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The connection between self-construal and impulsive consumption has been investigated primarily within and between North

American and Asian contexts. Our research aims to test universality of the relationship by examining the context of Russian culture,

which presents a particularly interesting case. Our findings provide an indication of some potentially universal and culture-specific

effects. For instance, we find that priming self-construal does not enhance or suppress impulsive consumption in Russia. Meanwhile,

we find significant positive interaction of peer presence with independent self-construal on consumption attitudes. The results have

implications for cross-cultural research on impulsiveness and overall generalizability of theories across cultures.
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A Test of Universality of the Relationship between Self-Construal and Impulsive 
Consumption: the case of Russia

Alexander Jakubanecs, Institute for Research in Economics and Business, Norway
Olga Patosha, State University Higher School of Economics, Russia

Impulsive consumption plays an important role in consumer behavior being a major driver of sales across many industries (Vohs and 
Faber 2007). Furthermore, research has shown effects of the cultural dimension of self-construal type on impulsiveness (Zhang and Shrum 
2009; Chen et al. 2005). However, since the connection between self-construal and impulsive consumption has been investigated primarily 
within and between the North American and a number of Asian cultures e.g. (Chen et al. 2005; Zhang and Shrum 2009) the question remains 
whether the connection is universal. Russia particularly presents an interesting subject of research since impulsiveness as well as recklessness 
has often been mentioned as Russian cultural traits both by Western and Russian researchers (Dicks 1952; Inkeles, Hanfmann et al. 1961; 
Peabody, Shmelev et al. 1994; Peabody and Shmelyov 1996). At the same time, Russia historically has had a collectivist societal structure 
(Miller 1960; Toltz 2001) and is often classified as collectivist in the extant research (Hofstede 1991). Thus, we may expect to find a differ-
ent relationship between self-construal and impulsiveness in the Russian context. This research has important implications for cross-cultural 
research in impulsive consumption and universality of consumer behavior theories.

SELF-CONSTRUAL AND IMPULSIVE CONSUMPTION 
Independent self-construal implies loose connection to other members of society while interdependent implies close connection (Trian-

dis 1995). Impulsiveness is usually defined as greater accessibility of hedonic compared to self-regulation goals (Shiv and Fedorikhin 1999). 
Cross-cultural differences in impulsive consumption have been documented with independent self-construal positively influencing impulsive 
consumption and consumer impatience and interdependent negatively both on individual and inter-cultural levels (Chen et al. 2005; Trafimow 
et al. 1991). Furthermore, peer presence can be expected to enhance chronic cultural patterns (Zajonc 1965). 

RUSSIAN CULTURAL TRAITS
Extant research on Russian culture has shown it to be considerably less developed in capacity for self-regulation that is very typical of 

other Northern peoples (Dicks 1952; Inkeles et al. 1961). This characteristic has been documented both through qualitative research e.g. (In-
keles et al. 1961) and through self-ratings (Peabody and Shmelyov 1996). Self-ratings have shown Russians to be considerably more impul-
sive, reckless and rash compared to a range of other cultures e.g. American, German, British and Japanese (Peabody et al. 1994; Peabody and 
Shmelyov 1996). Traditionally experiencing these tendencies, albeit evaluated negatively by the members of the culture, has been socially 
acceptable and not associated with guilt or remorse after the experience. 

HYPOTHESES
Weakly developed self-regulation and thus impulsiveness are widely spread syndromes in the Russian culture that are socially ac-

ceptable (Dicks 1952; Peabody and Shmelyov 1996). Therefore we postulate that peer presence may increase impulsiveness in both self-
construals, albeit in different ways. Independents will be concerned with their unique identity which can be also expressed through impulsive 
consumption. This predisposition can be enhanced by peer presence. Thus, the interaction of independent self-construal with peer presence 
will be manifested in attitudes towards impulsive consumption. 

Group norms are important for interdependents (Triandis 1995). However, since impulsive behavior and consumption in Russia are so-
cially acceptable, although not necessarily encouraged, we should not see the interaction of interdependent self-construal with peer presence 
on the attitudes. Yet, as interdependent self-construal is chronic in the Russian culture and impulsiveness is a cultural syndrome, we should 
observe this interaction on the level of internal state, i.e. level of impulsiveness. Thus, 

H1: There will be positive effects of peer presence on consumption attitudes for independent self-construal.

H2: There will be positive effects of peer presence on state of impulsiveness for interdependent self-construal, but not on consumption 
attitudes.
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Further, impulsiveness is such a central cultural trait that it should be less subject to variations in value orientations (e.g. unique identity 
vs. group norms). Thus, it will be less dependent on the type of primed self-construal. Therefore:

H3: The main effect of self-construal on impulsive consumption will be insignificant. 

Since both impulsiveness and recklessness are chronic cultural traits we expect impulsiveness and risk preferences to be interrelated and 
both to influence impulsive consumption. Therefore, the effects of impulsiveness on consumption are likely to be moderated by risk prefer-
ences. 

METHODOLOGY
The study built on the methodology by Zhang and Shrum (2009). In both the pretest and the main study participants were undergradu-

ate students of Moscow’s Higher School of Economics. 90% were ethnic Russians. A pretest to elicit impulsiveness of several consumption 
scenarios has been conducted (N=107). The main study was run using the alcohol consumption scenario, 2(type of primed self-construal) X 
2(peer presence)(N=118). The scenario focused on going to a café to have an alcoholic drink. Peer presence was manipulated by referring to 
going on one’s own vs. going with friends. Consumption attitudes were measured by three items: good/bad, positive/negative, like/dislike. 
Self-construal cognitions were measured by 6-item scale (Hamilton and Biehal 2005), impulsiveness by 10-item scale (Puri 1996), risk pref-
erences by 12-item scale (Weber et al. 2002) and affect by 10-item scale (Pham et al. 2001). All items were measured by 7-point Likert scales.

RESULTS
Manipulation of self-construal was significant (F(1,117=10.68,p<0.001). The 2x2 interaction was significant for immediate alcohol con-

sumption attitudes (F(1,117=4.18,p<0.01). In support of H1 there was a positive effect of interaction of peer presence with independent self-
construal on consumption (M=4.37 vs. M=3.23 (no peer presence); t(59)=2.37,p<0.03). The interaction with interdependent self-construal 
was insignificant (M=3.60 vs. M=3.43 (no peer presence);t(55)=0.33,p=.74).

The 2x2 interaction was significant for state of impulsiveness (F(1,117=2.18,p<0.09). There was only a tendency of a positive interaction 
of peer presence with interdependent self-construal on impulsiveness (M=-0.10 vs. M=0.43;t(55)=-1.01,p=0.32) (the smaller value means 
stronger impulsiveness). Thus, H2 receives only mixed support. No interaction was shown for independent self-construal (M=-.57 vs. M=-
.60,t(59)=.09,p=.93). 

The main effect of self-construal on consumption attitude was insignificant (F<1) in support of H3. 
Regressions confirmed H3. Effect of impulsiveness on consumption was positive (b=-.248,p<.01), its effect on risk preferences was 

also positive (b=-.227,p<.02). When both impulsiveness and risk preferences were included in the regression on consumption, both were 
significant (b=-.164,p<.07; b=.354,p<.001).The effect of impulsiveness was significantly reduced, which implies moderating effect of risk 
attitudes. General affect, alcohol knowledge, experience and gender were not significantly related to the variables in the study. The effect of 
2x2 manipulations on risk preferences was insignificant contrary to extant research (Hamilton and Biehal 2005).

CONCLUSIONS
Our findings indicate results partially diverging from extant research e.g.(Chen et al. 2005; Zhang and Shrum 2009). Priming self-

construal does not enhance or suppress impulsive consumption in the Russian context, contrary to the literature. According to extant research 
self-regulation is relatively weakly developed among Russians (Peabody and Shmelyov 1996). Priming self-construal does not appear to 
change these entrenched predispositions. Interdependent self-construal which is chronic (Dicks 1952) for Russians does not significantly 
interact with peer presence, both for impulsiveness and consumption attitudes. However, there are tendencies for positive effects which can 
become significant with other scenarios of impulsive consumption.  

At the other hand, we see positive effects of the peer condition for independent self-construal on impulsive consumption which suggest 
potential universality of this relationship. Furthermore, priming self-construal does not change risk preferences which also deviates from the 
existing research (Hamilton and Biehal 2005). Risk preferences are closely related to impulsiveness which is different from other research 
(Zhang and Shrum 2009), but in line with the literature on the Russian culture. 

The results have to be confirmed by further tests on other types of impulsive consumption before being conclusive. However, the find-
ings point to possible cultural specificity of the relationship between self-construal and impulsive consumption. Majority of fundamental 
consumer behavior theories have been tested primarily in North America and parts of Asia. Our results warrant caution in generalizing estab-
lished theories to other parts of the world, particularly to nations characterized by potentially culture-specific traits.
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Like ‘Em or Leave ‘Em: Prior Beliefs and Correspondent Inferences 
Spark Endorser Effectiveness

Sommer Kapitan, University of Texas at San Antonio, USA
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Maria L. Cronley, Miami Univeristy, USA

Does a celebrity endorser’s reputation precede him or her into the endorsement context? Since the advancement of source attractiveness 
and credibility models (McGuire 1969, Miller 1970), the literature has questioned whether the use of a famous face in advertising buys lasting 
attention and access to consumers. Existing models indicate that a match-up between endorser and product features is necessary (Kahle and 
Homer 1985), and that advertisers must weigh meanings the endorser brings to the product (McCracken 1989). Yet if reputation and image 
factor into the endorsement context, how do consumers’ prior beliefs about an endorser impact endorser effectiveness?

We suggest that, depending on personal inclinations to engage with a message, prior beliefs about an endorser become a processing filter 
for messages. What happens when consumers are triggered to think carefully about product endorsers? The default tendency is for observers 
to make correspondent inferences (Gilbert and Malone 1995) that endorsers promote products because they like, value, and actually use the 
product. We propose that attributions are a key mechanism for endorser effectiveness, and that they can lead to source effectiveness via shal-
low or deep processing. Mehta (1994) argues that advertising responses to celebrities are only found in shallow processing encounters. Her 
study finds that consumers viewing celebrity-endorsed commercials generate thoughts about the source that cannibalize thoughts about the 
product or brand, yet still lead to positive evaluations (Mehta 1994). Kang and Herr (2006), however, argue that source information is also 
encoded as product arguments. We suggest that endorser characteristics always impact persuasion, but that the influence of the endorser is 
either direct—via simple reliance on source characteristics and shallow processing—or indirect, as a result of deep processing and a prefer-
ential search for information that supports consumers’ prior beliefs about the celebrity.

Under shallow processing, research suggests that correspondence bias should occur. This is positive for celebrity endorsers, since a 
default correspondent inference is that celebrities promote products because they truly believe in the products. Yet this finding has only been 
demonstrated with positive or neutral endorsers (i.e., Cronley, Kardes, Goddard and Houghton 1999). For disliked endorsers, consistent with 
existing research on source effects, the endorser takes on the role of a product argument. In this way, prior beliefs about a celebrity endorser 
spur properly motivated consumers to engage more deeply with the message. We expect resulting inferences about the endorser to turn on 
the valence of those prior beliefs. 

Our goal was to understand how endorser likeability cues processing when consumers face environmental stimuli and are motivated to 
engage with promotional messaging. We hypothesize that non-motivated consumers will process likeability as a heuristic, but that motivated 
individuals will use prior beliefs about an endorser as a deep processing cue when situational information is made salient. 127 participants 
viewed one of two advertisements for sunglasses. The advertisements were identical aside from featuring two different celebrity endorsers. 
The endorsers were closely matched on demographic characteristics and pre-tested as high (rapper and actor Will Smith) and low likeabil-
ity (rapper Kanye West). Similar to previous research, (Cronley et al. 1999; Silvera and Austad 2004), we also provided information about 
whether the endorser was paid or not for his endorsement. After viewing the ad and receiving payment information, participants completed 
measures of correspondent inferences about the endorser’s true liking for the product and their attitudes toward the product, the advertise-
ment, and the endorser, then completed the Need for Cognitive Closure scale (NFCC; Webster and Kruglanski 1994) to capture their motiva-
tion to engage with the advertising message. The final design was thus 2 (likeability: liked vs. disliked) x 2 (fee: paid vs. unpaid) x 2 (NFCC; 
high or low). Confirming our pre-test results, Will Smith was viewed as significantly more likeable than Kanye West, indicating that the 
likeability manipulation was successful. 

A 3-way (likeability x fee x NFCC) ANOVA predicting correspondent inferences indicated significant main effects such that both unpaid 
and likeable endorsers produced stronger correspondent inferences, in addition to a marginally significant 3-way interaction between pay, 
likeability, and NFCC (F(1,126) = 3.20, p < .08). To further explore this interaction, 2-way (NFCC x likeability) ANOVAs were conducted 


