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English Abstract

Under the assumption that culture shapes self-concepts and self-regulatory focus, part one of
this proposal predicts that individuals in different cultures should have different self-regulatory foci,
which should influence their responses to advertising messages. Five advertising tactics will be
examined, and a proposed psychological mechanism will be explained in later sections of this
proposal. The second part of the proposal argues that independent/interdependent self-concepts
influence ambivalence tolerance and need for consistency, which further affect motivation to
resolve dissonance. As a result, individuals with different motivations to resolve dissonance should

respond to ad messages that feature ambivalent spokespersons or political candidates in divergent
ways.

Keywords: advertising effects, culture, self-concepts
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