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Abstract

Regulatory fit, or the match between an individual's regulatory orientation and the strategy used to sustain it, offers a pervasive predictor of
customer behavior. Merely reaching a decision in a certain way influences the value of a decision or an outcome. In this research, we conduct a
meta-analysis to more fully articulate the role of important conceptual moderators and demonstrate their differential effects on evaluation,
behavioral intention, and behavior. In particular, we look at the source of regulatory focus (self-prime, situation-prime, chronic), the orientation
(prevention, promotion), how fit is created (sustaining, matching), how fit is constructed (action, observation), and the scope of fit (incidental,
integral). We also shed light on the role of several contextual factors.
© 2013 Society for Consumer Psychology. Published by Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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Regulatory fit: A meta-analytic synthesis

Regulatory fit theory has been widely investigated in relation
to individuals' consumer and social behavior, in diverse areas
such as marketing, psychology, sociology, economics, and
organizational behavior during the past decade (e.g., Haws,
Dholakia, & Bearden, 2011; Keller, 2006; Werth & Foerster,
2007). Across more than 120 articles, regulatory fit is found to
have a pronounced impact on individuals' evaluations, behav-
ioral intentions and behavior in areas such as persuasion (Lee &
Aaker, 2004), consumer purchasing behavior (Avnet & Higgins,
2003; Higgins, Idson, Freitas, Spiegel, & Molden, 2003), social
policy issues (Cesario, Grant, &Higgins, 2004), and health issues
(Cesario et al., 2004; Rothman, Bartels, Wlaschin, & Salovey,
2006; Spiegel, Grant-Pillow, & Higgins, 2004).

Regulatory fit is the match between a person's regulatory
focus—either promotion (opportunity-seeking) or prevention
(risk-avoiding)—and their strategy for pursuing goals or the
consequences they focus on when making decisions. The rela-
tion between a person's goal pursuit orientation and the manner
in which the goal is pursued should affect evaluations of a target
and as a result, behavior. Merely reaching a decision in one way
versus another should also influence its value (Higgins, 2000).
When individuals reach a decision using a strategy that sustains
(vs. disrupts) their current motivational orientation they experience
regulatory fit, which in turn impacts their valuation of the decision
(Avnet & Higgins, 2006; Higgins, 2000, 2006).

Given the maturity of this domain and the number of excellent
qualitative reviews (e.g., Higgins, 2012), it is important to quan-
titatively examine differences in the size and significance of the
regulatory fit effects across the multitude of studies conducted in
the past fifteen years in order to draw empirical generalizations.
Toward this end, we conduct a meta-analytical integrative review.
Such a review sheds insights into fit moderators: regulatory focus
(source: self-prime, situation-prime, chronic; orientation: preven-
tion, promotion), fit induction (fit creation: sustaining, matching;
fit construction: action, observation; fit scope: incidental, integral),
fit route (route: nonverbal, verbal; involvement: low, high) as
well as several of contextual factors (type of participant: student,
non-student; study environment: offline, online; type of fit: pro-
motion, prevention). The impact of these fit moderators on eval-
uations, behavioral intentions, and behavior is examined.

Regulatory fit has been created using a number of different
processes that have two key underlying regulatory focus dif-
ferences. One, researchers studying regulatory fit research has
relied on either chronic or momentarily primed regulatory focus.
Chronic focus develops over time through socialization and is
typically captured via standardized measures (e.g., RFQ; Hong&
Lee, 2008, Study 3). Alternatively, regulatory focus can be mo-
mentarily primed using self-induced priming (imagining winning
or losing a championship: Aaker and Lee, Studies 2–4) or
situation-induced priming (e.g., completing a maze task: Zhang &
Mittal, 2007). Second, regulatory focus has been assessed using
two dominant regulatory orientations: promotion vs. prevention, fit
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