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中 文 摘 要 ： 此研究利用兩個實驗來檢驗在購買單一品牌的多項產品時，不同專
業知識與調節焦點對享樂升級之影響。研究一之結果顯示，專業知
識導致享樂升級程度不同。考慮到消費者對產品的認知與瞭解程度
，重複購買單一品牌的各種產品時，新手消費者的享樂升級程度高
於專家消費者。 研究二則驗證調節焦點對專家與享樂升級之關係的
干擾效果。 研究發現，以促進焦點為主的專家和以預防焦點為主的
新手在表現出更高的享樂升級，而以預防焦點為主的專家和以促進
焦點為主的新手之享樂升級程度則較低。所有研究發現都提升與延
伸對享樂升級領域之應用。

中文關鍵詞： 專家，調節焦點，享樂升級，促進焦點，預防焦點

英 文 摘 要 ： This research conducted two experiments to examine the
effects of expertise and the regulatory focus on hedonic
escalation when consuming various products within a brand.
Study 1 showed that expertise results in different levels
of hedonic escalation. Novice consumers experienced higher
hedonic escalation than expert consumers did, considering
their knowledge of products. Study 2 verified the
moderating role of regulatory focus on the effects of
expertise on hedonic escalation. It revealed that
promotion-focused experts and prevention-focused novices
exhibit greater hedonic escalation buying various products
in a brand, while prevention-focused experts and promotion-
focused novices have lower hedonic escalation buying
products in a brand.

英文關鍵詞： Expertise, Regulatory Focus, Hedonic Escalation, Promotion
focus, Prevention focus



The impact of expertise on hedonic escalation: A moderating role of regulatory focus 

ABSTRACT  

This research conducted two experiments to examine the effects of expertise and the 

regulatory focus on hedonic escalation when consuming various products within a brand. Study 

1 showed that expertise results in different levels of hedonic escalation. Novice consumers 

experienced higher hedonic escalation than expert consumers did, considering their knowledge 

of products. Study 2 verified the moderating role of regulatory focus on the relationship 

between expertise and hedonic escalation. It revealed that promotion-focused experts exhibited 

greater hedonic escalation buying various products in a brand than prevention-focused experts 

did. Conversely, promotion-focused novices showed lower hedonic escalation buying products 

in a brand than prevention-focused novices did. 

 

Keywords: Expertise, Regulatory Focus, Hedonic Escalation, Promotion focus, Prevention 

focus 

 

  



1. Introduction 

In rational consumption, as consumers acquire larger quantities of a commodity, they feel 

less excited and less satisfied since the same stimulus is received repeatedly, i.e., marginal 

utility diminishes. As consumers’ goods accumulate, the added marginal utility seems not worth 

mentioning. This situation was proven by psychological experiment validation, is also applied 

in micro-economies and often happens in daily life (Galak & Redden, 2018). For example, 

when consumers taste a mouth-watering steak, they may feel “It’s great!” at first bite, but by 

the second bite, they may feel less delightfully surprised. After finishing half the meal, they 

may feel, “Well, it is just okay.” If the whole steak is too much to eat, sometimes they may even 

feel nausea or experience vomiting in extreme cases. This situation is the law of diminishing 

marginal utility. 

However, in reality, consumers are likely to break this law. As a wine-taster said, “Every 

single sip of wine is a sophisticated experience, and something different may be found in the 

next taste.” The most excellent wines seemingly offer limitless surprises to wine tasters. As 

different flavors change their effects in our taste buds, enjoyment grows with the next sip 

(Crolic & Janiszewski, 2016; Jaeger et al., 2019). The increased pleasure in each additional act 

is called hedonic escalation (Epstein et al., 2008), which is a consequence of an “alliesthesia–

reverse alliesthesia” feedback loop based on the liking-motivation system.  

While prior studies have only focused on food tasting, and only examined the occurrence 

of hedonic escalation within the same product or among different brands (e.g., Crolic & 

Janiszewski, 2016; Maison et al., 2004; Mathur, 2010; Fournier, 1998), they overlooked the 

issue of consumers buying various products under just one brand. Therefore, two questions 

arise: what possible variables may influence the interaction of the motivation-liking system and 



result in hedonic escalation? In addition, do consumers experience hedonic escalation when 

buying an additional product under one brand? 

Based on the stream of prior studies, expertise influences the relationship between 

motivation and liking. For example, novice consumers seek diverse experiences that broaden 

their consumption knowledge to enhance their appreciation of a product category, whereas 

experts seek to deepen their consumption knowledge for the same purpose (Clarkson et al., 

2012). To explain this, the deeper the experts’ understanding in a product category, the more 

they will know what they need in the next consumption decision. Compared to novice 

consumers, experts tend to acknowledge each brand of products and can identify product 

functions among brands. So they prefer buying items which are suitable for them across 

different brands and show lower hedonic escalation if they have to buy things within one 

specific brand. 

Additionally, based on self-discrepancy theory and regulatory focus theory, we also 

propose the possible moderating effect of regulatory focus personality on the relationship 

between expertise and hedonic escalation. Since regulatory focus provides individuals with 

varying motivations related to their knowledge and purchase intention, and applies specific 

decision-making methods (Avnet & Higgins, 2006), it could be a possible moderator of 

expertise and hedonic escalation. Yet few researchers have examined the consumer behavior of 

experts and novices with different regulatory focus personalities. Therefore, this study further 

considers two types of regulatory focus as the moderator. 

Based on the above, the primary purpose of this research is to examine the impact of 

expertise on hedonic escalation and the moderating role of regulatory focus on the relationship 

between expertise and hedonic escalation. Regarding this purpose, two experiments with three 



different hedonic products were carried out based on a pilot study. Study 1 examined the 

different impacts of expertise on hedonic escalation. Study 2 further demonstrated the 

moderating effect of regulatory focus. 

 

2. Literature Reviews 

2.1 Hedonic escalation and Expertise 

Based on Epstein et al. (2008), the definition of hedonic escalation is an increased 

appreciation for experience over repeated trials in a single consumption episode. Crolic and 

Janiszewski (2016) revealed that the “alliesthesia–reverse alliesthesia” feedback loop is the 

primary mechanism behind hedonic escalation based on the interaction of motivation-liking 

systems. Alliesthesia occurs when an increase in hunger enhances the liking of food 

(motivation-liking); reverse alliesthesia occurs when eating tastier food results in the rise of 

motivation to consume more (liking-motivation) (Cabanac & Lafrance, 1990). Berridge (2009) 

stated that a flavor in a taste experience is the key to unlock activations of the brain liking 

system. It has been confirmed that when participants have no experience with a product, they 

feel more hedonic escalation than those with prior experience do. If individuals could taste 

additional flavors, the result is more sensitization, causing higher hedonic escalation (Crolic & 

Janiszewski, 2016). 

Besides, due to different levels of consumer knowledge, people engage in different 

consumer behaviors. Knowledgeable consumers may delve deeply into a product category. As 

noted previously, expert consumers have more alternatives within a product category than those 

who are less knowledgeable, due to their experiential and objective knowledge (Punj & 

Srinivasan, 1989). Experts using experiential and objective knowledge may be adventurous in 



their exploration of new products (Vigar Ellis et al., 2015) and thoroughly seek to understand 

all brands in a product category, whereas novice consumers are likely to stick to a particular 

brand.  

Meanwhile, experts tend to generate more attribute-oriented thoughts without spending 

much time, while novices tend to use category-based affective processing and rely on prior 

experiences to create their evaluation strategies (Sujan, 1985). Researchers also discovered that 

high knowledge consumers are more concerned with product attributes. Experiments showed 

that consumer knowledge and attribute information are significantly correlated. Thus high 

knowledge-consumers’ use of attribute information creates expectations regarding the quality 

of products (Gustafson et al., 2016). Correspondingly, experts use a conscious motivation 

process, while novices generally exhibit an unconscious motivation process. That is, experts 

with high issue involvement choose a systematic information processing strategy, so they focus 

more on functional product information; while novices with low issue involvement use a 

heuristic processing strategy and are more influenced by non-product details such as a 

salesperson’s opinion (Alba & Hutchinson, 1987; Chaiken, 1980). 

In addition, according to Clarkson et al.’s (2012) study, consumers’ level of experiential 

knowledge has an effect on the enhancement of appreciation/liking within a product category. 

Combined with the “alliesthesia–reverse alliesthesia” mechanism of hedonic escalation, it is 

reasonable to suggest that expertise may influence the tendency of hedonic escalation. Thus, 

this paper clarifies the effects of expertise on hedonic escalation within one brand.  

First, Guinard et al. (2001) found that hedonic ratings changed significantly from a blind 

to an informed tasting condition, particularly for consumers in their twenties. In other words, 

novice consumers have more enjoyment buying products they already know, or when they are 



enlightened about the attributes of products with which they are not familiar. Since consumers 

who can identify different flavors across trials are more likely to have hedonic escalation, 

hedonic escalation may occur when consumers buy different products under one brand. While 

novice consumers, who do not have much information on products, use category-based 

affective processing, experts have more attribute-oriented thoughts when consuming products, 

and are eager to explore new products of other brands (Vigar Ellis et al., 2015). To clarify, 

expert consumers know the products’ different characteristics of each brand and prefer buying 

each brand’s best product or the most suitable product for themselves. For experts, consuming 

products under the same brand leads to less hedonic escalation than is the case for novice 

consumers. On the other hand, since novice consumers have little knowledge, a good 

experience leads to their high satisfaction and brand loyalty (Brakus et al., 2009). As a result, it 

is reasonable to propose that the more items within a brand that the novice consumers buy, the 

higher the hedonic escalation they will experience. Thus, we infer the following hypotheses: 

H1: Compared to expert consumers, novice consumers tend to have greater hedonic 

escalation when buying products within a brand.  

  

2.2 The impact of regulatory focus on the relationship between expertise and hedonic 

escalation 

The self-discrepancy theory posits that self-regulation occurs in response to the negative 

effect experienced as the result of a discrepancy. This self-regulation occurs through a 

discrepancy-reducing feedback process in which individuals exert changes in their behavior in 

response to a noticed discrepancy and remove the disparity via self-guidance (Orellana-

Damacela et al., 2000; Strauman, 1992). Meanwhile, Higgins (1998) proposed that the hedonic 



principle operates the regulatory focus of two different types: the promotion or prevention focus. 

The promotion focus reflects positive outcomes related to aspirations, hopes, and 

accomplishments, whereas the prevention focus reflects negative issues, associated with 

responsibilities, safety, and obligations (Crowe & Higgins, 1997). Consumers conducting 

different regulatory focus thus exhibit specific decision-making processes: prevention focus 

consumers approach safety-oriented aspects when buying products (Werth & Foerster, 2007), 

think more critically and apply systematic information processing, while holding mood and 

familiarity in high regard (Pula et al., 2014). Conversely, promotion focus consumers make 

quick, heuristic judgments without deep consideration.  

Besides, the regulatory focus also impacts consumer evaluation. When consumers’ 

experiential knowledge is gained from buying more products, regulatory fit individuals 

consider their decisions to be more suitable and feel less regret about the choices they made 

(Itzkin et al., 2016). Promotion focus subjects evaluate eager strategies (e.g., encouraging one 

to succeed) as better, than prevention focus subjects do; prevention focus subjects prefer 

vigilant strategy (e.g., removing anything causing trouble) compared to promotion focus 

subjects (Camacho et al., 2003). Under regulatory fit, promotion-oriented people will be more 

“gain seeking” and be open to change, while prevention-oriented people turn out to be more 

loss-sensitive and loss-averse, preferring stability and status quo alternatives (Avnet & Higgins, 

2006; Chernev, 2004; Liberman et al., 1999). 

Based on the abovementioned discussion, this proposal assumes that based on consumers’ 

knowledge, two types of regulatory focus moderate the level of hedonic escalation when buying 

products within a brand. Promotion-focused experts are more likely to experience hedonic 

escalation than are promotion-focused novices because promotion-focused experts prefer 



deepening their consumer knowledge regarding products of all the brands more than promotion-

focused novices do (Clarkson et al., 2012; Vigar Ellis et al., 2015). That is to say, the deeper the 

experts’ knowledge in a product category, the more accurate their next purchase decision will 

be. In the same product category, compared to promotion-focused novice consumers, 

promotion-focused expert consumers recognize the product functions of each brand and choose 

the best items among brands. Conversely, prevention-focused novices are more concerned 

about the possible negative results from trying other brands, such as allergic reactions. To avoid 

negative consequences, they experience much higher hedonic escalation when purchasing 

within a brand than do prevention-focused experts. 

In addition, this proposal also infers that to expert consumers, promotion focus results in 

more significant hedonic escalation compared to those with prevention focus personality 

because promotion focus experts tend to pursue accomplishment in relation to products within 

a brand, whereas prevention-focused experts based on high consumer knowledge are likely to 

buy products according to the functional attributes across different brands. On the other hand, 

novice consumers with prevention focus may have higher hedonic escalation compared to those 

with promotion focus because prevention-focused novices tend to avoid possible failure 

resulting from using other brands, so they stick to the same brand for a long time. Meanwhile, 

prevention-focused experts are likely to avoid spending unnecessary money on products within 

a brand, knowing which product attributes across different brands they want. To summarize, 

we propose the following hypothesis:  

H2: Regulatory focus may moderate the relationship between expertise and hedonic 

escalation. 

3. Study 1 



3.1 Method 

Most previous studies use consumption to measure motivation; however, Kahneman and 

Snell (1992) found a method to measure liking combined with motivation to evaluate hedonic 

escalation. The first study on buying potato chips with a price of $1.04, based on the pilot study, 

was designed to test H1. 

 

Pilot study  

Corresponding to the literature of Crowley et al. (1992), and Chang (2013 & 2018), the 

purpose of our pilot study was to select three hedonic products from among twenty commodities. 

Thirty-seven undergraduate students participated in the pilot study to evaluate four dimensions 

(beneficial/ useful/ wise/ valuable) for twenty products via a Likert scale (1= “totally disagree”; 

7= “totally agree”.) The three most hedonic evaluated-products based on means were chosen 

for the studies (potato chips in Study 1, cosmetic products & ice cream in Study 2). For 

experimental stimuli, we selected goods from the market accordingly to better match with 

market realities. 

Besides, to avoid the possible confounding effects, price levels were considered in the 

following pretest. Based on the stream of research on economic and behavioral paradigms, price 

was employed as two kinds of information cues to consumers: either as an indicator of monetary 

sacrifice or as an inference regarding product quality (Chang 2013; Erickson & Johansson 

1985). Forty participants read a scenario with pictures and brief descriptions of the features (but 

no price information) of potato chips, cosmetic products, and ice cream. After reading, 

participants were asked to indicate the “highest” and “lowest” price they were willing to pay 

for each product; the “lowest” refers to the price below which they would deduce poor quality 



(Bornemann and Homburg, 2011). We then designed the prices of three products by respective 

means of price levels. (Mpotato chips= $1.04; Mcosmetic products= $25; Mice cream = $3.21) 

Participants and design  

Study 1 is a two-level expertise construct (experts vs. novices) with one variable (hedonic 

escalation) between-subjects design. A total of 120 undergraduate students participated in Study 

1. They were randomly divided into two groups (experts vs. novices) and did the survey online. 

Materials and procedure  

First, all participants were informed of 18 different products in single potato chip brands 

(e.g., flavors: “Original, seaweed, cheese, chicken, spicy, oven-baked, onion,” etc.) But only 

the group manipulated as experts would read the detailed knowledge of various potato chip 

brands, including the most popular and the best-selling products among different brands of 

potato chips. For the manipulation check, participants were asked to answer: “After reading the 

information, I’m familiar with potato chips from different brands” and “I know different 

features of potato chips”, ranging from 1 (“totally disagree”) to 7 (“totally agree”) (effects of 

expertise: α = .83; effects of novice: α = .80). The novice group was not asked to read such 

information. 

Second, to test the hedonic degree, procedures were designed according to Crolic & 

Janiszewski (2016). All participants were asked to rate how they felt about the following 

situation: 1. Imagine you bought a pack of potato chips one day and felt satisfied with it. 2. This 

experience invokes your motivation to buy another product (there are seventeen other products 

as mentioned above) of the same brand (1= “It was good”; 9 = “It was extraordinary”). They 

were then repeatedly asked to imagine buying the third, fourth and fifth products of the same 

potato chip brand; and rate how they felt each time. 



3.2 Results 

The manipulation check showed that the expert group had higher scores on the two expert 

questions. (Mexpert=5.04, SDexpert=1.24; Mnovice=3.35, SDnovice=1.14; t=7.42, p<.001). Hence the 

expert/ novice group was successfully manipulated. 

As expected, the novice participants had a higher hedonic response after the first trial than 

the expert participants did. There was a significant difference between the expert and novice 

groups on the fourth (𝑀𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡
4 = 6.97,  𝑆𝐷𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡

4 = 1.64; 𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
4 = 7.60, 𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

4 = 1.64, 

t = -2.12 and p = .036) and fifth trial ( 𝑀𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡
5 = 6.87,  𝑆𝐷𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡

5 = 1.71;  𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
5 = 7.63, 

𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
5 = 1.89, t= -2.33 and p = .021). Novice participants had a higher hedonic response on 

the fourth and fifth trial than the expert participants did. As Figs. 1 & 2 reveal, experts had a 

higher hedonic level, but then it decreased sharply afterward. Instead, novices had a lower 

hedonic level at first, but decreased slower than experts and even ultimately rose. 

Second, we separated them according to different levels of knowledge and did the 

repeated-measure analysis again. For the expert aspect, there was a significant effect on the 

fifth trial on hedonic response (F (1,59) = 2076.40, p < .001), and also for novices (F (1,59) = 

2198.57, p <.001). Following Crolic and Janiszewski (2016), we classified each group (experts 

vs. novices) into three: hedonic escalation (i.e., liking the cosmetic product increased), hedonic 

adaptation (i.e., liking the cosmetic product decreased), or stable ratings (i.e., liking the 

cosmetic product did not change during the five trials). For the 120 participants (60 experts vs. 

60 novices), 6.7% of the experts showed hedonic escalation (4/60), 25% showed stable ratings 

(15/60), and 68.3% showed hedonic adaption (41/60). Meanwhile, 43.3% of novices showed 

hedonic escalation (26/60), 30% of novices showed stable ratings (18/60), and 26.7% showed 

hedonic adaptation (16/60). As expected, more participants in the novice group showed hedonic 



escalation, supporting H1. 

4. Study 2 

After confirming that expertise will affect the level of hedonic escalation when consuming 

potato chips within a brand, we further conducted Study 2 to examine whether experts or 

novices with distinct regulatory focus personalities influence their level of hedonic escalation 

(H2). Nonetheless, since imagining buying goods five times in a single test possibly differs 

from real purchasing decisions, Study 2 also considered the frequency of repeat purchases: the 

five repeat consumptions were extended into a longer duration of five tests in five weeks. 

 Based on the pilot study, cosmetic products were employed in the group “sequence” with 

a price of $25; the ice cream was applied in the group “once a week” by $3.21. 

4.1 Method 

Participants and design  

Differing from Study 1, Study 2 had a 2 (expertise: experts vs. novices) x 2 (regulatory 

focus: promotion vs. prevention) x 2 (frequency: sequence vs. once a week) between-subjects 

design. Choosing cosmetic products as materials, only women were recruited in this experiment; 

a total of 320 Taiwanese female students participated in Study 2. Participants were randomly 

assigned to eight scenarios. 

Materials and procedure  

A similar scenario to Study 1 was used with a slight adjustment of products from potato 

chips to cosmetic goods and ice cream. Likewise, participants in the “sequence” group read the 

information on 25 product categories of a cosmetic brand (e.g., face brushes, foundation, 

concealer, lipstick, eyeshadow, etc.); and the group “once a week” read the details of 21 product 

categories in an ice cream brand (e.g., Belgian chocolate pint, brownie macchiato pint, caramel 



chai latte pint, chocolate almond cone, etc.). Only the expert groups were asked to read the 

detailed knowledge and finish the manipulation check as in Study 1 (effects of expertise: α 

= .89; effects of novice: α = .79).  

Second, we conducted an Asian-fit manipulation of regulatory focus (Sengupta & Zhou 

2007; Wan et al. 2008). Promotion groups were asked to note down a positive academic result 

they hoped to accomplish and how they would realize this outcome; prevention groups wrote 

down a negative outcome which they wanted to avoid and how they would prevent this outcome. 

Afterward, participants replied to two items for manipulation check: “To what extent did you 

focus on avoiding the negative outcome when writing down the academic strategies?” and “To 

what extent did you focus on achieving the positive outcome when writing down the academic 

strategies?” ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much).  

Third, all participants were asked five times to imagine consuming various products in a 

brand and answered the hedonic level each time (1= “It was good”; 9 = “It was extraordinary”). 

While the “sequence” group did the test one time, the “once a week” group finished the 

experiments during college courses on consumer behavior for five weeks: In the first week, all 

participating students were fully informed of the duration and rules of the test and randomly 

separated into four groups (expertise x regulatory focus). They then began with the first 

consumption scenario of an ice cream brand similar to Study 1. In the following four weeks, 

participants were asked to imagine buying the second, third, fourth and fifth products of the 

same ice cream brand, respectively, and rated how they felt each time (1= “It was good”; 9 = 

“It was extraordinary”).  

4.2 Results 



The manipulation checks were successful in Study 2. First, promotion focus participants 

were more concerned about achieving positive outcomes (M=5.54, SD=1.30) than avoiding 

negative outcomes (M=4.56, SD=1.19; t=-4.95, p<.001); prevention focus participants were 

more concerned about avoiding negative outcomes (M=4.81, SD=1.37) than achieving positive 

outcomes (M=3.51, SD=1.25; t=6.55, p<.001). Experts had higher scores on the two expert 

questions both in “sequence” group (Mexpert=4.91, SDexpert=0.98; Mnovice=2.97, SDnovice=1.06; 

t=12.07, p<.001) and “once a week ” group (Mexpert=4.94, SDexpert=1.17; Mnovice=3.28, 

SDnovice=1.19; t=8.9, p<.001). All manipulation checks were successful. 

Besides, there were no significant differences between the two frequency groups based on 

GLM Univariate, F(33, 287)=.978 and p=.507. It shows that the frequency (duration) 

manipulated for participants to make repeat decisions would not impact the hedonic effects, 

waiving our concerns about the gap between the experiments and real purchase conditions. 

As expected, regulatory focus moderated the effect of expertise on hedonic escalation. In 

the “sequence” group there was a significant difference between novice participants with 

prevention focus or promotion focus on the first trial (𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 6.58,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 

1.99; 𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  8.43, 𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  .84, t = -5.39 and p < .001), fourth trial 

(  𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 7.33,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 1.54;  𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  6.55, 𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 2.00, 

t=1.92 and p =.005), and fifth trial ( 𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑖𝑜𝑛 =7.58,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =1.50; 𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =

 5.65, 𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =2.88, t= 3.74 and p <.001). As shown in Fig. 3, novice participants with 

prevention focus had higher hedonic escalation at first but, as expected, novice participants with 

promotion focus had greater happiness in the fourth and fifth trials. Furthermore, there was also 

a significant difference between novice participants with prevention focus and expert 

participants with prevention focus on the first trial (𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =6.58,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 1.99; 



𝑀𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

= 7.48, 𝑆𝐷𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  1.50, t = -2.27 and p = .026), fourth trial 

(𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =7.33,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  1.54;  𝑀𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

= 6.10, 𝑆𝐷𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  1.85, t= 

3.21 and p = .002), and fifth trial (𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =7.58,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 1.50; 𝑀𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛

= 

5.85, 𝑆𝐷𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 1.94, t= g4g4gand p <.001). Prevention focus-novice had higher hedonic 

response than prevention focus-expert in the fourth and the fifth trials, as illustrated in Figs. 4 

& 5. H2 was fully supported in the sequence test.  

Second, after classifying participants into hedonic escalation, stable ratings, and hedonic 

adaptation groups, we did the repeated-measure analysis of ANOVA. The results showed a 

significant effect on the five trials on hedonic response (F (1,159) =22.59, p < .001). For the 40 

prevention focus-novice, there was a significant effect on the five trials on the hedonic response 

(F (1,39) = 11.898, p = .001); 47.5% showed hedonic escalation (19/40), 37.5% showed stable 

ratings (15/40), and 15% showed hedonic adaption (6/40). For the 40 promotion focus-novice, 

there was a significant effect on the five trials on the hedonic response (F (1,39) = 30.72, p 

< .001); 15% showed hedonic escalation (6/40), 30% showed stable ratings (12/40), and 55% 

showed hedonic adaptation (22/40). For the 40 prevention focus-expert, there was a significant 

effect on the five trials on the hedonic response (F (1,39) = 15.61, p < .001); 22.5% showed 

hedonic escalation (9/40), 25% showed stable ratings (10/40), and 52.5% showed hedonic 

adaptation (21/40). For the promotion focus-expert, there was a significant effect on the five 

trials on the hedonic response (F (1,39) = 4.54, p = .04); 25% showed hedonic escalation (10/40), 

50% showed stable ratings (20/40), and 25% showed hedonic adaptation (10/40). As expected, 

promotion focus-experts had more hedonic escalation compared to prevention focus-experts; 

promotion focus-experts had more hedonic escalation compared to promotion focus-novices. 

Hence, H2 was again supported. 



On the other hand, the results of the “once a week ” group also confirmed the moderating 

role of regulatory focus on the effect of expertise on hedonic escalation in the scenario of 

purchasing ice cream. Novice participants with promotion or prevention focus had no distinct 

difference in the first trial (𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 6.85,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 1.41; 𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 7.40, 

𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 1.71, t = -1.57  and p = .011); but showed significant difference in the fourth 

( 𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 7.63,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 1.00;  𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 6.55, 𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 2.36, t 

= 2.65 and p = .010) and fifth trial (  𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  7.65,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  1.14; 

 𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 6.05, 𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑚𝑜𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 2.54, t = 3.63 and p < .001). Besides, expert or novice 

participants with prevention focus had no distinct difference in the first trial (𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 

6.85,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  1.41; 𝑀𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  7.30, 𝑆𝐷𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  1.47, t = -1.40  and p 

= .16), but showed significant difference in the fourth ( 𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 7.63,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 

1.00; 𝑀𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 =  6.2, 𝑆𝐷𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 2.42, t = 3.44 and p = .001) and fifth trial 

(𝑀𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 7.65,  𝑆𝐷𝑛𝑜𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 1.14; 𝑀𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡
𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 6.03, 𝑆𝐷𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑡

𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = 2.66, t = 

3.54 and p < .001). The results revealed that novices with prevention focus had higher hedonic 

response than those with promotion focus; novice participants with prevention focus had higher 

hedonic response than expert participants with prevention focus. Thus, as shown in Figs. 6, 7 

and 8, H2 was again supported.  

The same classification and repeated-measure analysis of ANOVA were employed. As 

Fig.9 showed a significant effect on the five trials on hedonic response (F (1,159) = 4.896, p 

= .028). For the 40 prevention focus-novice, 50% showed hedonic escalation (20/40), 38% 

showed stable ratings (15/40), and 12% showed hedonic adaption (5/40). For the 40 promotion 

focus-novice, 22% showed hedonic escalation (9/40), 38% showed stable ratings (15/40), and 

40% showed hedonic adaptation (16/40). For the 40 prevention focus-expert, 20% showed 



hedonic escalation (8/40), 35% showed stable ratings (14/40), and 45% showed hedonic 

adaptation (18/40). For the 40 promotion focus-expert, 38% showed hedonic escalation (15/40), 

30% showed stable ratings (12/40), and 32% showed hedonic adaptation (13/40). The results 

again supported H2 in “once a week ” group similar as “sequence” group. 

 

Finally, for all the participants in Study 2, the results verified the main effect, as did Study 

1. More participants in the novice group showed hedonic escalation (54/160, 33%) than did the 

experts (42/160, 26%) supporting H1. As a consequence, H1 and H2 were fully validated in the 

present research.  

 

4. General Discussion 

4.1 Conclusion 

This research conducted two experiments to examine the effect of expertise and regulation 

focus on hedonic escalation. The studies showed that besides tasting foods, people experience 

hedonic escalation when purchasing products. In Study 1, experts who read the article on 

different brand products had lower hedonic escalation than those with novice hedonic escalation 

when sticking to consuming products within one brand, especially after the third trial. The 

experts had higher degrees of hedonic adaptation after the first consuming experience because 

they just got the information that the product functions of other brands were even better than 

those they chose in the same brand. However, the novices group had much higher hedonic 

escalation because they didn’t have much information about other brands. When they were told 

to consume an excellent cosmetic product repeatedly, they had more enjoyment than the experts 

did. It revealed the same results from Alba & Hutchinson (1987), that when people have little 



knowledge of specific products, they are easily affected by positive information given by a 

salesperson.  

Study 2 further proved that different personality focus people have varying degrees of 

hedonic escalation experience. We found a significant effect between consumer knowledge and 

regulatory focus on hedonic escalation. In the promotion focus personality, the expert 

participants had higher hedonic escalation than did the novice participants. However, in the 

prevention focus personality, novice participants had more significant hedonic escalation than 

the expert participants did. Besides, we also confirmed that the frequency (duration) of the test 

wouldn’t influence the outcome of hedonic escalation. 

4.2 Theoretical contributions 

Based on these findings, this paper firstly extended the hedonic experience from food to 

product consumption. Secondly, this paper also extended the theoretical link between the 

expertise effect and hedonic escalation. In Sujan (1985), Vigar-Ellis et al. (2015), and Gustafson 

et al. (2016), the results revealed that consumption knowledge affects the way consumers make 

decisions. This paper proved that consumer knowledge also impacts the hedonic degree when 

consuming goods; also, the effect of expertise influences consumers when making purchase 

decisions.  

Third, our findings extend the theoretical linkage between the effect of expertise and 

hedonic escalation with regulatory focus. Two regulatory focus personalities moderate the 

expertise effect on hedonic escalation. We found that experts with promotion focus personality 

and novices with prevention focus personality have higher hedonic degrees compared to others. 

As a consequence, combined with the findings in this paper, future studies may further research 

different hedonic degrees when purchasing other products and also other variables to extend 



the understanding of consumers’ hedonic escalation experience.  

4.3 Practical contribution 

In Crolic and Janiszewski’s (2016) findings, hedonic escalation and consuming volume 

have a positive relationship. By extending the product field from potato chips to cosmetic goods, 

we offer cosmetic companies new insights into how to promote their products and how to make 

consumers enjoy the buying process and even buy more in a brand, for instance, training sales 

employees on how to persuade customers to purchase products. 

Moreover, focusing on multiple consumption in one brand, the present research may provide 

the mechanism to achieve customer retention and make them even happier with more 

consumption, as a result gaining higher revenue for a brand company. 

4.4 Limitations and future research 

Although manipulating participants’ knowledge is successful, it is possibke that some 

participants may have been experts on those products in real life. As a result, future studies may 

provide a new experimental method for the participants to ascertain each participant’s 

knowledge background to improve this paper’s results by carrying out a more authentic 

experiment. 
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