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Research on the Impact of Product Attributes’ Evaluability

on Purchase Decision: Moderating Effects of Involvement

YAO Jie'

LIU Junjie'

GAO Cheng’

(1. School of Marketing and Logistics Nanjing University of Finances and Economics Nanjing 210023  China;
2. School of Business Nanjing University Nanjing 210093 China)

Abstract: Consumers make purchasing decision rely on the value signal of product attributes. The value transfer process of

attributes will be affected by the consumers’ cognitive ability and cognitive motivation while consumers form their preference of

attributes and make product selection. This paper verifies that product attributes’ evaluability will influence consumers’ prefer—

ence for product attributes and their product selection by two experiments. In addition we also find that consumers’ involve—

ment will regulate the influence. The result of experiment 1 shows that consumers’ preference for product attributes and their

product selection are influenced by product attributes’ evaluability. Experiment 2 further verifies that the influence will be reg—

ulated by consumers’ involvement.

Key words: product attributes; structural alignment theory; evaluability; involvement



