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The present research examines the effects of differing consumption goals on product value. Consumption goals are the benefits

consumers seek in a consumption context and may differ according to dimensions such as (1) hedonic–utilitarian (i.e., whether a

product offers experiential or functional benefits) and (2) feature relatedness (i.e., whether or not a new features offers benefits related

to a product’s core feature/functionality). The results show that, when adding new features to existing products, both related (as

opposed to unrelated) and hedonic (as opposed to utilitarian) new features contribute to product value. More specifically, hedonic-new

features increase product value, even when unrelated; however, utilitarian-new features increase product value only when they are

related to a product’s core feature.
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INTRODUCTION AND CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
New product concepts are often the result of combining features of two or more existing product concepts into one product. In most 

combinations one of the parent products can be considered the ‘base’ to which another product or part of another product (e.g., a single fea-
ture) is added. The present research examines new products where a single new feature is added to a base product. Building on Gill (2008) we 
propose that the fit between a given base product and the newly added feature can be better or worse, depending on consumers’ consumption 
goals. Consumption goals are defined as benefits that consumers seek in a consumption context (Gill 2008; Huffman and Houston 1993). 
They may differ according to dimensions such as (1) hedonic–utilitarian (i.e., whether a product offers experiential or functional benefits) and 
(2) feature relatedness (i.e., whether or not a new feature offers benefits related to a product’s core). While the effect of fit between the hedonic 
versus utilitarian consumption goals of the base and the added new feature has been examined previously (e.g., Gill 2008), we investigate the 
role of feature relatedness in determining the value of new product concepts.

Gill (2008) showed that the nature of the fit in the hedonic versus utilitarian consumption goals of the base and the new feature can have 
a differential effect on overall incremental product value. Specifically that for products with a utilitarian base, adding an incongruent hedonic 
feature improved overall product value perceptions more than adding a congruent utilitarian feature. In contrast, for products with a hedonic 
base, adding an incongruent utilitarian feature improved overall product value much less than adding a congruent hedonic feature.  In other 
words, fit/congruence of consumption goals of the added feature is more valuable for a hedonic base product, but incongruence is more valu-
able for a utilitarian base product.

In the present research we investigate the second aspect of fit of consumption goals: namely, the extent to which the added new feature 
is related vs. unrelated to the base product’s core functionality. Consumption goals are related when a newly added feature enhances the core 
benefits in the base product (e.g., an improved battery increases the talk time on a cell phone). Consumption goals are unrelated when the 
new feature does not influence the core benefits in the base (e.g., a scratch-resistant screen does not affect the talk time of a cell phone). We 
propose that increases in product value of a base with an added new feature can be explained more accurately by also accounting for the effect 
of feature relatedness in addition to the fit on hedonic/utilitarian goals. More specifically, we predict that adding a new feature that is related 
to the core benefits of the base product will increase overall incremental value more than adding a new feature that is unrelated. Additionally, 
we expect that feature relatedness would explain changes in incremental value over and above those based on the fit between the hedonic 
versus utilitarian consumption goals of the new feature and the base.

METHOD AND RESULTS
We tested our predictions in a 2 (type of base: hedonic vs. utilitarian) x 2 (type of new feature: hedonic vs. utilitarian) x 2 (new feature 

relatedness: related vs. unrelated) factorial design. Two hundred and ninety-eight students from a mid-sized University participated in the 
experiments. All stimuli were pretested in order to match them as closely as possible with the proposed factor levels. In each condition par-
ticipants read a scenario in which a new feature was added to either a hedonic base (mp3 player) or a utilitarian base (business smartphone). 
The newly added feature was either hedonic or utilitarian and (in addition) either related or unrelated to the product core feature/functional-
ity. Overall incremental value (OIV) and incremental willingness to spend money (IWTSM) served as our main dependent variables (both 
measured on 7-point bipolar scales). The data was analyzed by means of two factorial ANOVAs for each dependent variable. We found a 
significant main effect of feature relatedness for both OIV, F (1, 290) = 6.00, p = .02, ηp

2 = .02, and IWTSM, F (1, 291) = 4.94, p = .03, ηp
2 = 

.02. That is, related new features increased both OIV and IWTSM more compared to unrelated features. In addition, we obtained a significant 
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main effect of type of new feature (hedonic/utilitarian) for OIV, F (1, 290) = 4.33, p = .04, ηp
2 = .02, but not for IWTSM, F (1, 291) = .95, p 

= .33. OIV increased more when a hedonic (vs. utilitarian) new feature was added, however there were no differences in terms of IWTSM. 
Interestingly, there was a significant interaction for OIV between feature relatedness and type of base product, F (1, 290) = 8.85, p < .01, ηp

2 
= .03, and between feature relatedness and type of new feature, F (1, 290) = 6.78, p = .01, ηp

2 = .02. The first interaction showed that related 
new features (vs. unrelated ones) improved OIV for the hedonic but not for the utilitarian base product. The second interaction showed that 
relatedness improved OIV when the added new feature was utilitarian but not so when it was  hedonic (for hedonic features the OIV remained 
high irrespective of relatedness). 

CONCLUSIONS
Our results show that both related (as opposed to unrelated) and hedonic (as opposed to utilitarian) new features contribute to overall 

incremental product value. From a company’s perspective, adding a new feature that is utilitarian (as opposed to hedonic) is least advanta-
geous. However, if a new utilitarian feature is added, it should be related to a product’s core feature/functionality. In short: hedonic-new 
features lead to an increase in product value, even when unrelated; however, utilitarian new features must always be related to yield a similar 
increase in product value. 
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When Would Extroversion in Me Come Out? 
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Why some quiet people become sociable when they are in the online social network?  Why some shy people become talkative when they 
are with close friends and family?  If this is the case, these personality traits such as being introvert or extrovert are not intrinsic, sustainable, 
over time, and across different situations like what the traditional personality trait theory stated.  How could this be possible?  

The situation affects how people behave (Belk 1975).  The big five personality can be variant across situations (Fennis et al. 2005).  
People can have multiple self-concepts across time (Kelly and Rodriguez 2006).

The Interactional Personality model (Lewin 1935) believes that the personality or the behavior we can observe is a result of the interac-
tion between the person him/herself and the situation.  This is in line with what Wattanasuwan and Elliott (1999) explain that the life history 
of a person and the social situation together form a meaning of a person’s experience (Wattanasuwan and Elliott 1999). Zayas et al. (2002) 
mentioned that “human behaviors commonly attributed to the individual are inseparable from the context in which they occur: Some be-
haviors may not be meaningful or even observable without placing individuals within contexts, particularly those that involve interpersonal 
relations” (Zayas et al. 2002) (p.852).

One important and interesting aspect is that the other person we interact with is a type of situation (Zayas et al., 2002). Goffmann wrote 
that people change in the society because of the presence of another person (Goffman 1956).  

In this paper, we focus on the introvert/extrovert personality paradox when interacting with different situations.  
Introvert is defined as “reserved, quiet, shy, and distant” (Karkoulian et al. 2009)(p.74).  Manning and Ray (1993) did a research on shy-

ness and proposed that shyness is situational.  It can be activated or deactivated by situation (Manning and Ray 1993).  
Extrovert is defined as associable, active, talkative, person-oriented, optimistic, fun-loving and affectionate (McCrae and Costa 1987).  

Interestingly, prior research found that there is an association between the latent trait and extroversion (Maij-de Meij et al. 2005).
We believe that the latent extrovert trait will become dominant when a person perceives that the situation is secure, that is, when it is lack 

of ‘perceived subjective discomfort (arises from interacting with the situation)’.  
‘Subjective discomfort’ is a type of ‘interaction anxiety’ or ‘contingent interaction’ (Pilkonis, 1977).  In other words, whether this dis-

comfort will occur or not depends on the situation.  Pilkonis (1977) explained that people speak less and try to avoid the situation when they 
feel anxious about the interaction.  

‘Fear of negative evaluation’ is a kind of subjective discomfort (Pilkonis 1977) which is in line with Shepperd and Arkin (1990) that how 
an anxious person present him/herself is not to seek approval, but to ‘avoid disapproval’ (Shepperd and Arkin 1990).  

People who are generally shy or introvert might lack of trust in the social interaction, and therefore, perceive the subjective risk more 
than extrovert people (Manning and Ray 1993).  It is possible that introvert could have higher subjective risk and is more selective in whom 
to reveal information (Maij-de Meij et al. 2005).  When people perceive that the subjective risk is higher, they are less likely to reveal infor-
mation (Omarzu 2000).  

The online environment is a great example of reduced subjective discomfort because it is lack of physical presence, it facilitates the 
sense of control, and it can be anonymous.

An introvert likes to reflect and think on one’s own rather than talking and thinking with the group.  Being online, one does not have to 
immediately respond to other person on the spot like in face-to-face context (McKenna and Bargh 2000), and therefore feels more control.  

The virtual world makes it possible for people to be anonymous.  When one is anonymous, one is de-individualized.  As a result, the 
influence of self decrease while the influence of the context increase (Johnson and Downing 1979).  People do not have to confine themselves 


