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ABSTRACT 
Now-a-days marketers give much more attention to understand their target consumers’ 
motive more insightfully. The aim of the present study was to investigate whether there is any 
influence of abstract reasoning on consumers buying motive. This research was also tried 
solve the theoretical conflict between ‘theories of multiple intelligence’ (rational motive 
focused abstract reasoning) versus ‘gestalt principles’ (emotional motive focused abstract 
reasoning). The subtest ‘Abstract Reasoning’ of Differential Aptitude Test and Consumer 
Buying Motive Measurement Questionnaire (Roy et. al., 2018) were used in this study with 
some demographic variables. A total of 406 consumers were conveniently used in this study 
from three divisions of Bangladesh by following cross-sectional survey research design. We 
found significant correlations (rpb) exist among the variables. The complete logistic 
regression model having all the three predictors (abstract reasoning, gender and perceived 
social status) was statistically significant. We found that a rational consumer has 12.7 times 
higher abstract reasoning capacity than an emotional consumer. A male consumer is about 
two times more likely to have rational buying motive than a female consumer. A lower social 
class consumer is about 2.6 times more likely to have rational motive than upper social class 
consumers. In consumers motive based utilitarian and affective categories, male consumers 
differ significantly from female consumers. These findings support ‘dual process theory’ 
based ‘theories of multiple intelligence’ instead of ‘gestalt principles’. This study unbolts the 
scope of further research on consumer buying motive.  

Keywords: Motivation, Consumers’ Buying Motive, Dual Process Theory, Theories Of 
Multiple Intelligence, Gestalt Principles 

Now-a-days marketers are much more focused on consumer buying behavior. This pattern 
of behavior related information helps them to understand about how the consumers feel, 
choose and think towards a product/service. Every single individual is a consumer. Consumer 
buying behavior is the summation of a consumer's preferences, attitudes, intents and choices 
regarding the consumer's behavior in the marketplace during acquiring a product or service 
(Kassarjian, 1971; Dhar & Wertenbroch, 2000; Perea, Dellaert & DeRuyter, 2004). 
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Consumers have diverse windows of information and assortments of products and the 
availability of these choices and options in the marketplace stimulates their buying decision. 
However, consumer differences are very common because consumers are differently 
influenced by internal factors such as consumer’s personality, perception, attitude and 
motivation as well as external factors such as family roles, peer influence and group influence 
(Ward, 1974; Foxall, Goldsmith & Brown, 1998). As mentioned above, consumers’ 
motivation plays very vital role in purchasing a particular product which is simply a reason 
for carrying out a particular behavior. Buying motive acts as a stimulator which provides the 
whim to consume, induce action and decide choices of purchasing of a good and service 
(Verplanken & Sato, 2011; Singh, 2014). Buying product motives can be categorized into 
two: emotional product motive (instincts which influence the consumer on the basis of his 
emotion. Consumer does not attempt to reason out or lucidly analyses the purchase need) 
(Hoch & Loewenstein, 1991). Rational product motive (instincts which develop on the basis 
of reasonable analysis and suitable evaluation of products ) (Woods, 2001). 
 
There has been a debate among consumer behaviorists that consumers are motivated by 
emotional thoughts (Modern/Emotional View) (Jantzen, Fitchett, Østergaard & Vetner, 
2012)) vs. consumers are motivated by rational thoughts (Traditional/Economic View) 
(Prechter & Parker, 2007). Psychologists and behavioral economists belong to emotional 
paradigm (Kahneman, 1988; 2003) and in contrary, classical economists belong to rational 
paradigm (Swedberg, Himmelstrand & Brulin, 1987; Plottu & Plottu, 2007). Both paradigms 
contain enough supporting evidences. Finally, recent consumer behaviorists belong to ‘dual 
process theory’ by accepting both of these paradigms (human beings can be dominated by 
both rational and thoughts) (Arndt, 1986; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1992; Evans, 2008).  
 
The abstract reasoning test is an individual’s capacity to reason with abstract ideas which is a 
non-verbal extent of reasoning ability. This test evaluates how well persons can reason 
geometric shapes or design. In this test, each item is a geometric series in which the units 
alter according to a given rule. It is the skill to understand patterns among complex elements 
and to be capable to reason how those units are related. This abstract reasoning ability helps 
consumers to think in abstract terms which includes understanding interactions between 
things: either in a logical sense (Zaltman, 2003) or in an emotional sense (Pullman & Gross, 
2004). According to ‘theory of multiple intelligences’, abstract reasoning is perceived by 
logical or rational thoughts (Evans & Stanovich, 2013). We can figure out or raise meaning 
about an abstract construct on the basis of our rational thoughts (Pacini & Epstein, 1999). In 
contrast, ‘gestalt principles’ have stated that our abstract construct get meaning and perceived 
as a whole because of our imposed emotional thoughts (Fischbein, 1993). So, it’s a debate 
between ‘theory of multiple intelligences’ versus ‘gestalt principles’ (whether our abstract 
reasoning is influenced by ‘theory of multiple intelligences’ (rational thoughts) (Evans, 2008) 
or by ‘gestalt principles’ (emotional thoughts)) (Epstude & Roese, 2008). The scenario of 
present study is diagrammatically presented in Figure 1. 
 



How does Abstract Reasoning Influence Consumer Buying Motive? 
 

© The International Journal of Indian Psychology, ISSN 2348-5396 (e)| ISSN: 2349-3429 (p) |    72 

 
 
 

Theories of Multiple Intelligences 

Abstract Reasoning 

Gestalt Principles 

  
 

Modern/Emotional 
View  

Traditional/Economic View 

Dual Process Theory of Buying 
Motive 

Figure 1 Model investigated in the present study 
 
It is really crucial to know about buying motive of all consumers. By this study, we would be 
able to reveal the impact of abstract reasoning on consumer buying behavior and how much it 
influence according to consumer motive. From this finding, marketers might be able to 
design products specially services (abstract) by considering buyers motive which may add 
value at consumer’s choice architecture and ergonomic engineering. This fin ding might help 
marketers to show importance on consumers ‘libertarian paternalism’- consumers should be 
free to choose. This study may strive to design policies that maintain or increase freedom of 
choice (liberty-preserving) of consumers by focusing their buying motives. Through this 
study, marketers can nudge (to push mildly, manipulate or poke gently) their target 
consumers which will also help them for positioning product/service and market 
segmentation. 
 
The main aim of this study is to measure whether there is any influence of abstract reasoning 
on consumers buying motive. 
 
METHODOLOGY 
Sample 
In this study, data were collected from 406 early adult consumers. Three divisions were 
randomly chosen (Dhaka, Chittagong and Sylhet) for data collection out of 8 divisions in 
Bangladesh. After random selection of the divisional city, convenient sampling was used. 
The mean age was25.20 years with SD = 4.52. ‘Gender’ variable was remained balanced in 
this present study by selecting 203 (50%) male and 203 (50%) female respondents. In case of 
perceived social status, 70 (17.24%) were in upper class, 247 (60.84%) wherein middle class 
and the rest 89 (21.92%) were in lower class assembly. In case of divisional proportion of 
respondents, 136 (33.50%) were selected from Dhaka city, 135 (33.25%) were from 
Chittagong city and 135(33.25%) were from Sylhet city. By following sample size 
determination test statistic, proposed by Aday & Cornelius (2006), for Cross-Sectional 
survey, we found the following sample size.    

no= (𝒁𝒁𝒁𝒁𝒁𝒁%)𝟐𝟐×𝒑𝒑(𝟏𝟏−𝒑𝒑)
𝒅𝒅²

= (𝟏𝟏.𝒁𝒁𝟗𝟗)𝟐𝟐×.𝒁𝒁𝟓𝟓 × .𝒁𝒁𝟓𝟓
.𝟓𝟓𝒁𝒁𝟐𝟐

 = 384.16 or, 384 (Sample size) 

Instruments 
1. Differential Aptitude Test (DAT): Abstract Reasoning (AR) Differential 
Aptitude Test (DAT, 1947) is a multifactor test battery of eight' aptitude tests and 
‘Abstract Reasoning (AR)’ is one of them. Like Verbal Reasoning, this test is a non-
verbal extent of the reasoning ability and is also a fundamental ability of the general 
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intelligence (Bennett, Seashore & Wesman, 1956). The test has fifty items, each 
consisting of 4 problem figures which depict a relation between the first four shapes 
and the student is asked to locate the correct shape from among the five given as 
'answer figures' which will fit in as the fifth shape of the problem figures. The time 
limit is 25 minutes. The average Reliability coefficients (for all grades) ranged from 
.85 to .93, in case of boys and .71 to .92, in case of girls. This test had high concurrent 
and predictive validity.  
2. Consumers’ Buying Motive Assessment Tool (CBMAT) The Consumers’ 
Buying Motive Assessment Tool (CBMAT), developed by Roy, Dash & Hossain 
(2018), was used in this study.  CBMAT comprised with ‘two-dimensional model’ 
(emotional dimension and rational dimension) which was developed on the basis of 
‘dual process theory’. CBMAT has a total of 26 items (13 emotional and 13 rational 
items). Each dimension has three factors (emotional dimension: 1. Randomness, 2. 
Intuition and 3. Feeling and rational dimension: 1. Information, 2. Logic regulation 
and 3. Consciousness). Cronbach’s α based reliability was .826 for emotional 
dimension and Cronbach’s α based reliability was .837 for rational dimension. In case 
of same dimensional factors, this tool has high convergent validity and in case of 
different dimensional factors, this tool has high discriminant validity. Consumer 
buying motive can be low or high in both (rational & emotional) dimensions and on 
the basis of this classification consumers can beeither ‘equivocal consumers’; 
‘utilitarian consumers’; ‘affective consumers’ or ‘indifferent consumers’. 

 
Procedure 
At first, DAT-Abstract Reasoning (AR) test was administered to early adulthood consumers 
(18-30 years old) and then, Consumer Buying Motive Assessment Tool (CBMAT) was 
administered including Personal Information Form (PIF). The first test (DAT: abstract 
reasoning) took 25 minutes and the second (CBMAT) took around 7-10 minutes to complete 
the whole task. So, the total completion time took around 35 minutes. At first, the 
respondents were requested to give around half an hour time for this study. When they could 
manage time and made willful participation, they got written instruction firstly and then, 
verbal instruction. This study was administered on 406 respondents. 
 
RESULTS 
On the basis of consumer buying motive scores, consumers were classified into two groups 
(rational and emotional buyer). In total 406 consumers, we found that there were 182 
(44.83%) emotional buyers and 224 (55.17%) rational buyers. Table 1 shows the frequency 
of respondents on the basis of the four categories of buyers.  

Table No. 1 The proportion of buying motive categories of consumers  
 Male Female Total 

 n (%) n (%) N (%) 
Equivocal consumers 21 (5.17%)  17 (4.19%) 38 (9.36%) 
Utilitarian consumers 98 (24.14%) 55 (13.55%) 153 (37.68%) 
Affective consumers 46 (11.33%) 104 (25.62%) 150 (36.95%) 
Indifferent consumers 38 (9.36%) 27 (6.65%) 65(16.00%) 
Note, Male (n) = 203; Female (n) = 203; Total (N) = 406 
 
The relationships between four variables such as abstract reasoning, gender, perceived social 
status and consumer buying motive were explored. Table 2 presents point-bi serial correlation 
(in case of categorical variables). We found that there was a statistically significant positive 
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moderate correlation (rpb = .463, p< .05) between abstract reasoning and consumer buying 
motive (0 = emotional & 1 = rational). In case of gender variable (0 = female & 1 = male), 
we found that gender variable was significantly correlated with abstract reasoning scores (rpb 
= .159, p< .05) and consumer buying motive scores (rpb = .236, p< .05). Consumers’ 
perceived social status (0 = upper class, 1= middle class & 2 = lower class) was not 
statistically significant with abstract reasoning scores (rpb = .066, p> .05) and consumer’s 
gender (rpb = .197, p> .05) but significantly related to buying motive (rpb = .301, p< .05). 
 
Table No. 2 The correlation matrix 

 2 3 4 
1. Consumer Buying Motive         .463*  .236* .301* 
2. DAT Abstract Score (Total No. of 
Correct Responses)  

.159* .066 

3. Gender of the respondents   .197* 
4. Perceived Social Status     Note. *p(.05) 
 
To attain the principal objective of this study, we conducted binary logistic regression on 
three predictors to judge their influence on the probability that respondents would fall into 
rational buying motive (0 = rational & 1 =emotional), the predicted outcome variable. The 
predictors were (1) abstract reasoning, (2) gender, (3) perceived social status. The detailed 
model estimated from the data was: logit (rational buying motive) = α +b1(abstract reasoning) 
+ b2(gender) + b3(perceived social status), where the response variable is logit rational buying 
motive,  α is the intercept estimate and b1, b2 and b3 are the coefficients of the three predictors 
estimates. Among the predictors, b1 coefficient was continuous variable and the rest b2 and b3 
coefficients were represented by dummy variables. They were: gender =male (1), Female = 
reference group; perceived social status = middle class (1), lower class (2) and upper class = 
reference group. 
 
Table No. 3 Logistic regression predicting likelihood of rational buying motive based 
consumers 
Variables B S.E. Wald df P Odds 

Ratio 
95% CI for Odds 

Ratio 
Lower Upper 

Abstract Reasoning 3.71 .40 34.44 1 .001 12.69 9.12 21.04 
Gender (1) .94 .13 17.24 1 .010 2.64 2.97 5.64 
Perceived social class(2) .42 .24 6.26 1 .013 1.92 .80 3.49 
Perceived social class(3) .85 .31 11.24 1 .002 2.41 1.44 5.23 
Constant 1.52 .54 3.780 1 .001 .52   
 
In Table 3, the logistic regression coefficients, Wald test, and odds ratios of the predictors are 
shown.  On the basis of Cox & Snell, and Nagelkerke R squared estimates, we could say that 
the entire model illuminated between 16% and 22% of the variance from these predictors. 
This model classified correctly 44.83% emotional buyer respondents and 55.17% rational 
buyer respondents. These three predictors completed distinctive significant contributions to 
consumer buying motive prediction. Abstract reasoning displayed robust relationship to 
consumer buying motive. The sturdiest predictor of consumer buying motive was abstract 
reasoning. It logged an odds ratio of 12.7 representing that a consumer with higher abstract 
reasoning capacity is 12.7 times more likely to have rational buying motive than a consumer 
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with emotional buying motive when keeping all the other predictors constant. The odds ratios 
in Table 3 forecast the likelihood of rational buying motive, for example, the odds ratio for 
gender shows that a male is about 2.0 times more likely to have rational buying motive than a 
female. For perceived social status, a lower social class consumer is about 2.6 times more 
likely to have rational buying motive than upper social class consumers keeping all other 
predictors controlled. 
 
In this study (Table 4), it is shown that consumer buying motive differ significantly in case of 
gender and perceived social status. It is found that male consumers are much more rational 
buyers whereas female consumers are much more emotional buyers. In addition, consumers 
who belong to upper social class are being more exposed by emotional buying motive 
whereas middle and lower class consumers are much more rational.  
 
Table No. 4 Relationship between consumer buying motive and gender, perceived social 
status.  

  Consumer buying motive  
 
𝝀𝝀𝟐𝟐 

 
 

P 
  Emotional buying 

motive 
Rational buying 

motive  
  n (%) n (%) 
Gender Male 49 (14.14) 154 (75.86)  

145.15 
 

.001 Female 170 (83.74) 33 (16.26) 
 
Perceived 
social status 

Upper Class 92 (50.55) 28 (12.5)  
99.560 

 
.001 Middle Class 74 (40.66) 89 (39.73) 

Lower Class 16 (8.79) 107 (47.77) 
Note. N = 406. 
In case of motive based buyers categories, there are significant differences exist between 
male and female consumers (Table 5) as utilitarian consumers (high rational, low emotional) 
and affective consumers (low rational, high emotional). Males are more utilitarian consumers 
(58.64 ± 7.040) than females (55.22 ± 10.251) and females are more affective consumers 
(57.92 ± 8.321) than males (54.64 ± 7.210). In limited case, males and females become 
equivocal and indifferent consumers and no significant differences exist among them. 
 
Table No. 5 Gender differences on buying motive based different consumers. 

Buyers Categories Gender x̅ SD t Sig. 
Equivocal consumers Female 56.06 10.091 1.689 .099 

Male 50.74 9.294 
Utilitarian consumers Female 55.22 10.251 2.436 .016* 

Male 58.64 7.040 
Affective consumers Female 57.92 8.321 2.316 .022* 

Male 54.64 7.210 
Indifferent consumers Female 24.41 8.302 1.819 .074 

Male 28.01 7.538 
Note. N = 406, df = 404, *p<.05 
 
DISCUSSION 
The aim of the present study was to investigate how does abstract reasoning influence 
consumer buying motives? For measuring these two constructs (abstract reasoning and 
consumer buying motives), we had used the subtest ‘Abstract Reasoning’ (AR) of 
Differential Aptitude Test (DAT) and Consumer Buying Motives Measurement 
Questionnaire (CBMMQ) (Roy et. al., 2018) to measure consumer buying motive. A total of 
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406 adult respondents were taken following convenient sampling technique from randomly 
selected three divisions (Dhaka city, Chittagong city and Sylhet city). This sample size was 
determined by following the Aday & Cornelius (2006)’s test statistic in Cross-Sectional 
survey. Among them 203 (50%) were males and 203 (50%) were females which were 
balanced in this study. We found that 182 (44.83%) emotional buyers and 224 (55.17%) 
rational buyers. In four category based byers classification (Table 1), most of the consumers 
were either utilitarian (n=153) or affective (n=150) buyers.  
 
In correlation study (Table 2), there was a statistically significant positive moderate 
correlation (rpb = .463) between abstract reasoning and consumer buying motive. Rational 
consumers’ abstract reasoning capacity tends to be higher than emotional buyers. Male 
consumers abstract reasoning capacity is higher (rpb = .159) and they are more rational 
buyers (rpb = .236). Lower social class consumers tend to be more rational than upper class 
(rpb = .301). 
 
From binary logistic regression analysis (Table 3), we found that the complete logistic 
regression model comprising all the three predictors was statistically significant, χ2 = 110.81, 
df = 7, N= 406, p<.001 representing that the predictors suggestively prophesied the response 
variable, consumer buying motive. It was found that consumers with higher abstract 
reasoning capacity are 12.7 times more likely to have rational buying motive than consumers 
with emotional buying motive. This finding supports the clear proof that our abstract 
reasoning is based on the assumptions of theories of multiple intelligence (rational thoughts) 
and also nullified the assumptions of gestalt principles (emotional thoughts).  
 
Male consumers are about two times more likely to have rational buying motive than female 
consumers (Table 3). We found that consumer buying motive differ significantly in case of 
gender (Table 4). In four categories based buyers, we also significantly found that males are 
more utilitarian consumers and females are more affective consumers (Table 5). These 
findings are also supported by the past literatures such as females have higher emotional 
intelligence than male counterpart (Mayer & Geher, 1996). In neurocognitive research, the 
activity level of prefrontal cortex regulation is higher among females than males (Kramer & 
Erickson, 2007). For this reasons, females are more emotional oriented and skilled at 
emotional regulation (Grandey, 2000). Men are better at maths (logical domain) and females 
are better at social cognition (empathy) which suggests that females are better able to 
understand the feelings of other people, hence they are better at forming a consensus (Markus 
& Oyserman, 1989). Pinker (2009) found that men have left hemisphere dominated brain and 
women have both the left and right hemisphere dominated brain processes. For this reason, 
males are generally operated by fact and logic premises and in contrast, women are on 
focused on showing big-picture, have high emotional regulation capacity and depend on their 
intuition for making decision. Brody & Hall (2008) stated that Men generally have better 
logic skills than women and women show generally better language skills than men. 
 
Lower social class consumers are about 2.6 times more likely to have rational buying motive 
than upper social class consumers (Table 3). We also found that consumer buying motive 
differ significantly in case of social status (Table 4). These findings are also supported by the 
past literatures such as, according to needs theory, the gratification of utilitarian needs is 
harder than lower social class people and so, they can get little scope to gratify their affective 
(emotional) needs. In contrast, upper class people don’t need to be tensed about their 
utilitarian needs gratification and at the same time, they are much more hocked to fulfill their 
emotional needs (Solomon, 1995). At the same time, middle class consumers need to balance 
their utilitarian and affective needs on the basis of prioritization (Trentmann, 2004).  
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