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Many firms now link discounts to “special days”—novel holidays/events not historically associated with pro-
motions (e.g., Pi Day). Using a field study and laboratory studies, we explore consumers’ responses to special
day-themed sales promotions. Specifically, we demonstrate that consumers respond more favorably to a dis-
count celebrating a special day compared to the same discount with no link to the special day. Further, we
show that consumers’ increased intentions to use special day-themed discounts are driven by their perceptions
of the marketer’s creativity (both the originality and appropriateness dimensions) through a marketplace
metacognition process. Thus, when a given special day-themed discount becomes commonplace in the mar-
ketplace (i.e., originality is low) or when there is low fit between the firm and special day (i.e., appropriate-
ness is low), special day-themed promotions are no more effective than more traditional types of one-day
sales. Finally, we develop a typology of special day-themed sales promotions and offer avenues for future
research on how consumers respond to such promotional efforts.
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Introduction

Consumers associate discounts with traditional holi-
days and sales events, including Thanksgiving/
Black Friday, “Back to School,” and so on (Jes-
persen, 2017; Williams, 2015). Given that firms often
benefit from promotions (e.g., increased sales, new
customers, and more brand loyalty; Ailawadi &
Gupta, 2014; Gedenk, Neslin, & Ailawadi, 2006), it
is unsurprising that promotional calendars are
expanding. Many firms now link discounts to non-
traditional holidays and events like Pi Day or
company-specific holidays (e.g., a founder’s birth-
day), which we refer to as “special days.”

In this research, we explore consumers’ reactions
to special day-themed sales promotions, which we
define as discounts linked to holidays/events not
traditionally associated with sales and marketing.
We demonstrate that consumers respond more
favorably to a special day-themed discount com-
pared to the same discount with no explicit link to
the special day. Further, we show that consumers’
increased intentions to use special day-themed dis-
counts are driven by their perceptions of the mar-
keter’s creativity (both the originality and
appropriateness dimensions) in linking the discount
to the special day.

Creativity, Sales Promotions, and Special Days

Perceptions of creativity arise when consumers
view something as both original/divergent and rel-
evant/appropriate (Burroughs, Moreau, & Mick,
2008; Mehta & Zhu, 2016; Moreau & Dahl, 2005;
Smith, MacKenzie, Yang, Buchholz, & Darley,
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2007). Consumers likely perceive special day-
themed sales promotions as original because they
are linked to a temporal event not traditionally
associated with sales/marketing (see pilot study
results in Table 1 for supporting evidence; details
in Appendix A). Interestingly, some holidays that
consumers today consider traditional were initially
special days not linked to commercial activity (e.g.,
Mother’s Day was founded by a woman to honor
her own late mother in 1905, but quickly became
commercialized; Handwerk, 2014). In contrast, we
focus on special days not yet widely associated

with the marketplace, some of which may even
have been created by marketers.

Based on past research showing that distinctive
or unexpected sales promotions are most likely to
lead consumers to draw inferences about the brand
(Raghubir & Corfman, 1999), we propose that spe-
cial day-themed promotions lead consumers to acti-
vate their persuasion knowledge (Friestad &
Wright, 1994) and think about why the marketer is
offering the promotion. While the activation of per-
suasion knowledge often leads to negative reactions
toward a firm as consumers try to cope with influ-
ence attempts from marketing agents (Campbell &
Kirmani, 2008; Eisend & Tarrahi, forthcoming; Kir-
mani & Campbell, 2004), we propose that, in the
case of special day-themed promotions, consumers’
marketplace metacognitions (i.e., their thoughts
about the actions of the marketer, a type of persua-
sion knowledge; Wright, 2002) instead lead them to
recognize and appreciate the marketer’s creativity
in offering this type of promotion. These positive
marketplace metacognitions about why the mar-
keter is offering a special day-themed promotion
(i.e., to celebrate the holiday) lead the consumer to
reward this creativity with increased purchase
intentions. We next elaborate on the reasoning
behind this prediction.

Sales promotions have historically been charac-
terized as influencing consumers through three
routes: economic, informational, and affective
(Raghubir, Inman, & Grande, 2004). We propose
that special day-themed sales promotions create
unique and unexplored informational and affective
effects. While consumers sometimes make negative
inferences about brands’ value based on their use
of promotions (Deval, Mantel, Kardes, & Posavac,
2013; Raghubir & Corfman, 1999; Raghubir et al.,
2004), we propose that special day-themed promo-
tions do not send negative signals about quality
and value because consumers perceive their timing
to be about the marketer choosing to “celebrate”
the special day and not the need to unload
unwanted product. Special day-themed promotions
instead communicate information that the brand
has put creative effort into providing an opportu-
nity to celebrate the special day in a unique way,
which also creates an affective benefit similar to the
enjoyment consumers derive from promotional
games (Chandon, Wansink, & Laurent, 2000).

Given that consumers reward marketers for put-
ting effort into promotional activities (Morales,
2005), we suggest that when consumers recognize a
marketer’s creativity in linking a discount to a special
day, their purchase likelihood increases because they

Table 1
MTurk Pilot Study (n = 150, 48.00% female; Mage = 35.61): Con-
sumer Perceptions of Frequency and Creativity of Traditional versus
Special Day-Themed Promotions

How many companies do you see using each of the
following holidays for promotions? (1 = I see no
companies using this holiday for promotions, 7 = I
see many companies using this holiday for promo-
tions) M SE

Traditional holidays/events
Labor Day 5.49 .13
Memorial Day 5.65 .12
Fourth of July 5.59 .13
Black Friday 6.13 .13
Christmas 6.48 .09
Start of Summer 4.49 .15

Special days
Pi Day 2.72 .15
Star Wars Day 3.09 .15
National Go Barefoot Day 1.77 .13
National Dog Day 2.19 .14
National Food Day 2.10 .13
A company-specific holiday 3.19 .16

How creative would it be for a company to use each
of the following holidays for a promotion? (1 = Not
creative at all to use this holiday, 7 = Very creative to
use this holiday) M SE

Traditional holidays/events
Labor Day 3.07 .16
Memorial Day 2.91 .15
Fourth of July 3.15 .17
Black Friday 2.96 .17
Christmas 3.13 .18
Start of Summer 3.65 .17

Special days
Pi Day 4.89 .15
Star Wars Day 4.83 .15
National Go Barefoot Day 4.83 .16
National Dog Day 4.89 .15
National Food Day 4.56 .15
A company-specific holiday 5.07 .14
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appreciate this effort. We therefore predict that con-
sumers reward marketers’ creative effort in linking
discounts to special days and providing a way to
celebrate these holidays and that this positive
effect on purchase intentions operates simultane-
ously through consumer perceptions of both origi-
nality and appropriateness (i.e., the two parallel
underlying dimensions of creativity). For con-
sumers to perceive a special day-themed promo-
tion as truly creative, they must perceive it to be
both relatively distinctive in the marketplace (be-
cause otherwise consumers will not attribute the
promotion to unique creative effort on the part of
the marketer) and a good fit with the special day
(or it will not be perceived as an appropriate way
to celebrate the holiday).

Thus, our theory suggests two boundary condi-
tions for the effectiveness of special day-themed
promotions on purchase intentions: disruption of
either of the two parallel drivers of creativity. First,
widespread use of a given special day for promo-
tions across firms should attenuate the positive
effect of one firm’s special day-themed promotion
because consumers no longer perceive it as a truly
original creative effort. Second, a poor fit between
the firm and special day should also attenuate the
effectiveness of a special day-themed promotion
because it no longer provides an appropriate cele-
bration of the special day.

Across three studies conducted in the field
(study 1) and the laboratory, we establish that con-
sumers respond more favorably to special day-
themed discounts compared to discounts of the
same size without a link to the special day due to
perceptions that special day-themed discounts are
more creative. We further show that when a special
day-themed discount becomes commonplace in the
marketplace (i.e., originality is low; study 2) or
when there is low fit between the firm and special
day (i.e., appropriateness is low; study 3), special
day-themed promotions are no more effective than
more traditional one-day sales. Finally, we con-
struct a typology of special days (Table 4) and
highlight future research questions about special
day-themed promotions.

Study 1

Study 1 is a field study using real customer behav-
ior. We partnered with a firm to send a promo-
tional email to its customers and manipulated
whether the discount was linked to a company-
specific special day.

Method

All 239 customers on a small firm’s email list
received an email offering a one-day 25% discount on
dog gear (collars, harnesses, etc.). Customers ran-
domly received one of two versions of the email (dis-
count type: special day-themed vs. control). The
special day-themed discount was in celebration of the
anniversary of the day the company’s founder res-
cued its canine mascot, Cooper. The subject line read
“Save 25% Today As We Celebrate the Anniversary
of Cooper’s Rescue,” and the email text included
“. . .today, September 12th, is special because it’s the
4th anniversary of the day we rescued our dog,
Cooper. In honor of him and rescue dogs everywhere,
we are offering you a great 25% discount on select
DOGGEAR!”Customers in the control condition saw
the same 25% discount and mention of celebrating
dogs, but not the specific anniversary (see
Appendix B for all studies’ full stimuli). We analyze
unique clicks on a “shop now” link in the email.

Results and Discussion

A chi-square test revealed that customers who
received the special day-themed discount were sig-
nificantly more likely to click the link (23 times,
19.3%) compared to those who received the control
discount (12 times, 10.0%; v2 = 4.16, p = .041). The
company owner also informed us that the special
day-themed discount click-through rate was above
the average for previous, more traditional promo-
tional emails (~10%). The owner also confirmed that
although previous email campaigns were not a
major source of sales, the special day-themed dis-
count yielded $95.59 in sales, compared to $0 from
the control discount. While potential limitations
arise from the field setting and use of a compelling
personal story in the special day condition, the
findings suggest that linking a discount to a
company-generated special day can positively
impact real customer behavior.

Study 2

In study 2, we test the effectiveness of special day-
themed promotions in a controlled setting using a
different special day and provide evidence for our
proposed process using both moderation and medi-
ation, focusing on originality while holding appro-
priateness (i.e., fit) constant. To do so, we
manipulate distinctiveness of the promotion in the
marketplace and measure perceptions of originality.

Special Day-Themed Sales Promotions 3



If many companies in the same product category
offer the same special day-themed promotion, con-
sumers should be less likely to attribute any one
company’s promotion to creative effort and hence
less likely to reward the company with a purchase
due to a lack of perceived originality.

Method

Throughout the two weeks leading up to National
Picnic Day (April 23rd), 281 undergraduates from
two American universities (55.87% female;
Mage = 20.66) participated in this study, which used
a 2(Discount type: special day-themed vs. con-
trol) 9 2(Promotion distinctiveness: low vs. high)
between-subjects design. Participants first read a
news article titled “Springtime Sales Roundup”
about sales being offered by picnic-related retailers.
In the low promotion distinctiveness condition, par-
ticipants read that most picnic-related retailers were
offering the same type of promotion this month (ei-
ther a National Picnic Day Sale or Annual One-Day
Sale). In the high distinctiveness condition, partici-
pants instead read that although many picnic-related
retailers were offering sales this month, only one was
offering a National Picnic Day Sale [Annual One-
Day Sale]. See Appendix C for a successful manipu-
lation check of promotion distinctiveness.

Participants next saw an email from a fictitious
picnic-related retailer (whose name was hidden
ostensibly for market research purposes) offering a
30% discount valid “one-day only” described as
either a “National Picnic Day Sale” or an “Annual
One-Day Sale.” They then reported purchase inten-
tions, rated the marketer on the originality dimen-
sion of creativity (measures adapted from Moreau &
Dahl, 2005), and reported how much they believed
the company was offering the promotion in order to
unload inventory (measures adapted from Lichten-
stein, Burton, & O’Hara, 1989). See Table 2 for all
measures. All laboratory studies concluded with
other non-focal measures, including demographics.

Results and Discussion

A 2(Discount type) 9 2(Promotion distinctive-
ness) ANOVA on purchase intentions revealed no
main effect of discount type (F(1, 277) = .85,
p = .36) and a significant main effect of promotion
distinctiveness (Mlow = 3.00, SE = .14 vs.
Mhigh = 3.41, SE = .13; F(1, 277) = 4.65, p = .032,
gp

2 = .02). As predicted, a significant interaction
also emerged (F(1, 277) = 9.45, p = .002, gp

2 = .03).
When the promotion was distinctive, purchase

intentions were higher for the special day discount
(M = 3.79, SE = .19) compared to control discount
(M = 3.03, SE = .19; F(1, 277) = 8.07, p = .005,
gp

2 = .03). When the promotion was not distinctive,
there was no effect of discount type
(Mspecial-day = 2.79, SE = .19 vs. Mcontrol = 3.20,
SE = .19; (F(1, 277) = 2.29, p = .13). Further, purchase
intentions were actually lower for the non-distinctive
special day discount versus the distinctive special day
discount (F(1, 277) = 13.73, p < .001, gp

2 = .05), sug-
gesting that participants penalized a firm for copying
other firms’ special day promotions. Purchase inten-
tions did not significantly differ between the distinc-
tive and non-distinctive control discounts (F(1,
277) = .42, p = .52).

We then conducted moderated mediation analy-
sis (PROCESS Model 7; Hayes, 2017) with discount
type as the IV, perceived originality as the media-
tor, promotion distinctiveness as the moderator
between the IV and mediator, and purchase inten-
tions as the DV. As predicted, perceived originality
(b = .21, SE = .07, 95% CI [.087, .363]) mediated
increased purchase intentions for the special day
(vs. control) promotion when distinctiveness was
high (b = .21, SE = .07, 95% CI [.087, .363]), but not
when distinctiveness was low (b = .09, SE = .06,
95% CI [�.023, .214]).

Finally, in line with our theorizing that special
day-themed promotions do not send negative sig-
nals about quality/value, a 2(Discount type) 9 2
(Promotion distinctiveness) ANOVA on beliefs that
the company was using the promotion to unload
unwanted product only revealed a main effect of
discount type (F(1, 277) = 14.41, p < .001, gp

2 = .05).
Participants believed this significantly less for the
special day (M = 4.33, SE = .11) versus control dis-
count (M = 4.91, SE = .11). No main effect of pro-
motion distinctiveness (F(1, 277) = .030, p = .58) or
interaction emerged (F(1, 277) = .41, p = .52), and
these beliefs did not mediate in either promotion
distinctiveness condition.

Study 2 provides evidence via moderation that
consumers respond favorably to special day-themed
promotions because they reward marketers’ creativ-
ity in linking discounts to special days. When many
companies in the same product category offer the
same special day-themed promotion, consumers no
longer respond as favorably to a single company’s
promotion because it becomes less attributable to the
focal company’s creative effort and is likely seen as a
copy-cat promotion. Study 2 specifically demon-
strates that the originality dimension of creativity
drives the positive effect of special day-themed pro-
motions on purchase intentions when fit between the
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firm’s offerings and special day is high. In study 3, we
manipulate the appropriateness dimension of creativ-
ity (operationalized as degree of fit between the firm’s
offerings and the special day).

Study 3

In study 3, we provide additional evidence for the
effectiveness of special day-themed promotions and
demonstrate the role of appropriateness (i.e., the
second dimension of creativity) by manipulating fit

between the special day (National Food Day) and
the type of company offering the promotion (online
grocer vs. clothing company). We also assess both
the originality and appropriateness dimensions of
creativity, testing them as parallel mediators, while
ruling out alternative mediating mechanisms.

Method

On National Food Day (October 24th), 400 par-
ticipants (56.50% female; Mage = 39.16) participated

Table 2
ANOVA Results for Study 2

Means ANOVA results

High promotion
distinctiveness

Low promotion
distinctiveness

Main effect of
discount type

Main effect of
promotion
distinctiveness Interaction

Special
day-themed
discount

Control
discount

Special
day-themed
discount

Control
discount

Purchase intentions
“How interested would you
be in purchasing any
product using this
promotion” (1 = Not
interested at all,
7 = Extremely interested)
and “How likely are you to
take advantage of this sale to
buy something from the
company” (1 = Not at all
likely, 7 = Extremely likely;
r = .85).

3.79 3.03 2.79 3.20 F(1, 277) = .85
p = .36

F(1, 277) = 4.65
p = .032

F(1, 277) = 9.45
p = .002

Perceived originality
“How original [novel]
[innovative] do you believe
it is for this company to offer
the promotion” (1 = Not at
all, 7 = Very; a = .92)

3.83 2.97 2.95 2.57 F(1, 277) = 13.43
p < .001

F(1, 277) = 14.07
p < .001

F(1, 277) = 2.04
p = .16

Belief that company is using
promotion to push inventory

“I think that the company is
offering this sale. . .in order
to sell out current inventory
to make room for new
products,” “. . .because some
of their inventory has been
there too long,” “. . .because
they have undesirable items
in their inventory that they
need to sell quickly”
(1 = Not at all, 7 = Very
much so; a = .90)

4.32 5.00 4.33 4.82 F(1, 277) = 14.41
p < .001

F(1, 277) = .30
p = .58

F(1, 277) = .41
p = .52

Special Day-Themed Sales Promotions 5



in this MTurk study, which used a 2(Discount type:
special day-themed vs. control) 9 2(Company type:
groceries vs. clothing) between-subjects design. All
participants browsed the ostensible website for
either online grocery or clothing retailer. Specifi-
cally, they browsed three separate pages of food
[clothing]. A pretest showed no baseline differences
in evaluations of the two retailers (see Appendix D
for details). After browsing the first page, partici-
pants saw an email from the retailer with a 30%
discount valid for “today only” as part of a
“National Food Day Sale” or “Annual One-Day
Sale.”

After viewing the first page of products and the
email, participants indicated how interested they
would be in purchasing a food [clothing] item “us-
ing this promotion” (1 = not interested at all,
7 = extremely interested). They then browsed the
second and third page of products and answered
the same question after each page. These three
items were averaged into a purchase intentions
composite (a = .78). See Appendix D for alternative
analysis approaches for these purchase intention
measures.

Participants then rated perceptions of the mar-
keter on the two dimensions of creativity, original-
ity, and fit (i.e., appropriateness). We also
measured other potential informational, affective,
and economic routes to persuasion (Raghubir et al.,
2004) as alternative processes. See Table 3 for all
measures. Finally, participants completed an
instructional manipulation check (IMC) and a com-
pany type manipulation check.

Results and Discussion

Data from 32 participants were removed for data
quality purposes as indicated by their failure of a
word problem IMC (Chmielewski & Kucker, 2020;
Dennis, Goodson, & Pearson, 2020). Data from six
additional participants were removed for incor-
rectly recalling the type of company. Results sub-
stantively replicate when all participants are
included (see Appendix D).

A 2(Discount type) 9 2(Company type) ANOVA
on purchase intentions revealed no main effect of
discount type (F(1, 358) = 1.32, p = .25) and a signif-
icant main effect of company type (Mgrocer = 4.66,
SE = .12 vs. Mclothing = 4.22, SE = .11; F(1,
358) = 7.52, p = .006, gp

2 = .02). As expected, a sig-
nificant interaction also emerged (F(1, 358) = 4.18,
p = .042, gp

2 = .01). In the grocer condition (high
fit), participants who saw the special day discount
reported significantly greater purchase intentions

(M = 4.92, SE = .16) versus those who saw the
control discount (M = 4.40, SE = .17;
F(1, 358) = 4.99, p = .026, gp

2 = .01). In the clothing
company condition (low fit), no effect of discount
type emerged (Mspecial-day = 4.14, SE = .16 vs.
Mcontrol = 4.29, SE = .16; (F(1, 358) = .41, p = .52).

We then conducted moderated mediation analy-
sis (PROCESS Model 7; Hayes, 2017) with discount
type as the IV, perceived originality and fit as par-
allel mediators, company type as the moderator
between the IV and each mediator, and purchase
intentions as the DV. For the grocer, the special
day-themed (vs. control) discount had positive indi-
rect effects on purchase intentions through both
perceptions of originality (b = .13, SE = .05, 95% CI
[.035, .231]) and appropriateness (b = .06, SE = .03,
95% CI [.008, .121]). For the clothing company,
while the special day-themed (vs. control) discount
still had a positive indirect effect on purchase inten-
tions through perceptions of originality (b = .20,
SE = .05, 95% CI [.105, .310]), it had a significantly
negative indirect effect on purchase intentions
through perceptions of appropriateness (b = �.24,
SE = .06, 95% CI [�.356, �.134]). These two oppo-
site indirect effects offset each other to produce the
null total effect of discount type on purchase inten-
tions in the clothing company condition.

Thus, when consumers perceive high fit between
a firm and a special day-themed promotion, both
dimensions of creativity drive increased intentions
to use the promotion. However, when consumers
perceive low fit, even though special day-themed
promotions still have a positive indirect effect on
purchase intentions through perceptions of original-
ity, the special day-themed discounts have a nega-
tive indirect effect on purchase intentions through
perceptions of inappropriateness, and this ulti-
mately hurts purchase intentions enough to cancel
out any positive effect of originality.

In order to explore alternative processes that
could underlie the effect of special day-themed
sales promotions on purchase intentions, we ana-
lyzed responses to several other measures inspired
by Raghubir et al.’s (2004) framework. It is possible
that consumers who receive special day-themed dis-
counts may feel they are unique or in an exclusive
subset of consumers receiving the promotion (Bar-
one & Roy, 2010a, 2010b), an alternative affective
route to such promotions’ effectiveness. A 2(Dis-
count type) 9 2(Company type) ANOVA on con-
sumer feelings of exclusivity revealed that
participants who saw the special day-themed
discount felt marginally more exclusive
(M = 3.43, SE = .13; F(1, 358) = 2.96, p = .09,
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Table 3
ANOVA Results for Study 3

Means ANOVA results

Grocer Clothing company

Main effect of
discount type

Main effect of
company type Interaction

Special
day-themed
discount

Control
discount

Special
day-themed
discount

Control
discount

Purchase intentions
(measure described in main
text)

4.92 4.40 4.14 4.29 F(1, 358) = 1.32
p = .25

F(1, 358) = 7.52
p = .006

F(1, 358) = 4.18
p = .042

Perceived originality
“How original do you
believe it is for this
company to offer the
promotion?” (1 = Not at
all original,
7 = Very original)

3.92 3.19 3.80 2.65 F(1, 358) = 25.58
p < .001

F(1, 358) = 3.29
p = .07

F(1, 358) = 1.24
p = .27

Perceived fit
“To what extent do you
believe the promotion was
appropriate for the
company to offer?” (1 = Not
at all appropriate, 7 = Very
appropriate) and “To what
extent do you believe the
promotion fits well with the
type of company?”
(1 = Does not fit at all,
7 = Fits very well; r = .78)

5.68 5.27 4.07 5.64 F(1, 358) = 16.13
p < .001

F(1, 358) = 18.20
p < .001

F(1, 358) = 46.25
p < .001

Alternative creativity measurea

“The advertiser is creative”
and “The advertiser is
clever” (1 = Not at all,
7 = Extremely; r = .91)

3.92 3.37 3.60 3.31 F(1, 358) = 5.44
p = .020

F(1, 358) = 1.13
p = .29

F(1, 358) = .50
p = .48

Consumer feelings of
exclusivity

“After receiving the ad, to
what extent do you feel:”
(1 = Not at all unique,
7 = Very unique) and
(1 = Not at all exclusive,
7 = Very exclusive; r = .84)

3.64 3.22 3.28 2.95 F(1, 358) = 2.96
p = .09

F(1, 358) = 4.24
p = .040

F(1, 358) = .06
p = .80

Liking for the company
“To what extent do you like
this company?” (1 = Not at
all, 7 = Very much so)

5.05 4.43 4.76 4.60 F(1, 358) = .20
p = .58

F(1, 358) = 7.34
p = .007

F(1, 358) = 2.54
p = .11

Perceived company quality
“After receiving the ad, do
you believe that the
company (i.e., its products,
operations, etc.) is:
(1 = Very bad,
7 = Very good)”

5.14 4.66 4.98 4.71 F(1, 358) = .19
p = .66

F(1, 358) = 8.64
p = .004

F(1, 358) = .72
p = .40

Special Day-Themed Sales Promotions 7



gp
2 = .01) than those who saw the control discount

(M = 3.12, SE = .13). A significant main effect of
company type (F(1, 358) = 4.24, p = .040, gp

2 = .01)
indicated that those who viewed the grocer
(M = 3.46, SE = .13) felt more exclusive than those
who viewed a clothing company (M = 3.09,
SE = .13). No interaction (F(1, 358) = .06, p = .80)
emerged. These results suggest that feelings of
exclusivity may also drive the effects of special
day-themed promotions on increased purchase
intentions, but, when entered as a parallel mediator
alongside perceived originality and fit in a moder-
ated mediation model, feelings of exclusivity did
not significantly mediate the relationship between

discount and purchase intentions for either com-
pany type (grocer: b = .02, SE = .02, 95% CI [�.009,
.068]; clothing: b = .02, SE = .02, 95% CI [�.012,
.056]).

There are also other potential economic and
informational routes, including inferences and
judgments about the company and its promotions,
through which a special day-themed sales promo-
tion may be effective, including greater liking for
the brand (Naylor, Raghunathan, & Ramanathan,
2006) and perceptions of brand quality. However,
a 2(Discount type) 9 2(Company type) ANOVA
on liking for the company produced only a signifi-
cant main effect of company type (F(1, 358) = 7.34,

Table 3
Continued

Means ANOVA results

Grocer Clothing company

Main effect of
discount type

Main effect of
company type Interaction

Special
day-themed
discount

Control
discount

Special
day-themed
discount

Control
discount

Perceived time length of
promotion

“Howwould you describe
the length of time for which
the company’s promotion is
valid?” (1 = Very short,
7 = Very long)

2.40 2.64 2.05 2.03 F(1, 358) = 8.48
p = .004

F(1, 358) = .42
p = .52

F(1, 358) = .57
p = .45

Belief that the promotion gives
a reason to purchase from the
company

“After receiving the ad, to
what extent do you believe
the promotion gives you a
reason to purchase
products from the
company?” (1 = Doesn’t
provide a reason at all,
7 = Provides a very strong
reason)

5.29 4.64 5.06 4.74 F(1, 358) = .13
p = .72

F(1, 358) = 8.37
p = .004

F(1, 358) = .99
p = .32

Perceived frequency with
which company offers
discounts

“How common do you
believe it is for this
company to offer
promotions?” (1 = Very
uncommon,
7 = Very common)

4.23 4.94 4.12 5.34 F(1, 358) = .72
p = .40

F(1, 358) = 33.14
p < .001

F(1, 358) = 2.32
p = .13

aThis alternative measure assesses a layperson’s understanding of “creativity,” which focuses on cleverness and imagination. For exam-
ple, Merriam-Webster defines creativity as “having the skill and imagination to create new things” and lists “clever” as a synonym
(Merriam-Webster).
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p = .007, gp
2 = .02), such that participants liked

the grocer (M = 4.91, SE = .10) more than the
clothing company (M = 4.51, SE = .10). No signifi-
cant main effect of discount (F(1, 358) = .20,
p = .58) or interaction (F(1, 358) = 2.54, p = .11)
emerged. Therefore, special day-themed sales pro-
motions do not seem to increase purchase inten-
tions simply by increasing liking for the company.
Further, a 2(Discount type) 9 2(Company type)
ANOVA on perceived quality revealed similar
results. Only a significant main effect of company
type emerged (F(1, 358) = 8.64, p = .004, gp

2 = .02),
such that the grocer (M = 5.06, SE = .09) was per-
ceived as higher quality than the clothing com-
pany (M = 4.69, SE = .09), perhaps due to the
particular high-end products shown for the grocer
(e.g., cashews, quinoa). No significant main effect
of discount type (F(1, 358) = .19, p = .66) or inter-
action (F(1, 358) = .72, p = .40) emerged. Therefore,
special day-themed promotions do not seem to
increase purchase intentions by increasing percep-
tions of the company’s quality. We also rule out
several other alternative processes in Appendix D
(results summarized in Table 3): Consumers do
not appear to believe special day-themed promo-
tions (vs. more traditional one-day sales) are more
scarce in terms of time availability or offer more
of a reason to buy. The use of special day-themed
promotions also does not appear to signal to con-
sumers that the firm offers promotions less fre-
quently overall.

General Discussion

The results of a field study and laboratory studies
demonstrate that special day-themed sales promo-
tions increase click-through rates and purchase inten-
tions compared to more traditional one-day sales.
We provide evidence that these benefits of special
day-themed promotions are driven by consumers’
perceptions of the marketer’s creativity, in terms of
both originality and appropriateness, in linking the
discount to the special day. This effect generalizes to
two different types of special days: company-specific
special days and national special days. An additional
study in Appendix E generalizes the findings to a
third type, a special day created by a company–cus-
tomer interaction (i.e., anniversary of customer’s first
purchase). There is virtually no end to the special
day-themed discounts that marketers can concoct
(see Appendix F for marketplace examples).

Our research extends the literature on sales pro-
motions (Ailawadi & Gupta, 2014; Chandon et al.,

2000; Raghubir & Corfman, 1999) by documenting
a novel type of promotion (i.e., discounts linked to
special days). We further show that special day-
themed discounts increase purchase intentions by
signaling the marketer’s creativity, contributing to
the literatures on creativity in marketing and mar-
ketplace metacognition. Although work has
explored the effects of perceived creativity in ad
copy (unrelated to special days; Reinartz & Saffert,
2013; Smith et al., 2007), our work is the first, to
our knowledge, to explore how consumers’ percep-
tions of marketers’ creativity in linking a sales pro-
motion to a specific date can influence consumption
behavior.

Additionally, in Table 4, we develop a typology
of special day-themed sales promotions as guid-
ance for marketers and offer avenues for future
research related to both dimensions of creativity
(i.e., originality and appropriateness). Although we
demonstrated two boundary conditions for the
effectiveness of special day-themed sales promo-
tions, future research could potentially explore
additional moderators and new types of special
days. Future research could also explore the effec-
tiveness of special day-themed promotions where
fit between the holiday and firm offerings is more
ambiguous than in our studies. Future work could
also examine whether a company’s reputation for
repeatedly using special day-themed promotions
could increase general liking for the firm (an effect
we did not observe after a single special day pro-
motion in study 3). Given the newness of this line
of research, we hope the present findings and
typology motivate additional work in this bur-
geoning area.
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