e., 50 or 5 %). If our
results hold for low-discount coupons, then managers can

save even more based on our findings. This issue should be
examined in future research.

This research focused on promotions for brands with which
the sample population was familiar and tended to be current
customers. However, past research has found that effects of
promotions on purchase may be minimized when consumers
do not perceive they have earned the promotion [18], such as
based on their past purchase behavior (i.e., low relationship
equity, [8]). Thus, it is important to recognize that offering
such in-group-focused promotions will likely not be effective
for new customers, even if the promotion is congruent with
the customer’s self-view.

Appendix 1

Appendix 2

In-group-/self-focused scale

1. The promotion would make me feel like part of the AEO
group (in-group)

2. The promotion would make me feel like a member of the
AEO family (in-group)

3. This promotion would make me focus on others I care
about like my friends and family (in-group)

4. This promotion would make me feel unique from others
(self-focused)

5. This promotion would make me focus on myself as an
individual (self-focused)

6. This promotion would make me feel like I was getting a
discount better than others (self-focused)

Table 2 Sample promotion
frames Company Sale/e-mail heading Promotion type

Lady Foot Locker Save 30 % on your holiday shopping at our friends
and family event

In-group

Ann Taylor LOFT Friends and family event starts today In-group

Macy’s Save at the friends and family event In-group

JCPenney You’re invited to our friends and family event In-group

Ann Taylor LOFT Loft loves teachers In-group

J. Crew An exclusive invite to a special sale Self-focused

J. Crew Exclusive event: extra 30 % off our fall sale Self-focused

Gap Exclusive offer inside Self-focused

Hallmark.com Shop our private sale and enjoy an exclusive discount Self-focused

Road Runner Sports VIP, save 20 % for a runsational Sunday! Self-focused

Best Buy Preferred customer sale Self-focused

Harbor Freight Tools Preferred customer program Self-focused

Macy’s Best customer sale Self-focused

Ann Taylor LOFT Birthday coupon/discount Self-focused
AVEDA

Columbia Sportwear

CVS Pharmacy Beauty Club

DSW Shoes

Old Navy

Payless Shoes

ToysRUs

Sephora
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Appendix 3

Promotions (pilot study and study 2)
In-group-focused promotions
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