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Abstract 

The concept of temporal distance is already understood and discussed in Construal Level Theory. In 

previous researches, however, we found severely limited understanding regarding the influence of temporal 

distance on consumer behavior. This research looks into how temporal distance affects consumer 

preference to hedonic and utilitarian products by conducting two experiments. In Experiment 1, it 

demonstrated that consumers under nearer temporal distance prefer products with better utilitarian 

attributes over those with better hedonic attributes in purchases, while their preference goes to products 

with better hedonic attributes against those with better utilitarian attributes in purchases under farther 

temporal distance. In Experiment 2, variables in a decision-making task (chosen or forgone decision-

making) were added to demonstrate that there is a reciprocal influence from temporal distance and 

decision-making model upon consumer choice between utilitarian and hedonic products. In a buying 

context under nearer temporal distance, consumers prefer products with better utilitarian attributes in the 

chosen decision-making (compared with products with better hedonic attributes), while consumers prefer 

products with better hedonic attributes in the forgone decision-making (compared with products with better 

utilitarian attributes). In a buying context under farther temporal distance, consumers prefer products with 

better hedonic attributes, regardless of chosen or forgone decision-making (compared with products with 

better utilitarian attributes). 

 

Key Words:  Temporal Distance, Hedonic Attributes, Utilitarian Attributes, Decision-Making Task. 

 

 

Introduction 
 

Consumer choice is often driven by utilitarian or hedonic demands. For instance, when consumers choose 

one new car, they may be concerned with utilitarian attributes (such as average driving mileage per unit of 

gasoline) or hedonic attributes (such as sports design). As indicated in the previous researches, these 
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different considerations will be contrasted with product evaluation and attitude, in order that people can 

distinguish products according to the relative hedonic or utilitarian nature (Batra and Ahtola, 1990; Mano 

and Oliver, 1993). More broadly, hedonic products provide more empirical consumption, fun, pleasure, and 

excitement (designer clothing, sports car, expensive watch, etc.), while utilitarian products are mainly 

instrumental and utilitarian (microwave oven, personal computer, etc; Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982; 

Strahilevitz and Myers, 1998). If consumers make a choice between products with such different 

dimensions, it is meaningful to consumer behavior to understand how consumers make tradeoffs between 

hedonic and utilitarian attributes.  

 

The previous researches on how consumers make tradeoffs between hedonic and utilitarian attributes have 

not considered the influence of temporal distance, while the viewpoint of temporal distance has been 

understandingly discussed in literature of the Construal Level Theory (CLT) (Liberman and Trope, 1998; 

Trope and Liberman, 2000). According to CLT, people will express an event with nearer temporal distance by 

using concrete and low-level constructs, and express the event with farther temporal distance by using 

contract and high-level construct. In other words, the low-level construct represents a relatively unstructured 

construct, including the contextualized expression of secondary and accidental features of events; relatively, 

the high-level construct represents relatively structured constructs; the non-contextual expression of key points 

is extracted from the available information; these constructs include the core features of the main levels of an 

event. The research of temporal construct theory also pointed out that, when the event is described to be nearer in 

temporal distance, the individuals will avoid abstractly expressing their objectives, and they will prefer the more 

concrete and task-specific expression (allowing to make effective response to context) (Trope and Liberman, 

2000, 2003); relatively, the temporal proximity will aggravate people’s sensitivity towards the possibility of 

potential impediment and negative result (Liberman and Trope, 1998). For instance, when the event is 

described to be nearer in temporal distance, the concern for eagerness (such as: why should I work hard to 

achieve this goal?) will be transferred to a concern for feasibility (such as: what should I do to achieve this 

goal?); when the event is described as nearer in temporal distance, people tend to be comparatively less 

optimistic to satisfy their goals (Gilovich, Kerr, and Medvec, 1993; Nisan, 1972; Sanna,1999; Savitsky et al., 

1998; Shepperd, Ouellette, and Fernandez, 1996). Moreover, Mogilner, Aaker, and Pennington (2008) also 

demonstrated that consumers will prefer prevention framed products to promotion framed products in a 

purchase with nearer temporal distance, while consumers will prefer the promotion framed products to 

prevention framed products in a purchase with farther temporal distance. They also pointed out that, the 

main reason lies in that the expected pleasure of achieving one goal with farther temporal distance will 

drive them to prefer promotion framed products over prevention framed products, while the expected pain 

in the unrealized purchase goal will drive them to prefer prevention framed products to promotion framed 

products. This research discussed the influence of temporal distance on consumer choice between 

utilitarian and hedonic products. As the utilitarian dimension is more concrete and prevention-focused, and 

choosing products with better utilitarian dimension is relatively safe, while the hedonic dimension is more 

abstract and promotion-focused, and choosing products with better hedonic dimension is desirable, it implies that 

consumer tradeoff between utilitarian attributes and hedonic attributes will be influenced by temporal distance.  

 

Moreover, previous research also indicated that consumer tradeoff between utilitarian attributes and 

hedonic attributes will be influenced by the types of decision-making tasks. For instance, the research of Dhar and 

Wertenbroch (2000) demonstrated that consumers will choose goods with better utilitarian attributes in 

the chosen decision-making task (acquisition choices; choosing one from two schemes), while they will 

choose goods with better hedonic attributes in forgone decision-making (forfeiture choices; forgoing one 

from two schemes). Therefore, this research added the influence of temporal distance. Regarding a 

purchase with nearer temporal distance, it is expected that consumers will prefer goods with better utilitarian 

attributes in the chosen task, and that consumers will prefer goods with better hedonic attributes in the 

foregone task; however, regarding a purchase with farther temporal distance, it is expected that consumers 

will prefer goods with better hedonic attributes, whether it is chosen or forgone decision-making, implying 

that temporal distance and the decision-making task will reciprocally influence consumer tradeoff between 
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utilitarian attributes and hedonic attributes, and the relevant theoretical analysis and hypothesis will be illustrated 

in the following.  

 

Temporal Distance and Consumer Choice between Hedonic and Utilitarian Goods 
 

Many researches have focused on the role of time in forming the consumer evaluation of future purchase 

decision-making. In previous literature, the variable of time has been operated as some diversified methods 

and been replaced by habit to represent different concepts. For instance, many researches focus on the 

influence of time pressure on judgment and decision-making (e.g., Ben Zur and Breznitz, 1981), or focus 

the role of time on the expected emotional response to future events (e.g., Buehler and McFarland, 2001), 

the influence of wait time on choice (e.g., Leclerc, Schmitt, and Dube, 1995), the influence of description 

of time interval on consumer discount rate (LeBoeuf, 2006), and the evaluation of a result to be understood 

at a certain future time point (Loewenstein, 1987). The research of Mogilner et al. (2008) discussed the role 

played by the viewpoint of temporal distance in goal-oriented consumer behavior. This research carried out 

the discussion by focusing the time viewpoint regarding temporal distance.  

 

The viewpoint of temporal distance has been understandingly discussed in CLT (Liberman and Trope, 1998; 

Trope and Liberman, 2000). CLT is a framework connecting distance and abstraction, pointing out that 

psychological distance is an important determinant factor, and determining whether the main and necessary 

features or secondary and peripheral features are used as the evaluation basis. According to CLT, people will 

express an event with nearer temporal distance by using more concrete and low-level constructs, and express 

an event with farther temporal distance by using contract and high-level construct. The low-level construct is 

relatively unstructured, including the contextualized expression of secondary and accidental features of 

events; relatively, the high-level construct is comparatively structured; the non-contextual expression of key 

points is extracted from the available information; these constructs include the core features of the main 

levels of an event. Thus, the expression of an event with nearer temporal distance is rich in details, and some 

are accidental and peripheral; the expression of an event with farther temporal distance will obtain the more 

abstract description by ignoring secondary and accidental features.  

 

Research related to the temporal construct viewpoint also provides an argument regarding how the temporal 

proximity for one upcoming purchase influences consumer perception towards self-regulatory-framed 

products (Mogilner et al, 2008). As indicated in the temporal construct theory, when the event is described to be 

nearer in temporal distance, the individuals will avoid abstractly expressing their objectives and they will prefer the 

more concrete and task-specific expression (allowing to make effective response to context)(Trope and 

Liberman, 2000, 2003); relatively, temporal proximity aggravates peoples’ sensitivity towards the possibility 

of potential impediment and negative result (Liberman and Trope, 1998). For instance, when the event is 

described to be much nearer in temporal distance, the concern for eagerness (such as: why should I work 

hard to achieve this goal?) will be transferred to concern for feasibility (such as: what should I do to achieve 

this goal?); thus, immediate action is required, and it can be seen that the attraction will lose its shine in the 

future (Zauberman and Lynch, 2005). Moreover, when the event is described to be nearer in temporal 

distance, people tend to be comparatively less optimistic to satisfy their goals (Gilovich et al., 1993; Nisan, 

1972; Sanna, 1999; Savitsky et al., 1998; Shepperd et al, 1996). Therefore, in the case of one purchase 

decision with nearer temporal distance, consumers may face the expected pain when they cannot achieve 

the purchase goal. As clearly indicated in previous research on regulatory focus, the pain when consumers 

cannot achieve one prevention-focused or minimal goal is more intense than the pain when consumers 

cannot achieve one promotion-focused or maximal goal (Idson et al., 2000). Therefore, when consumers 

face one purchase with near temporal distance, the product that is safe and avoids negative result (a 

prevention-framed product) is more attractive than the product that obtains a positive result and is full of 

hope (a promotion - focused product); in other words, regarding a purchase with nearer temporal distance, 

when the goal cannot be achieved, the expected pain will strengthen consumers’ attraction towards 

prevention-framed products (compared with promotion-framed products); relatively, when the purchase is 

farther in temporal distance and consumers remain optimistic of achieving the purchase goal, the preference 
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for prevention-framed products may not occur. As the obtained happiness of promotion-focused or 

maximal goal is greater than the obtained happiness of prevention-focused or minimal goal (Idson et al., 

2000; Liberman, Idson, and Higgins, 2005), when consumers’ purchase occurs in the far future, the 

promotion-framed products will be more attractive than prevention-framed products.  

 

This research put forward that temporal distance will influence consumer choice between hedonic and 

utilitarian goods. The main reason is that utilitarian attributes are more concrete compared with hedonic 

attributes, while hedonic attributes are more abstract compared with utilitarian attributes, and people tend to 

express an event with nearer temporal distance with the more concrete construct and to express the event 

with farther temporal distance with the more abstract construct, as a result, in a purchase with nearer 

temporal distance, consumers tend to choose products with better utilitarian attributes; while in a purchase 

with farther temporal distance, consumers tend to choose products with better hedonic attributes. In 

addition, if the research result of Mogilner et al, (2008) is used for inference, utilitarian attributes are 

relatively safer attributes for consumers, while hedonic attributes are prone to the attributes of hope and 

eagerness. Therefore, choosing products with better utilitarian attributes is relatively more prevention-

focused, while choosing products with hedonic attributes is relatively more promotion-focused. Thus, in a 

purchase with nearer temporal distance, it is expected that consumers will choose the relatively safe option 

(option with better utilitarian attributes) due to facing the expected pain when the goal cannot be achieved; 

in a purchase with farther temporal distance, consumers will choose the relatively desired option (option 

with better hedonic attributes) in the mind due to facing the pleasure achieving the goal. In addition, this 

research proposed that, in a purchase with nearer temporal distance, as consumers will face the expected 

pain when the goal cannot be achieved, they will choose a relatively safe option; in a purchase with farther 

temporal distance, as consumers will face the expected pleasure when the goal is achieved, they will choose 

a relatively desired option in the mind. Researchers, therefore, inferred that, in a purchase with nearer 

temporal distance, consumers will choose products with better utilitarian attributes, while in a purchase 

with farther temporal distance, consumers will choose products with better hedonic attributes. The 

inference above can form the following hypotheses:  

 

H1: Temporal distance will influence consumer choice between hedonic and utilitarian goods. 

H1a: In a purchase with nearer temporal distance, consumer preference for products with better utilitarian 

attributes is greater than products with better hedonic attributes. 

H1b: In a purchase with farther temporal distance, consumer preference for products with better hedonic 

attributes is greater than products with better utilitarian attributes. 

 

Temporal Distance, Decision-Making Task, and Consumer Choice Between Hedonic and Utilitarian 

Products 

 

Previous research indicated why the tradeoff between hedonic and utilitarian dimension will differ based on 

the decision-making task. For instance, the choice (rating is made compared and with the separate options) 

task usually refers the option with better utilitarian dimension. Tversky and Griffin (1991), and Shafir, 

Simonson, and Tversky (1993) put forward that decision-makers will seek reasons and propositions to justify 

their choices. Similarly, Tversky, Sattath, and Slovic (1988) indicated that the scheme of providing 

decision-makers with justified propositions is more possible to be chosen. Based on such a viewpoint, 

Bohm and Pfister (1996) indicated that the context promoting justification will strengthen consumer 

preference for utilitarian features. Bazerman, Tenbrunsel, and Wade-Benzoni (1998) indicated that the 

choice task will force the decision-makers to focus on the “should” preference, thus, they are more likely 

to prefer options with more utilitarian dimensions.  

 

As hedonic and utilitarian products can both provide consumers with benefits, where the former is to give 

enjoy in experience, while the latter provides a function in the practical dimension (Batra and Ahtola, 1990; 

Hirschman and Holbrook, 1982; Mano and Oliver, 1993); also due to this difference, the post-consumer 

guilt is connected with hedonic consumption (Kivetz and Simonson, 2002a, b; Strahilevitz and Myers, 
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1998). Due to the part of guilt, it is more difficult to judge the justification of an expenditure in hedonic 

products, while it is easier to judge the justification of an expenditure in utilitarian products (Prelec and 

Loewenstein, 1998). Past research demonstrated that consumer tradeoff between hedonic and utilitarian 

goods is influenced by the decision-making task. For instance, the researches of Dhar and Wertenbroch 

(2000) demonstrated that consumer tradeoff between hedonic and utilitarian goods will be influenced 

by a chosen (choosing one from two schemes) or a forgone decision-making task (forgoing one from two 

schemes), leading to the reversals of preference. The literature basis for this paper is the result of message 

evaluation and deliberation (e.g., Tybout and Artz, 1994), and researchers demonstrated that, in forgone 

decision-making, more simultaneous deliberations will increase the shock of the hedonic level in the overall 

evaluation. Therefore, compared with utilitarian products, the preference for hedonic products is more 

powerful in forgone decision-making than in acquired decision-making.  

 

The research of Dhar and Wertenbroch (2000) put forward that, a forgone task can generate more 

simultaneous deliberations than a chosen task, and also emphasized the two reasons that consumers carry out 

deliberations at different levels: first, in the forgone task, consumers will spend more time discussing this 

object, thus, they are more likely to deliberate the potential benefits of this object (Strahilevitz and 

Loewenstein, 1998); second, in forgone decision-making, as based on the theoretical literature of 

counterfactual thinking, there will be a greater degree of deliberation. Previous researches have distinguished 

two kinds of comparative types: one is preferring a comparison of actual results between schemes (upward 

counterfactual thinking); the other is about not referring the comparison between schemes (downward 

counterfactual thinking), pointing out that the frequency of upward counterfactual thinking is more than 

downward counterfactual thinking (Roese and Olson, 1997). The relevant researches also extend the idea of 

counterfactual thinking, pointing out that the imagination of the possible scheme result occurs earlier than 

the choice (Sanna, 1996). It is suggested in these findings that, consumers’ forgoing one option (upward 

counterfactual thinking) should be more likely to simultaneously deliberate the future scheme result than 

choosing one option (downward counterfactual thinking) (see also Carmon and Ariely, 2000). Therefore, in 

forgone decision-making, the existence of such differentiated deliberation will strengthen the relative 

evaluation regarding hedonic attributes. The contents above are based on two propositions: first, as 

indicated in literature, messages with positive stimulation are able to strengthen the love for judgment 

(Tybout and Artz, 1994). Therefore, the use of one item with more excellent and positive value will 

increase its attraction (Shiv and Huber,2000; Strahilevitz and Loewenstein, 1998), in particular, 

deliberation will increase and more easily imagine the influence of the attributes on product evaluation, and 

render them more prominent (Keller and McGill, 1994; Sherman et al., 1985; Shiv and Huber, 2000). As 

hedonic attributes can more easily arouse the imagination in degree (MacInnis and Price, 1987), the 

attraction for a scheme with better hedonic dimension is relatively strengthened. Second, upward 

counterfactual thinking will generate negative emotion, as the imagination is worse after a choice than 

before a choice (Roese, 1997; Sanna,1999), thus, forgone decision-making will trigger upward 

counterfactual thinking in degree, rendering the results of negative emotions worse. In the end, subjects 

will minimize the motivation of expected negative emotion by obtaining more hedonic products.  

 

If the influence of the temporal distance factor is added, regarding a purchase with nearer temporal 

distance, goods with better utilitarian dimension will be chosen in the chosen task; while goods with better 

hedonic attributes will be preferred in the forgone task, as more simultaneous deliberations will be 

generated in the forgone task according to the inference of Dhar and Wertenbroch (2000); regarding a 

purchase with farther temporal distance, it is expected that consumers will prefer goods with better hedonic 

attributes, whether it is chosen or forgone decision-making. The inference above can form the following 

hypotheses:  

 

H2: Temporal distance and decision-making tasks will reciprocally influence consumer choice between 

hedonic and utilitarian goods. 
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H2a: In a purchase with nearer temporal distance, consumers will prefer products with better utilitarian 

attributes in the chosen decision-making (compared with the products with better hedonic attributes), and 

will prefer products with better hedonic attributes in the forgone decision-making (compared with the 

products with better utilitarian attributes). 

 

H2b: In a purchase with farther temporal distance, consumers will prefer products with better hedonic 

attributes, whether it is chosen or forgone decision-making (compared with the products with better 

utilitarian attributes). 

 

This research adopted two experiments to verify the two hypotheses proposed above. The objective of 

Experiment 1 is to test H1, and the object of Experiment 2 is to test H2. The relevant experimental design 

and results will be illustrated in the following.  

 

Experiment 1 

 

Objective: the objective of Experiment 1 is to test H1, i.e. temporal distance will influence consumer choice 

between hedonic and utilitarian products; in a purchase with nearer temporal distance, consumers will 

choose products with better utilitarian attributes (H1a); in a purchase with farther temporal distance, 

consumers will choose products with better hedonic attributes (H1b).  

 

Design: Experiment 1 adopted the intergroup experimental design with 2 groups (temporal distance: near 

vs. far). The independent variable of the experiment is temporal distance, and the dependent variable is the 

proportion that subjects choose products with better utilitarian or hedonic attributes.  

 

Subjects: the experimental subjects were college students who were allocated at random to the two 

experiment conditions; each group had 100 subjects; every subject will receive one gift after the test.  

 

Experimental stimulation: experimental stimulation adopted the choice problem of an apartment lease. Two 

options are provided to subjects to make a choice: one option is an apartment with better utilitarian 

attributes and worse hedonic attributes. The apartment is described as follows: this apartment is located 

downtown, where living function and transportation are both convenient. Only a 5-minute journey is required 

to go to the workplace. However, the living environment is noisy and has no beautiful landscape. The other 

option is an apartment with worse utilitarian attributes, but with better hedonic attributes. The department is 

described as follows: this apartment has an elegant environment and beautiful landscape. However, it is far 

away from downtown, living function and transportation are both inconvenient, and a 15-minute journey is 

required to go to the workplace.  

 

Experimental procedure and operation: in order to improve the level of involvement of the subjects, the 

experiment adopted the method of one-on-one interviews. At the beginning of the experiment, subjects in the 

group with near temporal distance are told: “Please imagine that you suddenly get a job and you must take 

office within one week. Therefore, you need to rent one apartment tomorrow. Assuming that the following 

two apartments are the options after you have screened at the present time. Which apartment would like to 

choose, please?”. The subjects in the group with far temporal distance are told: “Please imagine that you will 

work in a new environment in two years. Therefore, two years later, you need to rent one apartment. 

Assuming that the following two apartments are the options after you have screened at the present time. 

Please imagine which apartment you would like to choose two years later.” Then, the subjects will make a 

choice in the two options. Whether it is the group with near or far temporal distance, subjects are required to 

fill in one item about the operation and test after making a choice, namely, “as for the above decision-making, 

in your opinion, the temporal distance for lease is now”. A Likert five-point scale was used for measurement, 

ranging from 1 (very near) to 5 (very far).  
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Results: in the part of the operation and test, regarding the group with near temporal distance (n=100), the 

average number of perception of temporal distance is M near=1.5 (SD near=.67); regarding the group with far 

temporal distance (n=100), the average number of perception of temporal distance is M far=4.3 (SD far=.64). 

The statistical test results showed that the operation of temporal distance is successful (t(198)=-30.042; 

p<.001). The experimental results are as shown in Table 1. In the group with near temporal distance (N=100), 

the proportion of choosing the options with better utilitarian attributes and worse hedonic attributes is 65% 

(n=65), while the proportion of choosing the options with better hedonic attributes and worse utilitarian 

attributes is 35% (n=35) (65% vs. 35%; p<.005). In the group with far temporal distance (N=100), the 

proportion of choosing the options with better utilitarian attributes and worse hedonic attributes is 23% 

(n=23), while the proportion of choosing the options with better hedonic attributes and worse utilitarian 

attributes is 77% (n=77)(23% vs. 77%; p<.001). The statistical test results showed that different temporal 

distance will significantly influence the chosen options (χ2 (1)=35.795; p<.001). Therefore,  H1, H1a, and  

H1b are supported As indicated in Table 1 below. 

 

Table  1  The Chosen Proportion in Different Temporal Distance (Experiment 1) 

Chosen Proportion 

 

Temporal Distance 

Options with better utilitarian 

attributes and worse hedonic 

attributes 

Options with better hedonic 

attributes and worse 

utilitarian attributes 

 

χ2 

 
Near (N=100) 65% 35% 

 

 

 

35.795* Far (N=100) 23% 77% 

    *p<0.001. 

 
Experiment 2 

 

Objective: the objective of Experiment 2 is to test H2 in the plan of the first year, i.e. temporal distance and 

decision-making task will reciprocally influence consumer choice between hedonic and utilitarian products. 

In the purchase with nearer temporal distance, it is expected that consumers will choose products with 

better utilitarian attributes in chosen decision-making, while consumers will choose products with better 

hedonic attributes in forgone decision-making (H2a); in the purchase with farther temporal distance, 

consumers will choose goods with better hedonic attributes, whether it is chosen or forgone decision-making 

(H2b).  

 

Design: Experiment 2 adopted the intergroup experimental design with 2 (temporal distance: near vs. far)× 

2(decision-making task: choose  vs. forgo) groups. The independent variable of the experiment is temporal 

distance and decision-making task, and the dependent variable is the proportion that subjects choose 

products with better utilitarian or hedonic attributes.  

 

Subjects: the experimental subjects were college students who were allocated at random to the four 

experiment conditions; each group had 100 subjects; the subjects in Experiment 2 and Experiment 1 are 

independent from each other, and every subject will receive one gift after the test.  

 

Experimental stimulation: experimental stimulation adopted the choice problem of travel itinerary in 

Europe. Two options are provided for subjects to make a choice: one option is an itinerary with better 

utilitarian attributes and worse hedonic attributes. This travel itinerary is described as follows: this travel 

itinerary has convenient and inexpensive (later check-out time) journey (good transportation). However, this 

travel itinerary has no attractive scenery (limited recreational activities), and the hotel is ordinary (very few 

night activities). The other option is the itinerary with worse utilitarian attributes and better hedonic 

attributes. The itinerary is described as follows: this travel itinerary has beautiful scenery (having an attractive 
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beach) and good hotel (rich night activities). However, this itinerary has longer travel time (worse 

transportation) and is more expensive (earlier check-out time).   

 

Experimental procedure and operation: in order to improve the level of involvement of the subjects, the 

experiment adopted the method of one-on-one interviews. At the beginning of the experiment, subjects in the 

group, where temporal distance is near and the decision-making model is chosen decision-making, are told to 

“Please imagine that you will travel to Europe, which one would you like to choose from the following two 

schemes?”. The subjects in the group where the temporal distance is near and decision-making model is 

forgone decision-making are told to “Please imagine that you will travel to Europe, and which one would you 

like to forgo from the following two schemes?”. The subjects in the group where the temporal distance is far 

and decision-making model is chosen decision-making are told “Please imagine that you will travel to Europe 

two years later, and which one would you like to choose from the following two schemes?”. The subjects in 

the group where the temporal distance is far and decision-making model is forgone decision-making are told 

“Please imagine that you will travel to Europe two years later, which one would you like to forgo from the 

following two schemes?”. Then, the subjects will make a choice in the two options. The subjects in the four 

groups are required to fill in one item regarding the operation and test after making a choice, namely, “as for 

the above decision-making, in your opinion, the actually temporal distance for travel is ____now”. A Likert 

five-point scale was used for measurement, ranging from 1 (very near) to 5 (very far).  

 

Results:  in the part of operation and test, regarding the group with near temporal distance (n=200), the average 

number of perception of temporal distance is M near=1.69 (SD near=.76); regarding the group with far 

temporal distance (n=200), the average number of perception of temporal distance is M far=4.14 (SD far=.66). 

The statistical test results showed that the operation of temporal distance is successful (t(398)=-34.159; 

p<.001). And the experimental results are as shown in Table 2. In order to test whether temporal distance and 

decision-making model will reciprocally influence consumers choice between utilitarian and hedonic 

products, researchers adopted the method of hierarchical log-linear, and the result showed that there exists an 

interaction effect (χ2 (1)=10.383; p<.005) between temporal distance, decision-making model, and choice.  

 

In the group (N=200) with near temporal distance, in the chosen decision-making model (n=100), the 

proportion of choosing the options with better utilitarian attributes and worse hedonic attributes is 68% 

(n=68), while the proportion of choosing the options with better hedonic attributes and worse utilitarian 

attributes is 32% (n=32) (68% vs. 32%; p<.001); in the forgone decision-making model (n=100), the 

proportion of choosing the options with better utilitarian attributes and worse hedonic attributes is 28% 

(n=28), while the proportion of choosing the options with better hedonic attributes and worse utilitarian 

attributes is 72% (n=72) (28% vs. 72%; p<.001) (χ2 (1)=32.051; p<.001). In the group(N=200) with far 

temporal distance, in the chosen decision-making model (n=100), the proportion of choosing the options with 

better utilitarian attributes and worse hedonic attributes is 25% (n=25), while the proportion of choosing the 

options with better hedonic attributes and worse utilitarian attributes is 75% (n=75) (25% vs. 75%; p<.001); 

in the forgone decision-making model(n=100), the proportion of choosing the options with better utilitarian 

attributes and worse hedonic attributes is 21%(n=21), while the proportion of choosing the options with better 

hedonic attributes and worse utilitarian attributes is 79% (n=79)(21% vs. 79%; p<.001) (χ2 (1)=.452; 

p=.502).  

 

The statistical test results showed that temporal distance and decision-making model will reciprocally 

influence consumers’ choice between utilitarian and hedonic products. In the purchase with nearer temporal 

distance, consumers will prefer products with better utilitarian attributes (compared with products with better 

hedonic attributes) in the chosen decision-making, and prefer products with better hedonic attributes 

(compared with products with better utilitarian attributes) in forgone decision-making. In the purchase with 

farther temporal distance, consumers will prefer products with better hedonic attributes (compared with 

products with better utilitarian attributes), whether it is chosen or forgone decision-making. Therefore,  H2, 

H2a, and  H2b are supported As indicated in Table 2 (below). 

 



   

  

 

 

ISSN: 2306-9007              Huang, Wu & Lin (2016) 

 

 

459 

I 

 

  www.irmbrjournal.com                                                                                              June 2016                                                                                             

 International Review of Management and Business Research                        Vol. 5 Issue.2

                           

R 
M  
B  
R  

Table 2 The Chosen Proportion in Different Temporal Distance and Decision-making  

Model (Experiment 2) 

Chosen Proportion 

 

Temporal 

Distance 

Decision-making 

Model 

 

Options with better utilitarian 

attributes and worse hedonic 

attributes 

Options with better hedonic 

attributes and worse utilitarian 

attributes 

 

Near(N=200) 

chosen(n=100) 68% 32% 

forgone(n=100) 28% 72% 

 

Far(N=200) 

chosen (n=100) 25% 75% 

forgone (n=100) 21% 79% 

              *p<0.001. 

 

Discussion & Conclusion 
 

The viewpoint of temporal distance has been understandingly discussed in literature of the Construal Level 

Theory (CLT). According to the temporal construct theory, people will express an event with nearer temporal 

distance by using the more concrete and low-level construct, and express an event with farther temporal 

distance by using the more contract and high-level construct. However, researches regarding the influence of 

temporal distance on consumer behavior are very few. This research put forward that, temporal distance will 

influence consumer choice between hedonic and utilitarian goods. The main reason is that utilitarian 

attributes are more concrete, as compared with hedonic attributes, while hedonic attributes are more 

abstract, as compared with utilitarian attributes, and people tend to express an event with nearer temporal 

distance with the more concrete construct, and to express an event with far temporal distance with the more 

abstract construct, as a result, in a purchase with nearer temporal distance, consumers tend to choose 

products with better utilitarian attributes; while in a purchase with farther temporal distance, consumers 

tend to choose products with better hedonic attributes. 

 

Moreover, if the research result of Mogilner, Aaker, and Pennington (2008) is used for inference, utilitarian 

attributes are relatively safer attributes, while hedonic attributes are prone to the attributes of hope and 

eagerness. Therefore, choosing products with better utilitarian attributes is relatively more prevention-

focused, while choosing the products with better hedonic attributes is relatively more promotion-focused. 

Thus, in a purchase with nearer temporal distance, it is expected that consumers will choose a relatively 

safe option (option with better utilitarian attributes) due to facing the expected pain when the goal cannot 

be achieved; in a purchase with farther temporal distance, consumers will choose the relatively desired 

option (compared with option with better hedonic attributes) due to facing the pleasure achieving the goal. 

In addition, this research proposed that, in a purchase with nearer temporal distance, as consumers are 

afraid to face the expected pain when the goal cannot be achieved, they will choose a relatively safe option, 

which is the result after making a comparison between schemes. Therefore, consumers will prefer the 

“should” decision (which one consumers should choose); in a purchase with farther temporal distance, as 

consumers will face the expected pleasure when the goal is achieved, they will choose the relatively desired 

option in the mind. Therefore, they will prefer the “want” decision (which one do consumers want to 

choose in your mind). Previous researches have demonstrated the result that, in “should” decisions, the 

options with better utilitarian attributes will prevail, while in “want” decisions, the options with better 

hedonic attributes will prevail. Researchers, therefore, inferred that in a situation with nearer temporal 

distance, consumers will choose products with better utilitarian attributes, while in a situation with farther 

temporal distance, consumers will choose products with better hedonic attributes. 

 

This research makes great contribution to extending temporal distance to the field of consumer behavior, 

and makes great contribution regarding how consumers make tradeoffs between hedonic and utilitarian 

attributes, which is also discussed in literature. In previous research, that hedonic and utilitarian goods will 
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lead to the reversals of preference is usually related to the decision-making task, including chosen and 

forgone decision-making; in chosen decision-making, consumers will prefer utilitarian goods, while in 

forgone decision-making, consumers will prefer hedonic goods. Finally, this research verified that temporal 

distance is also an importance factor leading to the reversal of preference for hedonic and utilitarian goods. 

When temporal distance is nearer, consumers will prefer products with better utilitarian attributes; when 

temporal distance is farther, consumer will prefer products with better hedonic attributes. Based on this, 

regarding the reason for the reversals of preference for consumer tradeoff between hedonic and utilitarian 

attributes, and in addition to the decision-making task mentioned in literature, this research also put forward 

that, temporal distance is the reason for the reversals of preference regarding hedonic and utilitarian 

products; this research has great contribution to supplementing literature in this aspect. 
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