24l TIS} PISSN 1226-8593

194 235, 2016 elSSN 2383-613X
<= Sci. Emot. Sensib.,

Vol.19, No.2, pp.19-26, 2016
http://dx.doi.org/10.14695/KJS0S.2016.19.2.19

A 2L EI[oM 2] AFE ME 53

Reversed Elongation Effect on Boxes

O * A= *% AL O *x
HS2* - S & . &=AH P

Dong Eun Kim* - Hyun Jin Song** - Young Woo Sohn*t

*AMCHEt . M 2|sknt
*Department of Psychology, Yonsei University

02| =L} F2Itstm SHA|AEZsHn}

**Department of Human Systems Engineering, Arizona State University

Abstract

Previous research has shown that people perceive the larger volume for tall and lean cylindrical containers over
short and wide containers of the same volume (e.g., Raghubir & Krishna, 1999; Wansink & Van Ittersum, 2003).
The present research demonstrated that this elongation effect is reversed for boxes, presumably due to the affordance
of the boxes. Two studies showed that participants judge short and wide boxes as having larger volume than long
and lean boxes of the same volume. This effect replicated through two types of presentation formats (drawing,
Studyl; actual object, Study2) when the choice between two boxes was forced (Study 1) and not (Study 2). The
results also replicated among participants residing in the U.S. (Study 1) and participants residing in Korea (Study 2).
The reversed elongation effect held for liquid materials in general (water, Study 1; drinks, Study 2). Theoretical and

managerial implications are discussed.
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Fig. 2. Result of Study 1

(Volume and Weight comparison)

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

m Short and wide box
Tall and lean box

Fig. 3. Result of Study 1
(Volume comparison)
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Fig. 4. Result of Study 1
(Weight comparison)
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