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ABSTRACT 

 

Mindsets play an important role in shaping consumers’ behavior and, in particular, their 

purchase decisions. A significant body of prior research has investigated different types of 

mindsets, such as power (Galinsky et al. 2015), regulatory focus (Hamilton et al. 2011; Higgins 

1998), and construal level (Trope and Liberman 2010). Among these mindsets, there has been a 

growing interest in understanding how deliberative versus implemental mindsets (i.e., to what 

extent consumers are momentarily predisposed to think versus act) might impact consumer 

decisions (Lee and Ariely 2006; Xu and Wyer 2007; Zhao, Lee, and Soman 2012). Prior work 

has shown that deliberative and implemental mindsets are associated with different stages of goal 

pursuit (Armor and Taylor 2003; Dhar, Huber, and Khan 2007; Tu and Soman 2014). However, 

more research is needed to identify what other factors might activate such mindsets and how 

they, in turn, govern consumers’ decision-making processes. The purpose of this dissertation is 

two-fold. First, it examines how contextual cues that consumers regularly encounter while 

shopping can activate deliberative versus implemental mindsets. While prior work in this domain 

has focused on how goal-relevant aspects of a situation or environment promote deliberative or 

implemental mindsets (Taylor and Gollwitzer 1995; Brandstätter and Frank 2002; Keller and 

Gollwitzer 2017), the current research sheds light on how these mindsets can be activated by 

seemingly goal-irrelevant situational cues in shopping environments. Second, this dissertation 

advances our understanding of the behavioral consequences of deliberative versus implemental 

mindsets. In particular, it examines how these mindsets promote consumers’ action readiness, 

which, in turn, interacts with the shopping context to drive purchase decisions.  
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This dissertation consists of two essays that provide insight into the role of deliberative 

versus implemental mindsets in different marketing contexts. The first essay examines how 

consumers’ purchase behavior is affected by the timing of a store’s request that shoppers reveal 

their identity. Since the completion of purchases, particularly in non-physical (e.g., web-based) 

shopping environments, typically requires consumers to reveal their identity to the vendor at 

some point, it is important to understand how doing so earlier versus later in the shopping 

process affects consumers’ behavior in the store—such as whether they ultimately complete a 

purchase. The key finding is that requiring at-the-door identification deters store entry, but it also 

activates an implemental mindset in those consumers who choose to enter, rendering them more 

likely to make a purchase than if they are required to identify at-checkout. This purchase-

promoting effect of at-the-door identification requests tends to outweigh its detrimental impact 

on store entry. In addition to advancing our conceptual understanding of the psychological 

dynamics of the shopping process, this research provides insights that have important practical 

implications for the design of shopping environments (e.g., at what point consumers should be 

prompted to log in).  

The second essay examines how the duration of a promotional deal affects consumers’ 

uptake of the offered promotion. At the core of this paper is the idea that the interplay between 

the greater flexibility provided by a longer redemption window and the greater urgency induced 

by a shorter redemption window tends to drive consumers’ responses to a promotional offer. The 

key finding is that whether a shorter or a longer redemption window renders consumers more 

likely to respond to a promotional offer depends on their mental readiness to act when they 

encounter the offer (i.e., whether they are in a more deliberative versus a more implemental 

mindset). When consumers are in a deliberative mindset, longer redemption windows tend to be 
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more effective than shorter ones. The opposite is true when consumers are in an implemental 

mindset. This two-essay dissertation advances our understanding of the nuanced role of 

deliberative and implemental mindsets in consumer decision making. 

 

Note: This dissertation has been written by Hyoseok Kim. Any reference to “we” anticipates 

joint submission to the target journal. 
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Essay 1 

 

The Logged-in Shopper: How Consumer Identification Affects Purchase Behavior 

ABSTRACT 

The completion of purchases typically requires shoppers to reveal their identity (e.g., by logging in) 

at some point. Such identification can be prompted either before a consumer is permitted to enter the 

store (i.e., “at the door”) or as part of finalizing a purchase transaction (i.e., “at checkout”). This 

research posits that although an at-the-door identification request may deter store entry, it tends to 

activate an implemental mindset in those consumers who choose to enter, rendering them more likely 

to ultimately make a purchase than in the case of at-checkout identification. In addition, we 

hypothesize that self-identity salience, prompted by identification, is critical for the activation of an 

implemental mindset, implying that the effect of an at-the-door identification request on purchase 

behavior is driven by the requirement to reveal personal information. Identification may require 

effort, and we further propose that the purchase-promoting effect of an at-the-door identification 

request is amplified when identification entails greater effort. Evidence from five experiments 

supports this theorizing. We also demonstrate that the purchase-promoting effect of at-the-door 

identification requests tends to outweigh its detrimental impact on store entry. In addition to 

advancing our conceptual understanding of the psychological dynamics of the shopping process, this 

research provides insights that have important practical implications for the design of shopping 

environments. 

 

Keywords: consumer identification, login, shopping behavior, implemental mindset, self-identity, 

exerted effort. 
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Consumer identification is now Rome for nearly every purchase—all purchases must lead 

to it. Shoppers routinely reveal their identity to sellers by using their identifying credentials (e.g., 

email address) to complete their purchases. Such identification can be prompted either before a 

consumer is permitted to enter the store (i.e., “at the door”) or as part of finalizing a purchase 

transaction (i.e., “at checkout”). An at-checkout identification request is more common than an 

at-the-door request in current marketing practices (Schaupp and Belanger 2005). Being 

confronted with an identification request at the beginning of the shopping process may deter 

consumers from entering a store for a variety of reasons, including an aversion to the effort that 

might be required to comply with the request and privacy concerns (Schaupp and Belanger 2005; 

Flavián and Guinalíu 2006; Jiang et al. 2010; Javadi et al. 2012). Moreover, prior research has 

demonstrated that disrupting the continuity of online shopping in this way can reduce 

consumers’ purchase motivation (McDowell et al. 2016). It would be in a seller’s best interest to 

minimize the barriers to store entry by deferring the request for shopper identification until 

checkout.  

The present research challenges this intuition. It does so by examining the psychological 

dynamics that govern how the timing of consumer identification influences purchase behavior. 

Specifically, this work aims to examine the interplay between the consumer’s inclination to enter 

a store and their inclination to make a purchase given that they have entered the store, and how 

an at-the-door identification request tends to outweigh its detrimental impact on store entry. 

While past research suggests that requiring at-the-door identification deters store entry 

(McDowell et al. 2016), we propose that it also activates an implemental mindset in those 

consumers who choose to enter, rendering them more likely to make a purchase than if they are 

required to identify at-checkout. In addition, we extend our theorizing to the moderating role of 
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self-identity. We propose that the salience of one’s self-identity, prompted by identification, is 

critical to activating an implemental mindset. As identification may require effort, the current 

research theorizes that the amount of effort exerted by consumers in the identification process 

moderates the effect of identification at the door. 

This work makes several contributions to theory and practice. First, this research 

advances the understanding of how contextual factors common on online shopping platforms can 

trigger an implemental mindset and drive increased purchase completion. Prior research has 

centered on how goal-relevant situational tasks activate an implemental mindset (Taylor and 

Gollwitzer 1995; Brandstätter and Frank 2002; Keller and Gollwitzer 2017). However, the 

present work shows that simple situational cues that are noncentral to a goal can activate an 

implemental mindset. Second, we provide insight into how an implemental mindset affects 

consumers’ purchase behaviors. Although prior work implies that an implemental mindset may 

signal to consumers their commitment to their shopping activity and influence how they 

construct their preferences (Büttner, Florack, and Göritz 2013; Xu and Wyer 2007; Lee and 

Ariely 2006), little is known about how exactly consumers transit from the implemental mindset 

phase to the action phase. This work identifies how an implemental mindset evokes consumers’ 

action readiness to the desired outcomes, and how it, in turn, reduces the psychological barriers 

to initiating their purchase behavior. Third, we uncover the critical role played by the salience of 

one’s self-identity—we show that this salience is essential to activating an implemental mindset 

during the identification process. Fourth, we demonstrate that the amount of effort a consumer 

exerts in the identification process moderates the effect of identification at the door. This work 

examines how experiencing more effort in the identification process enhances an implemental 

mindset, rendering consumers more likely to make a purchase. Finally, we contribute to 
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marketing practice by providing managers with pragmatic guidance regarding how the timing of 

their request to consumers to log into a website affects purchase behavior. Although 

identification requirements are a well-established barrier to store entry, we show that the net 

impact of the early identification requirement on purchase is positive because of its effect on 

consumers’ mindset. 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Consumer Identification 

With the rise of digital retail platforms, consumers are increasingly interacting with 

retailers through websites and apps (Schaupp and Belanger 2005). Consumers tend to look for a 

product of interest by visiting a website or app, and once a particular product has been found, 

they can purchase the chosen product only if they provide personally identifying information at 

checkout. Consumer identification, which is used by online businesses to ensure that consumers 

provide information that is associated with their personal identity (Lee and Yurchisin 2011), 

plays a vital role in the overall experience consumers have when shopping online, influencing 

their satisfaction and purchase behaviors (Schaupp and Belanger 2005; Lee and Yurchisin 2011; 

Lee et al. 2012).  

Consumer identification has been widely explored in consumer behavior (Dahlen et al. 

2003; Liu and Shrum 2002; O’Cass 2000). Prior research has established that consumer 

identification induces consumers’ concerns for privacy, resulting in less purchase motivation 

(Van Slyke et al. 2006). For instance, concern about privacy during the identification process 

increases the psychological burden associated with identity protection, which, in turn, leads to 

reduced pleasure and purchase motivation (Davis, Bagozzi, and Warshaw 1992). Accordingly, 

high privacy concerns in the online shopping environment negatively influence consumers’ 
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attitudes and behaviors toward online purchasing, information seeking, and surfing for 

entertainment (Das, Echambadi, and McCardle 2003). Thus, consumers’ concerns about privacy 

during the identification process are serious barriers that can reduce the likelihood of a purchase. 

Increasing consumers’ willingness to disclose personal information during the 

identification process is one of the vital keys to the success of online businesses (Culnan 1993; 

Culnan 1995; Hoffman, Novak, and Peralta 1999; Miyazaki and Fernandez 2000). Therefore, it 

is of great importance that online retailers find a way to reduce consumers’ privacy concerns and 

increase their willingness to reveal their identity during the identification process. Indeed, well-

designed consumer identification interfaces are a critical contributor to consumers’ overcoming 

their perceptions of risk and insecurity (Pennington, Wilcox, and Grover 2003; McKnight, 

Choudhury, and Kacmar 2002; Gefen, Karahanna, and Straub 2003; Gefen and Straub 2004). For 

instance, Tsai et al. (2011) show that prominently displayed privacy information during the 

identification process causes consumers to incorporate privacy consideration into their online 

purchasing decisions. Further, Cyr et al. (2009) find that using human images with facial features 

in the design of an identification interface induces consumers to perceive the website as more 

appealing, having warmth or social presence, and more trustworthy. Accordingly, King et al. 

(2016) show that consumer identification on a website that proffers an image of prestige 

produces perceptions of belonging, leads to commitment and emotional attachment, and 

enhances consumers’ prestigious identity and sense of self-worth. This prior work demonstrates 

that given a well-designed interface, consumer identification stimulates consumers’ self-identity 

and, ultimately, their purchasing behavior, thus contributing to greater consumer satisfaction.  

To extend previous findings of this relation between consumer identification and self-

identity, several works have highlighted how consumer identification might alter an individual’s 
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mindset (Dholakia and Bagozzi 2001; Gunness and Oppewal 2020; Rubin et al. 2020). For 

instance, Walczuch and Lundgren (2004) show that a trust mindset prompted by consumer 

identification leads to greater shopping satisfaction and brand loyalty. Wirtz and Lwin (2009) 

demonstrate that requiring information disclosure during the shopping process induces a 

prevention-focused mindset, resulting in defensive and disruptive consumption behaviors. 

Together, these prior works convincingly establish that consumer identification is implicated in 

the activation of particular mindsets.  

Despite the importance of consumer identification and its apparent relation to mindsets 

that influence consumer behavior, important questions remain about how, and when, consumer 

identification activates particular mindsets. Specifically, the influence of the timing of consumer 

identification (at the door versus at checkout) on mindset activation and the implications of this 

timing for purchase behavior have not been explored. Therefore, the current research focuses on 

the timing of consumer identification and shows how requiring identification at the door versus 

at checkout serves as a trigger for the activation of deliberative versus implemental mindsets. In 

the following section, we introduce deliberative versus implemental mindsets to outline our 

theorizing of the underlying mechanism, by which we examine how consumer identification is 

related to the activation of deliberative versus implemental mindsets and how, in turn, these 

mindsets influence purchase behavior. 

Deliberative and Implemental Mindsets 

Prior research has found that people’s goals and mindsets are intricately related to 

motivation and decision-making (Gollwitzer 1990). According to Gollwitzer’s (1990) mindset 

theory, there are two distinct stages of goal pursuit, each of which is associated with a different 

mindset. In the pre-decisional phase, individuals generate the pros and cons of each goal and 
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develop a deliberative mindset that helps evaluate the desirability of different goals. Once a 

choice between competing goals is made, an implemental mindset is developed to facilitate goal 

implementation. This type of mindset tends to be concerned with the essential elements of 

planning—the issues of how, when, and where situation-directed actions are to be initiated, 

maintained, and completed (Gollwitzer 1990; Dhar, Huber, and Khan 2007; Nenkov and 

Gollwitzer 2013). Deliberative mindsets lead to more attention to and better recall of outcome-

related information, while implemental mindsets engender more attention to and better recall of 

execution-related information (Fujita et al. 2007; Bayer and Gollwitzer 2005; Gollwitzer and 

Keller 2016). Moreover, people who are in a deliberative mindset are inclined to be more 

receptive, open-minded, and critical in their thoughts, whereas people who are in an implemental 

mindset are more ready to take action and their thoughts are focused on execution (Gollwitzer 

and Kinney 1989; Taylor and Gollwitzer 1995; Fujita et al. 2007). The most noticeable feature of 

these deliberative versus implemental mindsets is that they persist to carry over from the task in 

which they are elicited to subsequent unrelated tasks and demands (Gollwitzer 1990; Fujita et al. 

2007; Hamilton et al. 2010). The distinction between these two mindsets is central to this 

theorizing. 

The present research examines how requiring at-the-door identification promotes 

purchase compared to requiring at-checkout identification. Consistent with previous findings 

(McDowell et al. 2016), we propose that when consumers are required to identify themselves at 

the door, it decreases entry into the store compared to identification at checkout. However, we 

predict that consumers who choose to identify themselves at the door during their shopping 

process are more likely to be in an implemental mindset than those who do not choose to identify 

themselves and not enter the store. This is because consumers consider their identification 
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behavior to be an engagement and implementation cue for their shopping. Then, consumers’ 

information processing becomes tuned toward thinking about how to implement their goals, such 

as planning which product to buy and considering when, where, and how to purchase products. 

Consequently, we propose that consumers who engage in at-the-door identification and are thus 

in an implemental mindset are more likely to make a purchase. 

In contrast, when identification is not required to enter an online store, we propose that 

consumers are more likely to enter the store, than if they are required to identify at checkout. 

However, consumers tend to be in a deliberative mindset because an implemental mindset is not 

activated through the identification process. Therefore, we expect that they tend to seek 

stimulation in the online store by, for instance, browsing around and discovering alternatives, 

and their information processing is tuned toward thinking about wishes and desires, deliberating 

the pros and cons of products, and evaluating whether products are interesting to them. In their 

assessment of desirability and feasibility, consumers in a deliberative mindset are less assured 

about whether or not they should purchase the product. Therefore, leaving identification until 

consumers reach the checkout stage reduces consumers’ likelihood of making a purchase 

because they are more likely to be in a deliberative mindset compared to consumers who have 

identified at the door. The key hypotheses emerging from this theorizing are as follows: 

H1: Requiring at-the-door (versus at-checkout) consumer identification reduces store 

entry. 

H2: Requiring at-the-door (versus at-checkout) consumer identification activates an 

implemental mindset in those consumers who enter the store, rendering them more 

likely to complete their purchase. 
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H3: The purchase-promoting effect of at-the-door (versus at-checkout) consumer 

identification requests tends to outweigh its detrimental impact on store entry. 

Self-Identity 

Revealing personal identity is an essential step during the shopping process. We further 

posit that self-identity salience, prompted by identification, is critical to activating an 

implemental mindset. According to self-identity theory, consumers have complex self-concepts 

comprising many identities, and such identities can be differentially made salient (Kettle and 

Häubl 2011; LeBoeuf, Shafir, and Bayuk 2010). Prior self-identity research has shown that 

making a self-identity salient leads to an enhanced preference for products associated with that 

identity (Forehand and Deshpandé 2001) and decreases preference for products associated with 

relevant dissociative identities (Reed 2004; White and Dahl 2007; Kettle and Häubl 2011), 

especially when the identity is self-important (Goldstein, Cialdini, and Griskevicius 2008). 

Furthermore, Oyserman (2009) shows that the salience of an identity potentiates a readiness to 

enact identity-relevant cognitive procedures, attitudes, and behaviors. Accordingly, prior work 

suggests that an implemental mindset tends to be induced when the sense of self is made salient 

during goal pursuit (Bayer and Gollwitzer 2005). Therefore, we propose that the purchase-

promoting effect of at-the-door identification requests is specifically driven by the requirement to 

reveal personal information. This is because an implemental mindset is more likely to be 

activated on the basis of actions that are perceived to have been caused by motives internal to the 

self rather than actions that are not incorporated with one’s sense of self. We therefore 

hypothesize that: 

H4:  The purchase-promoting effect of at-the-door (versus at-checkout) consumer 

identification requests is driven by the requirement to reveal personal information. 
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Exerted Effort in the Identification Process 

Identification may require effort. We propose that the amount of effort a consumer exerts 

in the identification process moderates the effect of identification at the door. Effort is defined as 

the subjective intensification of mental or physical activity in response to a performance demand 

(Inzlicht, Shenhav, and Olivola 2018; Eisenberger 1992). Prior work has shown that effort 

triggers various inferential and motivational processes that may affect consumers’ decision-

making processes (van Boxtel and Jessurun 1993; de Morree and Marcora 2010). For instance, 

consumers may draw positive inferences from their effort, such that the effort invested in the 

decision-making process may serve as a sign of decision quality (e.g., Schwarz et al. 1991; 

Rothman and Hardin, 1997; Rotliman and Schwarz 1998; Chen and Chaiken 1999; Liberman 

and Fӧrster 2006; Tsai and McGill 2011). Similarly, individuals devote more effort when they 

believe it will help them accomplish their goals and increase their action readiness (Feldman and 

Lynch 1988; Bettman et al. 1998). Furthermore, greater experience of effort signals better 

chances of achieving those goals (Labroo and Kim 2009) and induces implementation intentions 

(Seo et al. 2018). Prior literature suggests that when consumers exert greater effort in a decision 

context, it may increase their action readiness and implementation intentions. Therefore, we 

propose that requiring higher-effort identification at the door enhances consumer’s action 

readiness in an implemental mindset, resulting in greater purchase completion compared to 

requiring lower-effort identification at the door.  

H5:  The purchase-promoting effect of at-the-door (versus at-checkout) consumer 

identification requests is amplified when identification entails greater effort. 
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OVERVIEW OF EXPERIMENTS 

In the next section, we present evidence from five experiments designed to test the 

hypothesized effect of identification at the door and provide insight into the psychological 

mechanism underlying this effect. All experiments entailed tasks that were incentive-compatible 

to examine consumers’ consequential shopping behaviors. Experiment 1 shows that at-the-door 

identification indeed promotes purchase in a simulated online shopping task, and we reveal that 

this effect tends to outweigh the detrimental impact of requiring such identification at store entry. 

Experiment 2 replicates the results of Experiment 1 and tests whether a deliberative versus an 

implemental mindset is the underlying mechanism of the effect of identification at the door. 

Experiment 3 examines that making an identity salient during the identification process activates 

an implemental mindset, rendering consumers more likely to make a purchase. In Experiment 4, 

we take a different approach to examine the critical role of identity salience in activating an 

implemental mindset and increasing purchase completion through identification at the door. 

Finally, in Experiment 5, we show that the amount of effort consumers exert in the identification 

process enhances the effect of identification at the door. 

EXPERIMENT 1 

The objective of Experiment 1 was to provide an initial test of our hypothesis that 

identification at the door (versus at checkout) can render consumers more likely to make a 

purchase. We predict that requiring at-the-door identification reduces entry into the store 

compared to requiring at-checkout identification. However, requiring at-the-door identification 

activates an implemental mindset in those consumers who choose to enter, rendering them more 

likely to make a purchase than in the case of at-checkout identification.  
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Method 

Participants and Design. We recruited 320 U.S. participants through Amazon 

Mechanical Turk, and they completed the experiment for nominal monetary compensation. Two 

participants were excluded from the data analysis because they did not pass the attention check 

question (i.e., “Please select all products that do not include chocolate”). If participants did not 

correctly choose five products that do not include chocolate at a time, they were excluded from 

the experiment. The results were based on a usable sample of 318 individuals (mean age = 36.2 

years; 55.1% female). In a between-subjects design, participants were randomly assigned to one 

of two conditions—timing of an identification request: at checkout versus at the door. 

Procedure. In this experiment, participants completed a shopping task that was 

economically consequential in probability. First, they were instructed to imagine that they were 

considering the possibility of buying a new backpack at an online store called “Ubags.com.” The 

original price of each backpack was $60, but to be interested in the price of the products, we 

provided a special offer for participants that all backpacks were discounted by 75%. Participants 

were told that there would be a draw at the end of the study and one participant would be chosen 

as the winner. The winner received a bonus, which was determined by their choice in this 

experiment. The winner received $15 to pay for their chosen backpack (regular price: $60; 

discounted price: $15) if they completed a purchase, or they received the reward as an MTurk 

bonus if they did not purchase any of the backpacks. Before starting the shopping task, each 

participant was asked to provide their email address so that they could be contacted if they were 

the winner. 

Participants were randomly assigned to either identification-at-check or identification-at-

the-door conditions. Across both conditions, participants chose whether to enter the store (i.e., 



13 
 

enter the store versus do not enter the store). Next, we measured participants’ implemental 

mindsets (i.e., “How committed do you feel to purchasing a product at Ubags.com at this 

moment?”; “How dedicated do you feel to purchasing a product at Ubags.com at this moment?”; 

“How devoted do you feel to purchasing a product at Ubags.com at this moment?”) on an 11-

point scale (0 = not at all, 10 = very much), adapted from Gollwitzer and Kinney (1989). If 

participants chose to enter the store, they were presented with an overview of eight different 

backpacks and had to choose between two options: see a more detailed description of one of the 

backpacks or exit the store without making a purchase. If participants chose to exit the store, they 

proceeded to an unrelated study. If they chose to see the detailed description of a backpack, they 

could either purchase that backpack or return to the overview of the eight backpacks. If 

participants indicated that they wished to purchase the backpack, they saw a checkout screen 

with three options: complete purchase, exit store without purchase, or return to the overview. If 

participants completed the purchase, they were presented with purchase confirmation. Shopping 

satisfaction was subsequently measured using a single-item scale (i.e., “How satisfied were you 

with your backpack shopping experience?”; 0 = not satisfied at all, 10 = very satisfied). At the 

end, participants answered demographic questions (i.e., gender, age, ethnicity, and language).  

The key aspect of this experiment was that participants were requested to log in at 

different times in two conditions. In the identification-request-at-checkout condition, participants 

chose whether to enter the store and there was no identification request in connection with store 

entry. Only, when a participant indicated their wish to purchase the backpack at checkout, they 

clicked their email address to reveal their identity. By contrast, in the identification-request-at-

the-door condition, participants chose whether to enter the online store by logging in (i.e., login 

and enter the store versus do not enter the store). When a participant indicated their wish to 
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purchase the backpack, they completed the purchase without identity revelation. The key 

dependent variable was whether a participant completed the purchase of a backpack. 

Figure 1. Experiment Stimuli 

Identification at Checkout 

 

Identification at the Door 

 

Results 

Unconditional Purchase. We hypothesized that requiring at-the-door identification 

renders consumers more likely to make a purchase than requiring at-checkout identification. Per 

our hypothesis, a binary logistic regression revealed that a greater proportion of participants 
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purchased a backpack in the at-the-door condition (19.4%) than in the at-checkout condition 

(10.4%; Wald χ2(1) = 4.89, p = .027; see Figure 2), indicating that identification at the door leads 

to a greater likelihood of making a purchase compared to identification at checkout.  

Store Entry and Conversion. Identification at the door decreased entry into the store 

(45.8%), compared to identification at checkout (57.1%; Wald χ2(1) = 4.08, p = .045). But 

critically, once in the store, purchase completion was more likely when identification happened 

at the door (42.3%) compared to at checkout (18.3%; Wald χ2(1) = 7.47, p = .006; see Figure 2).  

Figure 2. Results of Experiment 1 
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Implemental Mindset. Participants who were required to identify themselves at the door 

were more likely to adopt an implemental mindset (M = 5.48, SD = 3.29) than those subjected to 

identification at checkout (M = 4.05, SD = 3.20; F(1, 317) = 7.92, p = .005).  

Mediation Analysis. To test the mediating role of an implemental mindset, we conducted 

a mediation analysis using PROCESS Model 4 (Hayes 2017). First, the indirect effect was 

significant (β = −.28, SE = .12) with a 95% confidence interval (CI) excluding zero 

[−.55, −.04], indicating a significant mediation of identification timing on purchase completion 

through an implemental mindset. At-the-door identification increased the participants’ 

implemental mindset (β = −.89, SE =.36, p = .016), which led to higher purchase completion 
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(β = .31, SE = .05, p < .001). After controlling for the indirect effect of an implemental mindset, 

the direct effect of the timing of consumer identification on purchase completion was not 

significant (β = −.46, SE = .35, p = .18, 95% CI = [−1.16, .22]). In summary, an implemental 

mindset was the full mediator of the relationship between the timing of consumer identification 

and purchase completion, supporting H2. 

Supplementary Results. We found that participants who required at-the-door 

identification reported greater shopping satisfaction (M = 7.49, SD = 2.52) than those required to 

identify themselves at checkout (M = 6.63, SD = 2.82; F(1, 162) = 3.98, p = .048). We also 

tracked each participant’s exploration time for alternatives and found that participants who 

encountered at-the-door identification spent more time exploring alternatives (M = 53.70, SD = 

64.11) than those subjected to at-checkout identification (M = 38.23, SD = 30.69; F(1, 162) = 

4.14, p = .001). 

Discussion 

The findings of Experiment 1 provide initial support for H1 and H2. They show that, in 

line with our theorizing, requiring shopper identification at the door can indeed render consumers 

more likely to make a purchase than doing so at the checkout. We also demonstrate that 

identification at the door decreases entry into the store compared to identification at checkout. 

However, once in the store, purchase completion is more likely when identification happens at 

the door compared to at checkout. Although the results of Experiment 1 explain the effect of at-

the-door identification, we have not directly examined whether the deliberative versus the 

implemental mindset is the underlying mechanism of the effect of identification at the door. The 

next experiment addresses this issue.  
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EXPERIMENT 2 

The purpose of Experiment 2 was to replicate the results of Experiment 1 and to further 

examine the psychological mechanism that underlies the purchase-promoting effect of requesting 

shopper identification at the door. In Experiment 1, we ran a mediation analysis to initially test 

whether an implemental mindset is the psychological driver of the hypothesized effect. However, 

stronger evidence of the underlying mechanism should be provided. By testing how the mindset- 

offsetting procedure eliminates the effect of identification at the door, we provide clear support 

for our theorizing that an implemental mindset is responsible for the effect of identification at the 

door. We expect that when the mindset-offsetting procedure is included, the effects of at-

checkout versus at-the-door identification on purchase completion do not emerge. 

Method 

Participants. We recruited 420 U.S. participants through Amazon Mechanical Turk, and 

they completed the experiment for nominal monetary compensation. Twenty participants were 

excluded from the data analysis because they did not pass the attention check question (i.e., 

“Please select all products that do not include chocolate”). If participants did not correctly 

choose five products that do not include chocolate at a time, they were excluded from the 

experiment. The results were based on a usable sample of 400 individuals (mean age = 35.5 

years; 46.1% female). Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (timing of an identification 

request: at checkout versus at the door) x 2 (mindset offset: present versus absent) between-

subjects design. 

Procedure. In this experiment, participants completed a shopping task that was 

economically consequential in probability. In the mindset-offset-absent condition, the 

manipulation of identification at the door (versus at checkout) was the same as in Experiment 1. 
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By contrast, in the mindset-offset-present condition, we added one step to the procedure to test 

whether cross-manipulated deliberative versus implemental mindsets mitigate the effect of 

identification at the door. After participants chose to log in and enter the store in the 

identification-at-the-door condition, a deliberative mindset was activated by listing five 

potentially positive and five potentially negative consequences of switching banks. On the other 

hand, after participants entered the store in the identification-at-checkout condition, an 

implemental mindset was activated by planning the implementation of switching banks and 

listing five steps to execute the plan. The dependent variable was whether a participant 

completed the purchase of a backpack. At the end, participants reported demographic 

information. 

Results 

Unconditional Purchase. Per our hypothesis, a binary logistic regression revealed a 

significant interaction between the timing of identification and the mindset-offsetting procedure 

on purchase completion, indicating that the effect of identification at the door was held in the 

mindset-offset-present condition, but not in the mindset-offset-absent condition 

(Wald χ2(1) = 4.14, p = .042). In the mindset-offset-absent condition, a greater proportion of 

participants purchased a backpack in the at-the-door condition (30.4%) than in the at-checkout 

condition (14.6%; Wald χ2(1) = 7.95, p = .005). By contrast, when the mindset-offsetting 

procedure was included, the effects of at-the-door versus at-checkout identification on 

unconditional purchase did not emerge (13.2% versus 17.1%; Wald χ2(1) = .69, p = .406; see 

Figure 3). 

Store Entry and Conversion. We further found that in the mindset-offset-absent 

condition, we replicated the results of Experiment 1 that identification at the door decreased 
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entry into the store (44.3%) compared to identification at checkout (60.3%; Wald χ2(1) = 5.87, 

p = .015). But critically, once in the store, purchase completion was more likely when 

identification happened at the door (68.6%) compared to at checkout (24.3%; 

Wald χ2(1) = 12.92, p = .001). In the mindset-offset-present condition, identification at the door 

decreased entry into the store (37.2%) compared to identification at checkout (66.7%; 

Wald χ2(1) = 20.06, p = .001), but the difference in purchase completion did not replicate (35.6% 

versus 25.6%; Wald χ2(1) = 4.89, p = .545; see Figure 3). These results support our hypothesis 

that the activation of an implemental (versus a deliberative) mindset drives the effect of 

identification at the door. 

Figure 3. Results of Experiment 2 
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In sum, these findings support H2. Experiment 2 conceptually replicates the results of 

Experiment 1 and provides direct evidence of the underlying mechanism. We show that the 

effect of identification at the door holds in the mindset-offset-absent condition, but not in the 

mindset-offset-present condition. However, a few questions remain to be addressed. First, one 

may wonder whether the effect still holds for other product types (e.g., water bottles). Second, no 
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responsible for the effect of identification at the door. The next experiment addresses these 

issues.  

EXPERIMENT 3 

The purpose of Experiment 3 was to examine whether the salience of one’s self-identity 

is critical to activating an implemental mindset. Specifically, we hypothesize that the effect of at-

the-door identification is driven by the requirement to reveal personal information. To test this 

hypothesis, we manipulated identification versus CAPTCHA in a different product context (i.e., 

a water bottle). We predict that identification at the door leads to greater purchase completion 

than at checkout. However, when identification is CAPTCHA-based, these effects do not 

emerge. 

Method 

Participants and Design. We recruited 401 U.S. participants through Amazon 

Mechanical Turk, and they completed the experiment for nominal monetary compensation. Two 

participants were excluded from the data analysis because they did not pass the attention check 

question (i.e., “Please select all products that do not include chocolate”). If participants did not 

correctly choose five products that do not include chocolate at a time, they were excluded from 

the experiment. The results were based on a usable sample of 399 individuals (mean age = 33.7 

years; 55.6% female). Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (timing of an identification 

request: at checkout versus at the door) x 2 (self-identity: identification versus CAPTCHA) 

between-subjects design. 

Procedure. In this experiment, participants completed a shopping task that was 

economically consequential in probability. First, they were instructed to imagine that they were 

considering the possibility of buying a new water bottle at an online store called 
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“Coolwaterbottle.com.” The original price of each water bottle was $12, but to be interested in 

the price of the products, we provided a special offer for participants that all water bottles were 

discounted by 75%. Participants were told that there would be a draw at the end of the 

experiment and one participant would be chosen as the winner. The winner received a bonus, 

which was determined by their choice in this experiment. The winner received $3 to pay for their 

chosen water bottle (regular price: $12; discounted price: $3) if they completed a purchase, or 

they received the reward as an MTurk bonus if they did not purchase any of the water bottles. 

Before starting the shopping task, each participant was asked to provide their email address so 

that they could be contacted if they were the winner. 

In the identification condition, we manipulated the identification request at the door 

versus at checkout, as in Experiment 1. In the CAPTCHA condition, instead of identifying 

themselves, participants were asked to prove that they were not a robot at the door versus at 

checkout. This allowed us to examine whether identity salience in the identification process 

influences the activation of an implemental mindset and the consequent effects on purchase 

completion. At the end of the experiment, we measured participants’ self-identity salience, 

adapted from Campbell et al. (1996). 

Results 

Unconditional Purchase. Per our hypothesis, a binary logistic regression revealed a 

significant interaction between the timing of identification and self-identity on purchase 

completion, indicating that the effect of identification at the door was held in the identification 

condition, but not in the CAPTCHA condition (Wald χ2(1) = 4.65, p = .031). Further 

examination showed that a greater proportion of participants purchased a water bottle in the 

identification-at-the-door condition (22.7%) than in the identification-at-checkout condition 
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(9.0%; Wald χ2(1) = 6.69, p = .011). By contrast, when identification was CAPTCHA-based, 

such effects on unconditional purchase did not emerge (18.5% versus 19.8%; Wald χ2(1) = .49, 

p = .824; see Figure 4). 

Store Entry and Conversion. We further found that in the identification condition, 

identification at the door decreased entry into the store (48.1%) compared to identification at 

checkout (57.0%; Wald χ2(1) = 4.24, p = .039). But critically, once in the store, purchase 

completion was more likely when identification happened at the door (46.9%) compared to at 

checkout (15.8%; Wald χ2(1) = 12.96, p = .001). By contrast, when identification is CAPTCHA-

based, there were no such effects on store entry (54.5% versus 57.7%; Wald χ2(1) = .27, p 

= .598) and purchase completion of a chosen water bottle (36.4% versus 32.1%; Wald χ2(1) 

= .07, p = .793; see Figure 4). These results indicate that the effect of identification at the door 

depends on whether identification makes consumers’ identity salient. 

Self-Identity Salience. As predicted, we found that identification induced the salience of 

one’s self-identity (M = 7.39, SD = 2.29) compared to the CAPTCHA task (M = 5.98, SD = 3.11; 

F(1, 215) = 14.36, p < .001). 

Figure 4. Results of Experiment 3 
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Discussion 

Experiment 3 indicates that the effect of at-the-door identification is driven by the 

requirement to reveal personal information, supporting H4. We found that identity salience in the 

identification process influences the activation of an implemental mindset and the consequent 

effects on purchase completion in a different product domain. This experiment also rules out an 

alternative explanation for our findings. One might argue that the sunk-cost fallacy is responsible 

for the effects on purchase completion. The sunk-cost fallacy suggests that the more resources 

individuals have invested in a particular project, the more committed they are to it (Arkes and 

Blumer 1985). However, if the sunk-cost fallacy is the driver of the effect of identification at the 

door compared to at checkout, CAPTCHA at the door should also lead to greater purchase 

completion because solving a CAPTCHA requires at least as much effort and commitment as a 

single click confirming one’s email address. However, as demonstrated by these results, this was 

not the case. 

EXPERIMENT 4 

In Experiment 4, we took a different approach to examine the critical role of identity 

salience in activating an implemental mindset and increasing purchase completion through 

identification at the door. A common feature of online shopping platforms is the option of 

shopping as a guest. By manipulating different identification types (i.e., user identification versus 

guest identification), we examined our prediction that the effect of identification at the door is 

dependent on identity salience. Specifically, we predict that while identification at the door 

compared to at checkout renders consumers more likely to make a purchase, this effect does not 

hold when identification is guest-based rather than user-based.  
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Method 

Participants and Design. We recruited 415 U.S. participants through Amazon 

Mechanical Turk, and they completed the experiment for nominal monetary compensation. 

Fifteen participants were excluded from the data analysis because they did not pass the attention 

check question (i.e., “Please select all products that do not include chocolate”). If participants did 

not correctly choose five products that do not include chocolate at a time, they were excluded 

from the experiment. The results were based on a usable sample of 400 individuals (mean 

age = 35.1 years; 49.5% female). Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (timing of an 

identification request: at checkout versus at the door) x 2 (identification type: user identification 

versus guest identification) between-subjects design. 

Procedure. In this experiment, participants completed a shopping task that was 

economically consequential in probability. In the user identification condition, the manipulation 

of identification at the door (versus at checkout) was the same as in Experiment 1. In the guest 

identification condition, however, each participant was asked to indicate whether they were a 

guest, rather than confirm their email address at the door or at checkout. At the end of the 

experiment, we measured participants’ self-identity salience, adapted from Campbell et al. 

(1996). The dependent variable was whether a participant completed the purchase of a backpack. 

Results 

Unconditional Purchase. Per our hypothesis, a binary logistic regression revealed a 

significant interaction between the timing of identification and identification type on purchase 

completion, indicating that the effect of identification at the door was held in the user 

identification condition, but not in the guest identification condition (Wald χ2(1) = 4.39, p = .036; 

see Figure 5). Further examination showed that in the user identification condition, a greater 
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proportion of participants purchased a backpack in the at-the-door condition (25.7%) than in the 

at-checkout condition (12.6%; Wald χ2(1) = 5.54, p = .019). By contrast, when identification was 

guest-based, such effects on unconditional purchase did not emerge (18.8% versus 21.9%; Wald 

χ2(1) = .30, p = .582).  

Store Entry and Conversion. Identification at the door decreased entry into the store 

(52.4%) compared to identification at checkout (62.1%; Wald χ2(1) = 4.29, p = .038). But 

critically, once in the store, purchase completion was more likely when identification happened 

at the door (49.1%) compared to at checkout (20.3%; Wald χ2(1) = 9.17, p = .002). On the other 

hand, when identification was guest-based, these were no such effects on store entry (56.4% 

versus 66.7%; Wald χ2(1) = 2.06, p = .182) and purchase completion of a chosen backpack 

(33.3% versus 31.9%; Wald χ2(1) = .02, p = .877; see Figure 5). 

Self-Identity Salience. As predicted, we found that user identification induced the salience 

of one’s self-identity (M = 7.48, SD = 2.17) compared to guest identification (M = 6.54, SD = 

3.35; F(1, 244) = 6.64, p = .010). 

Figure 5. Results of Experiment 4 
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Discussion 

In Experiment 4, we examine the critical role of identity salience in activating an 

implemental mindset in a different identification setting (e.g., user versus guest identification). 

We show that while identification at the door (compared to at checkout) renders consumers more 

likely to make a purchase when it is user-based, the effect of identification at the door does not 

hold when identification is guest-based. These results indicate that the effect of identification at 

the door depends on whether identification makes consumers’ identity salient.  

EXPERIMENT 5 

The purpose of Experiment 5 was to examine whether the amount of effort a consumer 

exerts in the identification process moderates the effect of identification at the door. Specifically, 

we hypothesize that the purchase-promoting effect of at-the-door identification requests is 

amplified when identification entails greater effort. To test this hypothesis, we manipulated the 

amount of effort required by the identification procedure. This allowed us to examine whether a 

higher effort for identification at the door boosts an implemental mindset and the consequent 

effects on purchase completion. 

Method 

Participants and Design. A total of 371 undergraduate students at a major North-

American university participated in the experiment for course credit (mean age = 19.8 years; 

46.7% female). Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (identification request: at the door 

versus at checkout) x 2 (effort associated with identification: high versus low) between-subjects 

design.  

Procedure. In this experiment, participants completed a shopping task that was 

economically consequential in probability. First, they were instructed to imagine that they were 
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considering the possibility of buying a new water bottle at an online store called 

“Coolwaterbottle.com.” The original price of each water bottle was $8, but to be interested in the 

price of the products, we provided a special offer for participants that all water bottles were 

discounted by 75%. Participants were told that there would be a draw at the end of the 

experiment and one participant would be chosen as the winner. The winner received a bonus, 

which was determined by their choice in this experiment. The winner received $2 to pay for their 

chosen water bottle (regular price: $8; discounted price: $2) if they completed a purchase, or they 

received the reward as a participation bonus if they did not purchase any of the water bottles. 

Before starting the shopping task, each participant was asked to provide their university email 

address so that they could be contacted if they were the winner. 

In the low-effort identification condition, the manipulation of identification at the door 

versus at checkout was the same as in Experiment 1. However, in the high-effort identification 

condition, rather than only confirming their email address, participants were asked to enter the 7-

digit verification code to log in to enter the store or to complete their purchase at checkout. 

Finally, we measured participants’ effort associated with identification (Labroo and Kim 2009) 

and shopping satisfaction (i.e., “How satisfied were you with your water bottle shopping 

experience?”) on an 11-point scale (0 = not at all, 10 = very much). The dependent variable was 

whether a participant completed the purchase of a water bottle. 

Results 

Manipulation Check. In the high-effort condition, participants put more effort into 

identification (M = 4.12, SD = 3.03) than in the low-effort condition (M = 2.91, SD = 2.54; 

F(1, 266) = 12.67, p < .001). 
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Unconditional Purchase. Per our hypothesis, a binary logistic regression revealed a 

significant interaction between the timing of identification and exerted effort on purchase 

completion, indicating that the effect of identification at the door was significantly greater in the 

high-effort identification condition than in the low-effort identification condition (Wald χ2(1) = 

4.22, p = .040; see Figure 6). In the high-effort identification condition, a greater proportion of 

participants purchased a water bottle in the at-the-door condition (58.1%) than in the at-checkout 

condition (25.0%; Wald χ2(1) = 9.53, p < .001), indicating that identification at the door with 

greater effort significantly enhanced overall purchase completion compared to identification at 

checkout. In the low-effort identification condition, a greater proportion of participants 

purchased a water bottle in the at-the-door condition (48.9%) than in the at-checkout condition 

(35.1%; Wald χ2(1) = 9.53, p = .013), indicating that identification at the door with lower effort 

led to greater purchase completion compared to identification at checkout. 

Store Entry and Conversion. We further found that in the high-effort condition, 

identification at the door reduced entry into the store (63.4%) compared to identification at 

checkout (77.4%; Wald χ2(1) = 4.11, p = .032). However, once in the store, purchase completion 

was significantly more likely when identification happened at the door (91.5%) compared to at 

checkout (31.9%; Wald χ2(1) = 34.31, p < .001). In the low-effort condition, identification at the 

door decreased entry into the store (69.9%) compared to identification at checkout (79.8%; 

Wald χ2(1) = 3.19, p = .040). But critically, once in the store, purchase completion was more 

likely when identification happened at the door (70.3%) compared to at checkout (44.0%; Wald 

χ2(1) = 7.69, p = .006; see Figure 6).  
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Figure 6. Results of Experiment 5 

  

Shopping Satisfaction. We found that there is a significant interaction between the timing 

of identification and the required effort on shopping satisfaction (F(1, 368) = 7.96, p < .001). In 

the high-effort condition, participants who encountered at-the-door identification reported 

significantly greater shopping satisfaction (M = 6.81, SD = 2.01) than in the case of at-checkout 

identification (M = 4.14, SD = 2.52; F(1, 370) = 43.35, p < .001). In the low-effort condition, 

participants who encountered at-the-door identification reported greater shopping satisfaction 

(M = 5.55, SD = 2.07) than those subjected to at-checkout identification (M = 4.45, SD = 2.39; 

F(1, 370) = 8.09, p = .005). These results indicate that the effect of identification at the door is 

significantly greater in the high-effort identification condition than in the low-effort 

identification condition. 

Discussion 

In Experiment 5, we examine whether the amount of effort a consumer exerts in the 

identification process moderates the effect of identification at the door. We show that the 

purchase-promoting effect of at-the-door identification requests is amplified when identification 

entails greater effort.  
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The present research examines how the timing of consumer identification influences 

purchase behavior. Previous research suggests that it is in a firm’s best interest to minimize 

consumers’ effort until checkout (Akrimi 2016). We challenge this intuition by showing that an 

identification request at the door encourages consumers to purchase more than identification at 

checkout. In Experiment 1, consistent with previous findings (McDowell et al. 2016), we show 

that when participants are required to identify themselves at the door, it decreases entry into the 

store compared to identification at checkout. However, we find that participants who choose to 

identify themselves at the door during their shopping process are more likely to be in an 

implemental mindset, compared to those who do not choose to enter. Consequently, we show 

that participants who engage in at-the-door identification and are thus in an implemental mindset 

are more likely to make a purchase, compared to at-checkout identification. In Experiment 2, we 

replicate the results of Experiment 1 and further examine the psychological mechanism that 

underlies the purchase-promoting effect of requesting shopper identification at the door. 

Experiment 3 shows that the effect of identification at the door depends on whether identification 

makes consumers’ identity salient. We demonstrate that identification at the door leads to greater 

purchase completion than at checkout. However, when identification is CAPTCHA-based, these 

effects do not emerge. In Experiment 4, we take a different approach to examine the critical role 

of identity salience in activating an implemental mindset and increasing purchase completion 

through identification at the door. We examine that the effect of identification at the door holds 

in the user identification condition, but not in the guest identification condition. Finally, in 

Experiment 5, we test whether the amount of effort a consumer exerts in the identification 

process moderates the effect of identification at the door. Results show that the purchase-
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promoting effect of at-the-door identification requests is amplified when identification entails 

greater effort. 

The findings reported here indicate that consumer identification at the door activates an 

implemental mindset and leads to greater purchase completion in an online shopping 

environment. The findings are in line with the central feature of mindsets. In particular, 

consumer identification acts as a way to facilitate making a purchase, as it is a necessary step in 

completing an online transaction. The present research provides initial evidence that consumers 

consider their identification to be an implementational cue to shopping behavior and that they are 

more likely to engage in thinking about purchasing products.  

Furthermore, the findings of Experiment 3 rule out an alternative explanation consistent 

with the notion of the sunk-cost fallacy. If the sunk-cost fallacy is the driver of the effect of 

identification at the door compared to at checkout, CAPTCHA at the door should also lead to 

greater purchase completion because solving a CAPTCHA requires at least as much effort as a 

single click confirming one’s email address. However, as we demonstrated in Experiment 3, this 

was not the case.  

There are a few limitations to the present research. First, we used an artificial login 

environment. In all experiments, participants logged into a hypothetical website. Further work is 

needed to shed light on how an existing ID on an online website influences consumers’ purchase 

likelihood. Second, this paper focuses on a setting in which a participant is presented with only a 

few alternatives with constrained product information. Future research could further investigate 

how larger numbers of alternatives after consumer identification influence their purchase 

completion. Last, this work focused on classic login behavior. There are different types of 
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login—using fingerprint, retinal scanning, or facial recognition—and how these new types of 

consumer identification can influence consumers’ purchase completion should be examined. 

This work has practical implications. Marketers need to understand how the timing of 

their request to consumers to log into a website will affect purchase behavior. Although 

identification requirements are a well-established barrier to store entry, we show that the net 

impact of an at-the-door identification requirement on purchase completion is positive because of 

its effect on consumers’ mindset.  

Finally, the present research contributes to the choice architecture literature (Thaler and 

Sunstein 2008) by demonstrating the large impact of a subtle implementational cue on 

consumers’ choice behavior. Given the identification setting in the online shopping environment, 

our findings provide room for optimism about using identification signs to nudge consumers to 

make a purchase. The present research provides some guidance in this regard by suggesting that 

online retailers can benefit from providing identification settings at the door in a shopping 

environment. 
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Essay 2 

 

Exploding Offers: Consumer Response to Time-Limited Promotional Deals 

ABSTRACT 

 
Promotional offers (e.g., a 10% price discount) vary in the length of their redemption window. 

Despite the prevalence of promotional offers in marketing practice, little is known about how the 

duration of a promotional offer affects consumers’ uptake of that offer. At the core of this paper is 

the idea that the interplay between the greater flexibility provided by a longer redemption window 

and the greater urgency induced by a shorter redemption window is a key driver of consumer 

response to a promotional offer. This work examines these two forces and introduces a theoretical 

framework that identifies circumstances under which longer versus shorter redemption windows are 

more effective for consumers’ uptake of promotional offers. Specifically, consumers’ responses to 

the duration of a redemption window depend on the action readiness when they encounter the offer 

(i.e., whether they are in a more deliberative or a more implemental mindset). The key hypotheses 

are as follows. When consumers are in a deliberative mindset, longer redemption windows tend to be 

more effective than shorter ones. The opposite is true when consumers are in an implemental 

mindset. When purchasing hedonic or utilitarian products, the duration of redemption windows can 

affect promotion usage. We theorize that the interactive effect of the redemption window and 

mindset on consumer response to the offered promotion should be particularly pronounced in 

connection with hedonic consumption and attenuated in connection with utilitarian consumption. 

Evidence from five experiments provides clear support for this theorizing and sheds light on the 

conditions under which longer versus shorter redemption windows are likely to be more effective for 

maximizing the uptake of promotional offers. 

 

Keywords: promotional offers, redemption window, deliberative mindset, implemental mindset, 

consumption type.  
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Promotional offers have long been one of the most effective tools for influencing 

consumer buying behavior. According to Statista (2021), the rate of promotion usage in the 

United States has been steadily growing for the past years, and in 2021, about 145 million 

Americans are expected to redeem promotional offers for shopping. With the popularity of 

promotions, merchants and businesses actively offer their promotions to target customers in 

order to increase sales (Hübner, Kuhn and Kühn 2016; Kogan and Herbon 2008; Martín- Herrán 

and Sigué 2011; Zhang et al. 2020), attract new customers (Freimer and Horsky 2008; Johnson, 

Tellis and Ip 2013), and enhance customer loyalty (Allender and Richards 2012; Felgate, Fearne, 

DiFalco, and Martinez 2012). Prior research further shows that promotional offers can enhance 

evaluations of promotion-related products and willingness to purchase (Chandon et al. 2000), as 

well as evaluations of promotion-unrelated products (Shen et al. 2012). 

Despite the prevalence of promotional offers in marketing practice, little is known about 

how the duration of a promotional offer affects consumers’ uptake of that offer. From a 

consumers’ point of view, a longer redemption window should be perceived as offering greater 

flexibility, as it provides consumers with a greater opportunity to take advantage of the 

promotional offer. On the other hand, a promotional offer with a shorter redemption window 

induces perceived urgency, which might make consumers more likely to respond to such an 

offer, even though their opportunity to do so is more limited. Indeed, promotions with both short 

and long redemption windows are known to be successful (Matherly, Pocheptsova, and Joshi 

2019). However, there is no clear understanding of the mechanisms by which shorter versus 

longer redemption windows influence consumers’ uptake of promotional offers. The current 

research introduces a theoretical framework that identifies the circumstances under which either 

the greater flexibility provided by a longer redemption window or the greater urgency induced by 
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a shorter redemption window tends to drive consumer response to a promotional offer. 

Specifically, consumers’ responses to the duration of redemption windows depend on the action 

readiness when they encounter the offer (i.e., whether they are in a more deliberative or a more 

implemental mindset) (Gollwitzer 1990; Gollwitzer and Keller 2016). We demonstrate the 

critical role of a deliberative versus an implemental mindset and how these mindsets interact 

with the duration of redemption windows to influence the uptake of promotional offers. 

Three main contributions are supported by our findings. First, they deepen our 

understanding of how both shorter and longer redemption windows shape consumers’ 

willingness to take advantage of the offered promotion. Prior research has shown that the 

characteristics of the redemption window affect promotion usage (Inman et al. 1997; Parker and 

Lehman 2011; Vaidyanathan and Aggarwal 2002; Aydinli, Bertini, and Lambrecht 2014). 

Specifically, Matherly, Pocheptsova, and Joshi (2019) have demonstrated that when consumers 

purchase indulgent products, they are more likely to use a shorter redemption window coupon 

because they believe the guilt-reducing effects of discounts fade over time. Cheema and Patrick 

(2008) also show that when feasibility (versus precision) concerns are highlighted, consumers 

prefer the expansive redemption window (i.e., “anytime”) to the restrictive redemption window 

frame (i.e., “only”). However, there has been little understanding of how the duration of 

redemption windows affects consumers’ uptake of promotional offers. The present study sheds 

light on the psychological forces that drive consumer response to promotional offers if they have 

longer versus shorter redemption windows. 

Second, the present research contributes to the existing promotion literature by 

introducing a key moderator. We show that the mindset (deliberative versus implemental) 

represents a critical factor in consumers’ likelihood of taking advantage of the offered 
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promotion. This paper demonstrates how consumers’ uptake of promotional offers is driven by 

the interplay between the duration of redemption windows and shoppers’ deliberative versus 

implemental mindsets.  

Third, this research examines how the amount of thought consumers have given to 

making a purchase prior to becoming aware of the offer can activate a deliberative versus an 

implemental mindset. Prior work in this domain has focused on how deliberative and 

implemental mindsets are associated with different stages of goal pursuit (Armor and Taylor 

2003; Dhar, Huber, and Khan 2007; Tu and Soman 2014; Zhao et al. 2012). However, more 

research is needed to identify what other factors might activate such mindsets and how they, in 

turn, govern consumers’ decision-making processes. The current research sheds light on how 

deliberative versus implemental mindsets can be activated by thinking about purchasing prior to 

becoming aware of the promotion in shopping environments. This work also advances our 

understanding of the behavioral consequences of deliberative versus implemental mindsets. In 

particular, it examines how these mindsets promote consumers’ action readiness, which, in turn, 

interacts with the shopping context to drive purchase decisions. 

From a practical perspective, this work has important implications for managers. In 

particular, the insights from this research help identify the conditions under which different 

redemption windows are likely to be effective for maximizing the uptake of promotional offers. 

Moreover, this study offers guidance by identifying the contexts in which firms could benefit 

from activating deliberative versus implemental mindsets in shopping environments. 
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Duration of Promotional Offers 

Promotional offers are an influential tool for increasing shoppers’ store visits and 

purchases (Inman et al. 1997; Vaidyanathan and Aggarwal 2002; Parker and Lehman 2011). One 

of the prominent features of promotional offers is a redemption window. Matherly, Pocheptsova, 

and Joshi (2019) define the redemption window as the period during which consumers can use 

the promotional offer. For instance, when Best Buy announces promotional offers to consumers, 

it is specified for how long these offers are valid. The Best Buy promotion may involve a 

relatively immediate or shorter window of incentives for consumers or a longer redemption 

window, in which the offer is valid for many days, weeks, months, or even longer. 

Understanding consumers’ responses to shorter versus longer redemption windows is important 

for predicting the relative success of price promotions (Inman et al. 1997; Krishna and Zhang 

1999). 

Prior research has shown how longer versus shorter redemption windows of promotional 

offers influence consumer’s purchase behavior (Inman and McAlister 1994; Ward and Davis 

1978). Generally, consumers are more likely to respond to such an offer if it has a longer 

redemption window rather than a shorter one, all else being equal. Consumers expect some 

uncertainty about when they will have the occasion to redeem a particular offer (Simonson 1990; 

Kahneman and Snell 1992). A longer redemption window provides consumers with more 

flexibility regarding when to avail themselves of the promotion, which increases consumers’ 

purchase motivation (Matherly, Pocheptsova, and Joshi 2019). Consumers may also prefer a 

longer redemption window because it reduces negative psychological reactions to time 

restrictions (Brehm 1966; Levav and Zhu 2009) and provides freedom of choice to maximize the 
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chance to get a better deal (Botti et al. 2008; Fitzsimons 2000l; Ratner et al., 2008; Matherly, 

Pocheptsova, and Joshi 2019). Bonnici et al. (2011) show that placing time restrictions on 

promotional offers can limit consumers’ control, which, in turn, leads to a negative effect on 

purchase motivation. Thus, consumers tend to prefer longer redemption windows, which give 

higher flexibility to their consumption choices, instead of shorter redemption windows. 

On the other hand, consumers often want to take advantage of shorter rather than longer 

redemption windows. According to Inman and McAlister (1994), if a promotion expires earlier 

(i.e., shorter redemption window), people feel pressured to redeem the coupons as the coupon 

expiration date approaches. Prior research also shows that a short redemption window for a 

promotional offer increases consumers’ perceived urgency, resulting in making an additional 

purchase and increasing the size of the purchase (Inman and McAlister 1994; Krishna and Zhang 

1999). Furthermore, other scholars have argued that arousal (Zhu and Ratner, 2015), value 

inferences (Cialdini 1987; 2009), need for uniqueness (Fromkin and Snyder 1980), and 

anticipatory regret (Inman and McAlister 1994) are the possible underlying mechanisms driving 

consumers’ willingness to take advantage of promotions with shorter redemption windows. 

Despite the substantial literature on the redemption windows of promotional offers, there 

is no clear understanding of the mechanisms by which shorter versus longer redemption 

windows influence consumers’ willingness to take advantage of the offered promotion. The 

current research proposes that consumers’ responses to the duration of redemption windows 

depend on how much they thought about purchasing before they were aware of the offer. 

Specifically, we examine how consumers’ responses to promotional offers with shorter versus 

longer redemption windows are influenced by deliberative versus implemental mindsets. 
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Deliberative versus Implemental Mindsets 

Prior research has found that people’s goals and mindsets are intricately related to 

motivation and decision-making (Brandstätter et al. 2015; Gollwitzer and Kinney 1989; Keller 

and Gollwitzer 2016). According to Gollwitzer’s (1990) mindset theory, there are two distinct 

stages of goal pursuit, each of which is associated with different mindsets. In the pre-decisional 

phase, individuals generate the pros and cons of each goal and tend to be in a deliberative 

mindset that helps evaluate the desirability of the different goals. Once a choice between 

competing goals is made, an implemental mindset is developed to facilitate goal implementation. 

This type of mindset tends to be concerned with the essential elements of planning—the issues of 

how, when, and where situation-directed actions are to be initiated, maintained, and completed 

(Gollwitzer 1990; Gollwitzer 1999; Dhar, Huber, and Khan 2007). Deliberative mindsets lead to 

more attention to and better recall of outcome-related information, while implemental mindsets 

engender more attention to, and better recall of, execution-related information. Moreover, people 

who are in a deliberative mindset are inclined to be more receptive, open-minded, and critical in 

their thoughts, whereas people who are in an implemental mindset are more ready to take action, 

and their thoughts are focused on execution (Gollwitzer 1999). An important feature of these 

deliberative versus implemental mindsets is that they persist, carrying over from the task in 

which they are elicited to subsequent unrelated tasks and demands (Gollwitzer 1999; Dhar, 

Huber, and Khan 2007; Hamilton et al. 2011). 

At the core of this paper is the idea that whether a shorter versus a longer redemption 

window renders consumers more likely to respond to a promotional offer depends on their action 

readiness at the time they encounter the offer (i.e., whether they are in a more deliberative versus 

a more implemental mindset). We propose that when consumers are in a deliberative mindset, 
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promotional offers with a longer redemption window tend to be more effective than those with a 

shorter window. Consumers in a deliberative mindset focus on generating the pros and cons of 

the received offer and evaluate a long redemption window more positively because it offers 

greater flexibility with respect to consumers’ choice of when to act. By contrast, when 

consumers are in an implemental mindset, promotional offers with a shorter redemption window 

tend to be more effective than those with a longer one. Consumers in an implemental mindset are 

more ready to take action in pursuit of their desired outcomes and tend not to want to miss out on 

the short redemption window promotion that induces perceived urgency. The first key 

hypotheses emerging from our theorizing are as follows:  

H1:  Under a deliberative (versus implemental) mindset, promotional offers with a longer 

(versus shorter) redemption window tend to be more effective than those with a 

shorter (versus longer) window. 

H2:  This effect (H1) is driven by the interplay between the greater flexibility provided by a 

longer redemption window and the greater urgency induced by a shorter redemption 

window. 

Hedonic Versus Utilitarian Consumption 

When purchasing hedonic or utilitarian products, the duration of redemption windows can 

affect consumers’ uptake of promotional offers. Given the hypothesized interactive effect of 

length of redemption window and mindset on promotion usage, we further propose that 

promotional offers for hedonic and utilitarian consumption should differentially appeal to 

individuals with deliberative versus implemental mindsets. Prior research shows that for 

utilitarian consumption, consumers are more cognitively driven, which leads to purchasing 

products in an efficient and timely manner to achieve their goals with a minimum of irritation 
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(Holbrook and Hirschman 1982; Voss et al. 2003). In contrast, for hedonic consumption, 

consumers prioritize the potential entertainment and enjoyment of the fun and play arising from 

shopping (Holbrook and Hirschman 1982). Correspondingly, we theorize that the interactive 

effect of the redemption window and mindset on consumer response to the offered promotion 

holds in connection with hedonic consumption, but this effect is attenuated in connection with 

utilitarian consumption. We posit that when consumers consider purchasing utilitarian products, 

they tend to be more cognitive and feasibility-oriented (Ratner et al. 2008). The consumption of 

utilitarian goods is typically instrumental, rational, and goal-oriented (Strahilevitz and Myers 

1998). In this type of consumption, the freedom of choice to maximize the chance of getting a 

better deal is more important for consumers than making an immediate purchase decision. 

Consequently, we predict that consumers prefer longer redemption windows with fewer 

restrictions compared to shorter redemption windows, regardless of mindset. In contrast, the 

consumption of hedonic goods is impulsive and desirability-oriented (Childers et al. 2001). 

Consumers wish to find a good deal and enjoy the hunt for a good bargain (Babin et al. 1994). 

Consequently, in the purchase of hedonic products, consumers in an implemental mindset tend to 

be impulsive and are more likely to take advantage of a shorter redemption window promotion 

than a longer one. On the other hand, consumers in a deliberative mindset are more likely to take 

advantage of a longer redemption window promotion than a shorter one to enjoy and maximize 

their hedonic benefits in consuming promotional offers (see Figure 1). 

H3:  The interactive effect of redemption window and mindset on consumer response to the 

offered promotion holds in connection with hedonic consumption, but this effect is 

attenuated in connection with utilitarian consumption.  
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Figure 1: Theoretical Framework 

 

OVERVIEW OF EXPERIMENTS 

We present evidence from five experiments designed to test the interactive effect of 

redemption windows and shoppers’ mindsets on promotion usage and provide insight into the 

psychological mechanism underlying this effect. Experiments 1A and 1B show that when 

consumers are in a deliberative mindset, promotional offers with a longer redemption window 

tend to be more effective than those with a shorter one. By contrast, when consumers are in an 

implemental mindset, promotional offers with a shorter redemption window tend to be more 

effective than those with a longer one. Experiment 2 replicates the results of Experiments 1A and 

1B and runs a moderated mediation analysis, which shows that the greater flexibility provided by 

a longer redemption window and the greater urgency induced by a shorter redemption window 

account for the relationship between the redemption window and consumers’ deliberative versus 

implemental mindsets on promotion usage. Experiment 3 examines an important boundary 

condition in that the interaction between mindset and redemption window on promotion usage 
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holds only for hedonic, but not for utilitarian purchases. Finally, in Experiment 4, we take a 

different approach to activating deliberative versus implemental mindsets in a lab setting. We 

also test participants’ consequential purchase behaviors and show the interactive effect between 

redemption windows and shoppers’ mindsets on promotion usage. We show that under a 

deliberative mindset, participants respond more favorably to offers with a longer redemption 

window than those with a shorter one. 

EXPERIMENT 1A 

The objective of Experiment 1A was to understand how consumers’ uptake of time-

limited promotional offers is driven by the interplay between the duration of the redemption 

window and shoppers’ mindsets when they encounter the offer. We predict that when consumers 

are in a deliberative mindset, promotional offers with a longer redemption window tend to be 

more effective than those with a shorter one. By contrast, when consumers are in an implemental 

mindset, offers with a shorter redemption window tend to be more effective than those with a 

longer one. 

Method 

Participants and Design. We recruited 240 U.S. participants through Amazon 

Mechanical Turk, and they completed the experiment for nominal monetary compensation. Eight 

participants were excluded from the data analysis because they did not pass the attention check 

question (i.e., “Please select all products that do not include chocolate”). If participants did not 

correctly choose five products that do not include chocolate at a time, they were excluded from 

the experiment. The results were based on a usable sample of 232 individuals (mean age = 36.6 

years; 53.5% female). Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (redemption window: short 

versus long) x 2 (mindset: deliberative versus implemental) between-subjects design. 
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Procedure. First, deliberative versus implemental mindsets were manipulated in this 

experiment. Participants read a scenario in which they were thinking about switching banks. To 

activate a deliberative mindset, participants were asked to list five potentially positive and five 

potentially negative consequences of switching banks. To activate an implemental mindset, they 

were asked to plan the implementation of switching banks and list five steps required to execute 

this plan. Then, they completed the mindset manipulation check items (i.e., “How committed do 

you feel to purchasing a product at Home Depot.com at this moment?”; “How dedicated do you 

feel to purchasing a product at Home Depot.com at this moment?”; “How devoted do you feel to 

purchasing a product at Home Depot.com at this moment?”) on an 11-point scale (0 = not at all, 

10 = very much), adopted from Gollwitzer and Kinney (1989). 

After completing the mindset manipulations, participants were presented with either a 

short (i.e., 1-day only) or long (i.e., 14-day only) redemption window promotion of a 15% 

discount on any Home Depot product. Then, participants indicated whether they wanted to take 

advantage of the offered promotion (0 = no, 1 = yes) and how attractive the promotional offer 

was (0 = not attractive at all, 10 = very attractive). After that, participants completed a 

questionnaire that measured the length of the redemption window (i.e., “The time window of the 

1-day promotional offer was…”) on an 11-point scale (0 = short, 10 = long) and answered 

demographic questions at the end (i.e., gender, age, ethnicity, and language). 

Results 

Manipulation Checks. The analysis of the mindset manipulation check confirmed that 

there was a significant difference between deliberative (M = 5.75, SD = 2.56) and implemental 

mindsets (M = 6.62, SD = 2.42; F(1, 231) = 6.94, p < .001). The main effect of redemption 

window (p = .560) and the redemption window x mindset interaction effect (p = .675) were both 
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not significant. Also, participants rated a promotional offer with a 14-day window as longer (M = 

6.70, SD = 2.72) than those with a 1-day window (M = 3.28, SD = 2.81; F(1, 231) = 88.63, p 

< .001). The main effect of mindset (p = .744) and the mindset x redemption window interaction 

effect (p = .897) were both not significant. Thus, both the mindset and the redemption window 

manipulations were successful. 

Promotion Usage. We hypothesized that under a deliberative mindset, promotional offers 

with a longer redemption window would be more effective than those with a shorter redemption 

window. However, under an implemental mindset, promotional offers with a shorter redemption 

window would be more effective than those with a longer redemption window. A binary logistic 

regression revealed a significant interactive effect between redemption window and mindset on 

promotion usage (β = -.49; Wald χ2(1) = 13.14, p < .001; see Figure 2). Participants in a 

deliberative mindset were more likely to use the promotional offer when it had a 14-day 

redemption window (59.9%) than when it had a 1-day redemption window (39.6%; β = -.41; 

Wald χ2(1) = 4.60, p = .032). By contrast, participants in an implemental mindset were more 

likely to use the promotional offer when it had a 1-day redemption window (61.0%) than when it 

had a 14-day redemption window (33.3%; β = .57; Wald χ2(1) = 8.90, p = .003), indicating that 

consumers’ response to a long versus a short promotional offer is dependent on whether they are 

in a more deliberative or a more implemental mindset. 
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Figure 2: Results of Experiment 1A 

 

Promotion Attractiveness. We found a significant interactive effect between redemption 

window and mindset on promotion attractiveness (F(1, 228) = 19.12, p = .001). Participants in a 

deliberative mindset rated promotional offers with a 14-day redemption window as more 

attractive (M = 6.18, SD = 3.16) than those with a 1-day redemption window (M = 4.25, SD = 

3.73; F(1, 231) = 8.93, p =.003). By contrast, when participants were in an implemental mindset, 

offers with a 1-day window (M = 5.85, SD = 3.45) tended to be more attractive than those with a 

14-day window (M = 3.93, SD = 3.06; F(1, 231) = 10.24, p =.002). 

Decision Time. We tracked each participant’s decision time for willingness to take 

advantage of the offered promotion and found that participants who were in a deliberative 

mindset (M = 20.70, SD = 5.11) spent more time deciding than those in an implemental mindset 

(M = 11.63, SD = 8.69; F(1, 231) = 4.14, p = .001). 

Discussion 

The results of Experiment 1A provide initial support for our theorizing that promotional 

offers with a longer redemption window are more effective than those with a shorter one when 
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consumers are in a deliberative mindset. By contrast, promotional offers with a shorter 

redemption window are more effective than those with a longer one when consumers are in an 

implemental mindset. 

EXPERIMENT 1B 

The objective of Experiment 1B was to replicate the previous findings with a different 

promotional context (i.e., Best Buy). We expect that when consumers are in a deliberative 

mindset, promotional offers with a longer redemption window tend to be more effective than 

those with a shorter one. On the other hand, when consumers are in an implemental mindset, 

promotional offers with a shorter redemption window tend to be more effective than those with a 

longer one. 

Method 

Participants and Design. We recruited 240 U.S. participants through Amazon 

Mechanical Turk, and they completed the experiment for nominal monetary compensation. 

Seventeen participants were excluded from the data analysis because they did not pass the 

attention check question (i.e., “Please select all products that do not include chocolate”). If 

participants did not correctly choose five products that do not include chocolate at a time, they 

were excluded from the experiment. The results were based on a usable sample of 223 

individuals (mean age = 36.7 years; 56.3% female). Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 

(redemption window: short versus long) x 2 (mindset: deliberative versus implemental) between-

subjects design. 

Procedure. The manipulation of deliberative versus implemental mindsets was the same 

as in Experiment 1A. After completing the mindset manipulations, participants were presented 

with either a short (i.e., 1-day only) or long (i.e., 14-day only) redemption window promotion of 
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a 15% discount on any Best Buy product. Then, participants indicated whether they wanted to 

take advantage of the offered promotion (0 = no, 1 = yes) and how attractive the promotional 

offer was (0 = not attractive at all, 10 = very attractive). After that, participants completed a 

questionnaire that measured the length of the redemption window (i.e., “The time window of the 

1-day promotional offer was…”) on an 11-point scale (0 = short, 10 = long) and answered 

demographic questions at the end (i.e., gender, age, ethnicity, and language). 

Results 

Manipulation Checks. The analysis of the mindset manipulation check confirmed that 

there was a significant difference between deliberative (M = 5.71, SD = 2.57) and implemental 

mindsets (M = 6.61, SD = 2.45; F(1, 222) = 7.17, p = .008). The main effect of redemption 

window (p = .538) and the redemption window x mindset interaction effect (p = .701) were both 

not significant. Also, participants rated a promotional offer with a 14-day window as longer (M = 

5.52, SD = 3.01) than those with a 1-day window (M = 3.15, SD = 2.49; F(1, 222) = 40.32, p 

< .001). The main effect of mindset (p = .102) and the mindset x redemption window interaction 

effect (p = .902) were both not significant. Thus, both the mindset and the redemption window 

manipulations were successful. 

Promotion Usage. Per our hypothesis, a binary logistic regression revealed a significant 

interactive effect between redemption window and mindset on promotion usage (β = -.42; Wald 

χ2(1) = 9.37, p = .002; see Figure 3). Participants in a deliberative mindset were more likely to 

use the promotional offer when it had a 14-day redemption window (54.3%) than when it had a 

1-day redemption window (34.0%; β = -.42; Wald χ2(1) = 4.40, p = .036). By contrast, 

participants in an implemental mindset were more likely to use the promotional offer when it had 

a 1-day redemption window (62.5%) than when it had a 14-day redemption window (41.6%; β 
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= .42; Wald χ2(1) = 4.95, p = .026). These results indicate that consumers in a deliberative 

mindset are more likely to take advantage of longer redemption window promotions than shorter 

ones. The opposite is true when consumers are in an implemental mindset. 

Figure 3: Results of Experiment 1B 

 

Promotion Attractiveness. We found a significant interactive effect between redemption 

window and mindset on promotion attractiveness (F(1, 219) = 31.70, p = .001). Participants in a 

deliberative mindset rated promotional offers with a 14-day redemption window as more 

attractive (M = 5.35, SD = 3.49) than those with a 1-day redemption window (M = 2.96, SD = 

2.94; F(1, 222) = 10.56, p < .001). By contrast, participants in an implemental mindset rated 

promotional offers with a 1-day redemption window as more attractive (M = 5.12, SD = 3.18) 

than those with a 14-day redemption window (M = 2.95, SD = 2.37; F(1, 222) = 17.57, p < .001). 

Discussion 

In sum, the findings of Experiment 1B support H1 and provide direct evidence showing 

how consumers’ uptake of promotional offers is driven by the interplay between the duration of 

redemption windows and the shoppers’ mindsets. We demonstrate that under a deliberative 
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mindset, promotional offers with a longer redemption window tend to be more effective than 

those with a shorter redemption window. By contrast, under an implemental mindset, 

promotional offers with a shorter redemption window tend to be more effective than those with a 

longer redemption window. Although the results of Experiment 1B examine how deliberative 

versus implemental mindsets interact with the duration of redemption windows to influence the 

uptake of promotional offers, we have not directly examined the underlying mechanism. The 

next experiment addresses this issue. 

EXPERIMENT 2 

The objective of Experiment 2 was to replicate the results of Experiments 1A and 1B. 

Further, we ran a moderated mediation analysis, which shows that the greater flexibility of a 

longer redemption window and the greater urgency of a shorter redemption window accounts for 

the relationship between the redemption window and shoppers’ mindset on promotion usage. We 

expect that when consumers are in a deliberative mindset, an offer with a longer window that 

provides greater flexibility tends to be more effective than one with a shorter window. On the 

other hand, when consumers are in an implemental mindset, an offer with a shorter window that 

induces perceived urgency tends to be more effective than one with a longer window. 

Method  

Participants and Design. We recruited 613 U.S. participants through Prolific, and they 

completed the experiment for nominal monetary compensation. Thirteen participants were 

excluded from the data analysis because they did not pass the attention check question (i.e., 

“Please select all products that do not include chocolate”). If participants did not correctly 

choose five products that do not include chocolate at a time, they were excluded from the 

experiment. The results were based on a usable sample of 600 individuals (mean age = 35.4 
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years; 47.8% female). Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (redemption window: short 

versus long) x 2 (mindset: deliberative versus implemental) between-subjects design. 

Procedure. The manipulation of deliberative versus implemental mindsets was the same 

as in Experiments 1A and 1B. After completing the mindset manipulations, participants were 

presented with either a short (i.e., 1-day only) or long (i.e., 3-week only) redemption window 

promotion of a 20% discount on any Apple product. Then, participants indicated whether they 

wanted to take advantage of the offered promotion (i.e., 0 = no, 1 = yes). After that, participants 

completed a questionnaire that measured the length of the redemption window (i.e., “The time 

window of the 1-day promotional offer was…”) on an 11-point scale (0 = short, 10 = long). 

Finally, we measured participants’ perceived urgency (i.e., “How much urgency did you feel 

when considering the promotional offer?”) and flexibility (i.e., “How much flexibility did you 

feel when considering the promotional offer?”) on an 11-point scale (0 = not at all, 10 = very 

much) for a moderated mediation analysis.  

Results 

Manipulation Checks. The analysis of the mindset manipulation check confirmed that 

there was a significant difference between deliberative (M = 5.23, SD = 2.83) and implemental 

mindsets (M = 6.14, SD = 3.17; F(1, 599) = 13.67, p < .001). The main effect of redemption 

window (p = .351) and the redemption window x mindset interaction effect (p = .475) were both 

not significant. Also, participants rated a promotional offer with a 3-week window as longer (M 

= 6.79, SD = 2.70) than those with a 1-day window (M = 1.53, SD = 1.94); F(1, 599) = 749.01, p 

< .001). The main effect of mindset (p = .132) and the mindset x redemption window interaction 

effect (p = .252) were both not significant. Thus, both the mindset and the redemption window 

manipulations were successful. 
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Promotion Usage. Per our hypothesis, a binary logistic regression revealed a significant 

interactive effect between redemption window and mindset on promotion usage (β = -.25; Wald 

χ2(1) = 9.04, p = .003; see Figure 4). Participants in a deliberative mindset were more likely to 

use the promotional offer when it had a 3-week redemption window (41.2%) than when it had a 

1-day redemption window (29.6%; β = -.25; Wald χ2(1) = 4.39, p = .036). By contrast, 

participants in an implemental mindset were more likely to use the promotional offer when it had 

a 1-day redemption window (42.0%) than when it had a 3-week redemption window (30.0%; β 

= .26; Wald χ2(1) = 4.65, p = .031). These results support our hypothesis that consumers’ 

response to a long versus short promotional offer is dependent on whether they are in a more 

deliberative or a more implemental mindset.  

Figure 4. Results of Experiment 2 

 

Moderated Mediation Analysis. Separate bias-corrected bootstrap models (n=5000) were 

estimated using PROCESS Model 14 (Hayes 2017). We tested our prediction that when 

consumers are in a deliberative mindset, an offer with a longer window that provides greater 

flexibility tends to be more effective than one with a shorter window. On the other hand, when 
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consumers are in an implemental mindset, an offer with a shorter window that induces perceived 

urgency tends to be more effective than one with a longer window. The full model is depicted in 

Figure 5. As hypothesized, a shorter redemption window increases consumers’ perceived 

urgency (b = -1.82, SE = .13, p < .001) and, consequently, it induces the tendency of promotion 

usage (b = .21, SE = .03, p < .001). By contrast, a longer redemption window increases perceived 

flexibility (b = 1.30, SE = .11, p < .001) and, consequently, it induces the tendency of promotion 

usage (b = .10, SE = .03, p < .001). We further found that the indirect effect of a short 

redemption window through urgency on promotion usage was significantly moderated when 

participants were with an implemental mindset (b = -.02, SE = .03, CI = [.01, .11]). By contrast, 

the indirect effect of a longer redemption window through flexibility on promotion usage was 

significantly moderated when participants were with a deliberative mindset (b = .05, SE = .03,  

CI = [.02, .14]). 

Figure 5. Moderated Mediation Analysis 
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Discussion  

In Experiment 2, we replicate the results of Experiments 1A and 1B and test our 

hypotheses (H1 and H2) using a moderated mediation analysis. We demonstrate that perceived 

urgency versus flexibility accounts for the relationship between the redemption window and 

shoppers’ mindset (deliberative versus implemental) on promotion usage. Specifically, we show 

that when consumers are in a deliberative mindset, an offer with a longer window that provides 

greater flexibility tends to be more effective than one with a shorter window. On the other hand, 

when consumers are in an implemental mindset, an offer with a shorter window that induces 

perceived urgency tends to be more effective than one with a longer window. However, a 

question is left unanswered. One may wonder whether the effect still holds for hedonic versus 

utilitarian consumption. Next, we further examine how the duration of price promotions interacts 

with shoppers’ mindset for hedonic versus utilitarian consumption. 

EXPERIMENT 3 

The objective of Experiment 3 was to further examine how promotional offers for 

hedonic and utilitarian consumption differentially appeal to shoppers in deliberative versus 

implemental mindsets. Specifically, we examined an important boundary condition in that the 

interaction between mindset and redemption window on promotion usage holds only for hedonic, 

but not for utilitarian purchases. 

Method 

Participants, Design, and Pretest. We recruited 600 U.S. participants through Amazon 

Mechanical Turk, and they completed the experiment for nominal monetary compensation. 

Eighteen participants were excluded from the data analysis because they did not pass the 

attention check question (i.e., “Please select all products that do not include chocolate”). If 
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participants did not correctly choose five products that do not include chocolate at a time, they 

were excluded from the experiment. The results were based on a usable sample of 582 

individuals (mean age = 38.2 years; 46.1% female). Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 

(mindset: deliberative versus implemental) x 2 (redemption window: short versus long) x 2 

(consumption type: hedonic versus utilitarian) between-subjects design. 

Procedure and Pretest. The manipulation of deliberative versus implemental mindsets 

was the same as in the previous experiments. Next, in the hedonic condition, participants were 

presented with a promotional offer for any Disney Store product. By contrast, in the utilitarian 

condition, participants were presented with a promotional offer for any HP Ink & Cartridge Store 

product. We pretested which brand (Disney Store versus HP Ink & Cartridge Store) was 

perceived as utilitarian (Voss et al. 2012) and found that participants rated an HP Ink & 

Cartridge Store (M = 8.47, SD = 2.70) as more utilitarian than a Disney Store (M = 4.87, SD = 

3.16; F(1, 581) = 217.79, p < .001). 

The promotional offers had either a short (1-day) or a long (14-day) redemption window 

and the discount rate for all promotions was 10%. Then, participants indicated whether they 

wanted to take advantage of the offered promotion (0 = no, 1 = yes). After that, participants 

completed a questionnaire that measured the length of the redemption window (i.e., “The time 

window of 1-day promotional offer was…”) on an 11-point scale (0 = short, 10 = long). 

Results 

Manipulation Checks. The analysis of the mindset manipulation check confirmed that 

there was a significant difference between deliberative (M = 5.79, SD = 2.51) and implemental 

mindsets (M = 7.38, SD = 2.29; F(1, 581) = 63.82, p < .001). The main effect of redemption 

window (p = .116) and the redemption window x mindset interaction effect (p = .513) were both 
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not significant. Also, participants rated a promotional offer with a 14-day window as longer (M = 

7.73, SD = 2.68) than those with a 1-day window (M = 3.93, SD = 3.52); F(1, 581) = 214.75, p 

< .001). The main effect of mindset (p = .586) and the mindset x redemption window interaction 

effect (p = .434) were both not significant. Thus, both the mindset and the redemption window 

manipulations were successful. 

Promotion Usage. Per our hypothesis, the interactive effect of redemption window and 

mindset on consumer response to the offered promotion was particularly pronounced in 

connection with hedonic consumption and attenuated in connection with utilitarian consumption 

(β = -.21; Wald χ2(1) = 6.09, p = .014; see Figure 6). First, a binary logistic regression revealed a 

significant interactive effect between redemption window and mindset on promotion usage in the 

hedonic consumption condition (β = -.38; Wald χ2(1) = 9.56, p = .002). Participants in a 

deliberative mindset were more likely to use the Disney Store promotional offer when it had a 

14-day redemption window (43.4%) than when it had a 1-day redemption window (26.3%; β = 

-.38; Wald χ2(1) = 4.46, p = .035). By contrast, participants in an implemental mindset were 

more likely to use the Disney Store promotional offer when it had a 1-day redemption window 

(45.4%) than when it had a 14-day redemption window (27.8%; β = .38; Wald χ2(1) = 5.13, p 

= .023). However, when participants considered purchasing a product at HP Ink & Cartridge 

Store, there was no significant interaction effect between redemption window and mindset on 

promotion usage (1-day = 25.7% versus 14-day = 38.5% in a deliberative mindset; 1-day = 

31.3% versus 14-day = 48.7% in an implemental mindset; β = .03; Wald χ2(1) = .07, p = .786). 

We further demonstrated that there was a significant main effect on the redemption window in 

the utilitarian consumption condition (β = 1.93; Wald χ2(1) = 3.99, p = .035). 
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Figure 6. Results of Experiment 3 

 

Discussion  

In sum, the findings of Experiment 3 support H3. We provide evidence that the 

interactive effect of redemption window and mindset on consumer response to the offered 

promotion holds in hedonic consumption. When consumers consider purchasing utilitarian 

products, however, they prefer longer redemption windows to shorter ones, regardless of 

mindset. The results of Experiment 3 show how different consumption types (hedonic versus 

utilitarian) moderate the interactive effect of redemption window and mindset on consumer 

response. Yet, we have not provided illuminating accounts of real-life problems and 

consequential consumer processes and behaviors. In the next experiment, we look at the 

behavioral consequences of the interaction effect between redemption window and mindset on 

actual promotion usage. 

 EXPERIMENT 4  

Having demonstrated the interactive effect between redemption windows and consumers’ 

mindsets on promotion usage thus far, Experiment 4 turned to matters relevant to applying the 
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effect to the real world. Specifically, we directly examined how participants in deliberative 

versus implemental mindsets tend to make or defer their purchase decisions when they initially 

encounter a promotional offer with a shorter versus a longer redemption window. To that end, 

we tested how consumers’ deferred decisions resulted in their consequential purchase behaviors. 

This experiment provided direct evidence for how deliberative versus implemental mindsets 

promote consumers’ action readiness, which, in turn, interacts with the shopping context to drive 

purchase decisions. Further, we took a different approach to activating deliberative versus 

implemental mindsets. This experiment aimed to demonstrate how consumers’ action readiness 

prior to becoming aware of the offer activates a deliberative versus an implemental mindset and 

consequently affects the uptake of promotional offers. We predict that under a deliberative 

mindset, consumers are more likely to use promotional offers with a longer redemption window 

than those with a shorter one, whereas the opposite is true under an implemental mindset. 

Method 

Participants and Design. A total of 480 undergraduate students (mean age = 19.8; 54.1% 

female) at a major North-American university participated in the experiment for course credit. 

Participants were randomly assigned to a 2 (redemption window: short versus long) x 2 (mindset: 

deliberative versus implemental) between-subjects design. 

Procedure. First, deliberative versus implemental mindsets were manipulated in this 

experiment. All participants were informed that they were invited to participate in a research 

bundle containing several unrelated experiments. In the first experiment, they were asked to 

answer a series of four trivia questions that had been randomly selected for them from a large 

pool of questions. They were told that if they answered at least two of these four questions 

correctly, they received one dollar in cash on the spot. The questions were multiple-choice, and 
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participants used their best guess to answer the four following questions: “Which of the 

following US states has the largest number of females who own a Harley Davison?”; “How 

many fish are there in Lake Superior?”; “How many stop signs are there in Las Vegas?”; and 

“How many coffee shops are there in Canada?”. After participants answered the four questions, 

they raised their hand to receive one dollar from the study administrator, regardless of their 

answers. Then, participants were informed that they had an opportunity to buy one of four 

different sodas for one dollar. After examining the pictures of the four sodas on the first screen, 

in the implemental mindset condition, participants answered which soda they liked the best. By 

contrast, in the deliberative mindset condition, participants were shown five colors and instructed 

to select the color of the soda that they did not see on the previous screen. Next, participants 

were presented with a short or a long redemption window “Buy One, Get One Free” promotion: 

within 30 seconds versus until the end of today’s research bundle. Participants subsequently had 

to decide whether they would like to purchase one of the sodas with the promotion, make a 

decision later, or keep the one dollar instead (purchase at Time 1; see Figure 7). If a participant 

decided to make a decision later, at the end of the research bundle, they had one more 

opportunity to make a choice between purchasing a soda and keeping the one dollar instead 

(purchase at Time 2; see Figure 8). Then, participants answered some demographic questions.  
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Figure 7. Experiment Stimuli – Purchase at Time 1 

 

Figure 8. Experiment Stimuli – Purchase at Time 2 

 

Results 

Manipulation Checks. The analysis of the mindset manipulation check confirmed that 

there was a significant difference between deliberative (M = 5.56, SD = 2.58) and implemental 
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mindsets (M = 7.01, SD = 1.85; F(1, 479) = 42.73, p < .001). The main effect of redemption 

window (p = .282) and the redemption window x mindset interaction effect (p = .674) were both 

not significant. Also, participants rated a promotional offer with a “Until the End of Today’s 

Research Bundle” window as longer (M = 5.54, SD = 3.80) than those with a “Within 30 

Seconds” window (M = 7.89, SD = 2.75; F(1, 479) = 60.25, p < .001). The main effect of 

mindset (p = .559) and the mindset x redemption window interaction effect (p = .249) were both 

not significant. Thus, both the mindset and the redemption window manipulations were 

successful. 

Purchase in General. Per our hypothesis, a binary logistic regression revealed a 

significant interactive effect between redemption window and mindset on purchase (β = -.40; 

Wald χ2(1) = 17.41, p < .001; see Figure 9). Participants in a deliberative mindset were more 

likely to make a purchase with a longer redemption window promotion (46.7%) than a shorter 

redemption window promotion (25.2%; β = -.47; Wald χ2(1) = 11.79, p = .001). By contrast, 

participants in an implemental mindset were more likely to make a purchase with a shorter 

redemption window promotion (49.6%) than a longer redemption window promotion (33.9%; β 

= .32; Wald χ2(1) = 5.98, p = .014). These results indicate that in general, consumers in a 

deliberative mindset are more likely to take advantage of longer window promotions than shorter 

ones. By contrast, consumers in an implemental mindset are more likely to take advantage of 

shorter window promotions than longer ones. 
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Figure 9. Results of Experiment 4 – Purchase in General 

 

Purchase at Time 1. A total of 391 participants (178 participants in a deliberative 

mindset; 213 participants in an implemental mindset) decided to make an immediate purchase at 

Time 1, and we further examined how those participants responded more favorably to offers with 

a short versus a longer redemption window when they were with a deliberative versus an 

implemental mindset. A binary logistic regression revealed a significant interactive effect 

between redemption window and mindset on purchase at Time 1 (β = -.33; Wald χ2(1) = 10.00, p 

= .002; see the left panel of Figure 10). Participants in a deliberative mindset were more likely to 

make an immediate purchase with a longer redemption window promotion (41.3%) than a 

shorter redemption window promotion (26.7%; β = -.32; Wald χ2(1) = 4.13, p = .042). By 

contrast, participants in an implemental mindset were more likely to make an immediate 

purchase with a shorter redemption window promotion (52.4%) than a longer redemption 

window promotion (35.5%; β = .34; Wald χ2(1) = 6.16, p = .013). We also found that the main 

effect of mindset was significant (β = -.21; Wald χ2(1) = 4.01, p = .045), indicating that 
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participants in an implemental mindset were more likely to make an immediate purchase 

compared to participants in a deliberative mindset. 

Purchase at Time 2. A shorter window “Buy One Get One Free” promotion had expired 

at Time 2 (i.e., one soda for $1.00), whereas a longer window one was still alive, and participants 

received a discount until the end of the session (i.e., two sodas for $1.00). In this analysis, we 

examined how participants who postponed their decisions purchased at a later purchase 

opportunity. A total of 89 participants (63 participants in a deliberative mindset; 26 participants 

in an implemental mindset) deferred their decisions at Time 1 and chose between purchasing a 

soda and keeping the one dollar instead at Time 2. A binary logistic regression revealed that the 

interactive effect between redemption window and mindset on purchase was not significant (1-

day = 21.2% versus 14-day = 63.3% in a deliberative mindset; 1-day = 22.2% versus 14-day = 

37.5% in an implemental mindset; β = -.22; Wald χ2(1) = .74, p = .390; see the right panel of 

Figure 10). However, the main effect of the redemption window was significant (β = -.70; Wald 

χ2(1) = 7.18, p = .007). These results showed that if participants deferred their purchase 

decisions with shorter window promotions, they were less likely to purchase at a later purchase 

opportunity, regardless of mindset. By contrast, if participants deferred their purchase decisions 

with longer window promotions, participants in a deliberative mindset were more likely to 

purchase at a later purchase opportunity than those in an implemental mindset. 
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Figure 10. Results of Experiment 4 – Purchase at Time 1 and Time 2 

  

Discussion  

The findings of Experiment 4 provide strong evidence in a lab setting that under a 

deliberative mindset, promotional offers with a longer redemption window tend to be more 

effective than those with a shorter redemption window. However, under an implemental mindset, 

promotional offers with a shorter redemption window tend to be more effective than those with a 

longer redemption window. Furthermore, an analysis of deferred purchases supports our 

proposed deliberative versus implemental mindsets mechanism—that is, if participants 

postponed their purchase decisions with a shorter window promotion, they were less likely to 

purchase at a later purchase opportunity, regardless of mindset. By contrast, if participants 

postponed their purchase decisions with a longer window promotion, participants in a 

deliberative mindset were more likely to purchase at a later purchase opportunity than those in an 

implemental mindset. 
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GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The present research examines how the duration of a promotional offer affects 

consumers’ uptake of the offered promotion. From a consumers’ point of view, a longer 

redemption window offers greater flexibility to consumers, as it provides them with more 

opportunities to take advantage of the offer. On the other hand, a promotional offer with a shorter 

redemption window induces perceived urgency, which might render consumers more likely to 

respond to such an offer. At the core of this paper is the idea that the interplay between the 

greater flexibility provided by a longer redemption window and the greater urgency induced by a 

shorter redemption window tends to drive consumers’ responses to a promotional offer. 

Specifically, consumers’ responses to the duration of redemption windows depend on the action 

readiness when they encounter the offer (i.e., whether they are in a more deliberative or a more 

implemental mindset).  

Evidence from five experiments provides clear support for this theorizing. Experiments 

1A and 1B show that when consumers are in a deliberative mindset, longer window promotions 

tend to be more effective than shorter ones. By contrast, when consumers are in an implemental 

mindset, shorter window promotions tend to be more effective than longer ones. Experiment 2 

replicates the results of Experiments 1A and 1B and runs a moderated mediation analysis, which 

aims to examine the interplay between the greater flexibility of a longer redemption window and 

the greater urgency of a shorter redemption window tends to drive consumer response to a 

promotional offer. Results show that when consumers are in a deliberative mindset, an offer with 

a longer window that provides greater flexibility tends to be more effective than one with a 

shorter window. On the other hand, when consumers are in an implemental mindset, an offer 

with a shorter window that induces perceived urgency tends to be more effective than one with a 
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longer window. In Experiment 3, we further demonstrate the interactive effect of the redemption 

window and mindset on consumer response to the offered promotion holds in connection with 

hedonic consumption, but this effect is attenuated in connection with utilitarian consumption. We 

show that when consumers consider purchasing utilitarian products, they prefer longer 

redemption windows with fewer restrictions compared to shorter redemption windows, 

regardless of mindset. In Experiment 4, we take a different approach to activating deliberative 

versus implemental mindsets in a lab setting. We also examine how different redemption 

windows for promotional offers interact with consumers’ deliberative versus implemental 

mindsets, and influence consumers’ consequential purchase behaviors. Specifically, this 

experiment directly examines how participants in a deliberative or an implemental mindset tend 

to make or defer their purchase decisions when they initially encounter the offer with a shorter 

versus longer redemption window. We further test how deferred purchase decisions result in 

their consequential purchase behaviors and show that if participants defer their purchase 

decisions with a shorter window promotion, they are less likely to purchase at a later purchase 

opportunity, regardless of mindset. By contrast, if participants defer their purchase decisions 

with a longer window promotion, participants in a deliberative mindset are more likely to 

purchase at a later purchase opportunity than those in an implemental mindset. 

The present research advances the literature on mindsets, time-limited promotional offers, 

and consumers’ promotion usages. First, this work contributes to the literature on novel ways of 

activating deliberative versus implemental mindsets. Prior work in this domain has focused on 

how goal-relevant aspects of a situation or environment promote deliberative or implemental 

mindsets (Taylor and Gollwitzer 1995; Brandstätter and Frank 2002; Keller and Gollwitzer 

2017). This study also contributes to the extant literature on how the amount of thought 
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consumers have given to making a purchase prior to becoming aware of the offer activates a 

deliberative versus an implemental mindset.  

Second, this research advances our understanding of the behavioral consequences of 

deliberative versus implemental mindsets. In particular, it examines how deliberative versus 

implemental mindsets promote consumers’ action readiness, which interacts with different 

durations of price promotions to drive purchase decisions. Although prior work implies that 

deliberative versus implemental mindsets may signal to consumers their commitment to their 

shopping activity and influence how they construct their preferences (Xu and Wyer 2007; Lee 

and Ariely 2006), little is known about how consumers transition from the implemental mindset 

phase to the action phase. The present research examines how activated deliberative versus 

implemental mindsets interact with the duration of redemption windows to influence the uptake 

of promotional offers.  

The current work opens up several avenues for further research. First, we did not explore 

how a consumer’s mood during the evaluation of promotions influences their purchase 

behaviors. The role of consumer mood in the evaluation of promotions has received some 

attention in the literature (e.g., Heilman, Nakamoto, and Rao 2002). Prior work shows that 

consumers in a positive mood perceive a greater transaction value and are willing to purchase, as 

opposed to consumers in a negative mood when they encounter price promotions (Hsu and Liu 

1998). Further work is needed to shed light on how a consumer’s mood plays a critical role in 

their uptake of time-limited promotional offers. Second, this paper focuses on a setting in which 

a participant is presented with only a specific redemption window of promotions offers. Future 

research could further investigate how diverse durations (e.g., 1-week, 2-week, 1-month, etc.) of 

redemption windows interact with consumers’ deliberative versus implemental mindsets to 
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influence the uptake of promotional offers. Last, this work focused mostly on conventional 

promotional offers. However, there are different types of promotional offers, such as cashback, 

loyalty program, referral, joint, and shopping-spree promotions. For instance, Kim (2019) has 

demonstrated that a promotion offer with no joining fee (versus a monthly membership fee) 

increases consumers’ intentions to continue the service. Also, Vana et al. (2018) has found that 

cashback promotions can induce the probability that consumers will make an additional purchase 

and increase the size of the purchase. Correspondingly, further research needs to examine how 

these new types of promotional offers can interact with consumers’ deliberative versus 

implemental mindsets to influence their willingness to take advantage of time-limited 

promotional offers. 

This research has strong practical implications. First, we find the sets of circumstances 

under which firms can expect customers to be in a more deliberative versus a more implemental 

mindset. We also provide practical guidance regarding how deliberative versus implemental 

mindsets can be activated by thinking about making a purchase prior to becoming aware of the 

promotion in shopping environments. The current research sheds light on the conditions under 

which different redemption windows are likely to be effective in maximizing the uptake of 

promotional offers. 
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ESSAY 1 APPENDIX 

 

Sample Screenshots 

 

Experiment Stimuli 

Experiment 1 

1. Identification at the door Condition 

(Figure 1A-1 Store Entry Stage) 
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(Figure 1A-2 Product Options)  

 

 

 

(Figure 1A-3 Purchase Completion Stage) 

 



102 
 

2. Identification at checkout condition 

(Figure 1A-4 Store Entry Stage) 

 

 

 

(Figure 1A-5 Product Options) 
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(Figure 1A-6 Purchase Completion Stage) 
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Experiment 2 

In the Mindset-Offset-Present Condition 

(Figure 1A-7 The Activation of “Deliberative Mindset”) 
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(Figure 1A-8 The Activation of “Implemental Mindset”) 

 

 

Experiment 3 

(Figure 1A-9 Water Bottle Product Options) 
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(Figure 1A-10 CAPTCHA at the Door) 

 

 

 

 

 (Figure 1A-11 CAPTCHA at Checkout) 
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Experiment 4 

(Figure 1A-12 Guest Identification at the Door)

 

 

 

 

(Figure 1A-13 Guest Identification at checkout) 
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Experiment 5 

(Figure 1A-14 High Effort Identification at the Door) 

 

 

(Figure 1A-15 High Effort Identification at Checkout) 
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ESSAY 2 APPENDIX 

 

Sample Screenshots 

Experiment Stimuli 

Experiment 1A 

(Figure 2A-1 The Activation of “Deliberative Mindset”) 
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(Figure 2A-2 The Activation of “Implemental Mindset”) 

 

 

 

 

(Figure 2A-3 “Home Depot” Promotional Offers (Short versus Long)) 
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Experiment 1B 

(Figure 2A-4 “Best Buy” Promotional Offers (Short versus Long)) 

  

 

 

Experiment 2 

(Figure 2A-5 “Apple” Promotional Offers (Short versus Long)) 
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Experiment 3 

(Figure 2A-6 “Disney Store” Promotional Offers (Short versus Long)) 

  

 

 

 

 

(Figure 2A-7 “HP Ink & Cartridges” Promotional Offers (Short versus Long)) 
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Experiment 4 

(Figure 2A-8 Mindset Manipulation Instructions) 

 

 

 

(Figure 2A-9 The Activation of “Deliberative Mindset”) 
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(Figure 2A-10 The Activation of “Implemental Mindset”) 

 

 

 

(Figure 2A-11 Shorter versus Longer Redemption Window Promotions) 

Short Redemption Window 
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Long Redemption Window 

 

 

 

(Figure 2A-12 Purchase Confirmation) 

 

 

 

 

 


