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Language as Means and Ends: How Generative
Artificial Intelligence Automates, Amplifies,
and Reinvents Language in Marketing

MARTIN REIMANN AND ANN KRONROD
ABSTRACT Is language a means or an end inmarketing? In other words, is it merely a tool to achieve certain goals, or

is language itself part of what creates value for consumers and firms? These questions become newly urgent in the age of

generative artificial intelligence (AI), especially the age of large language models. Drawing from interviews with senior

marketing professionals across diverse industries, this industry-perspectives article adopts a translational approach.

We surface how practitioners conceptualize the role of language in their day-to-day work and carry those insights back

into the academic discourse. We further identify two recurring perspectives—language as a strategic tool (means) and

language as a value generator in itself (ends)—and examine how generative AI bridges these two perspectives. To that

end, we develop a conceptual framework and propositions organized around three AI-enabled functions—automation,

amplification, and reinvention—and map each function onto the means–ends distinction.
anguage is everywhere in human existence, and its
prevalence across the marketing domain more than
justifies giving it systematic attention. Brands are built,

promises are made, and value is negotiated largely through
words. With the meteoric rise of generative AI in general
and large language models (LLMs) specifically, interest has
surged in how to more effectively integrate the principles of
language into marketing activities ranging from messaging
via advertisements, emails, and social media posts to dynamic
interactions in chatbots and voice assistants. Research on AI
in marketing documents how AI reshapes targeting and cus-
tomer journeys (e.g., Puntoni and Wertenbroch 2024; Valen-
zuela et al. 2024), but they largely treat language as an input
or output rather than as amore central topic of inquiry. As gen-
erative AI participates in, and sometimes originates, the lan-
guage of the marketplace, it seems warranted to understand
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how language functions both as an instrument and as a poten-
tial source of value generation. This is not only a theoretical con-
cern but a practical one for marketers and consumers alike.

While this JACR issue is broadly focused on advancing re-
search on linguistics in marketing, the aim of this industry-
perspectives article is translational: to surface how marketing
practitioners themselves conceptualize the role of language
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practitioners from diverse industries and roles. Industries
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security, and entertainment. Roles varied from senior man-
ager to chief executive officer, with several holding top posi-
tions at their firms.
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We asked our respondents how language is managed in-
side their firms (e.g., whether there are dedicated roles or
teams, formal processes, or testing regimes focused on lan-
guage), how their use of language has evolved over time,
and where they encounter challenges such as uncertainty
about what wording actually drives consumer engagement
and trust. We also invited them to recall specific instances
where language played a decisive role in a marketing out-
come, to reflect on the types of language that tend to build
consumer trust, and to articulate the questions about lan-
guage in marketing they would most like academic research-
ers to address. And finally, we asked them a common set of
questions, such as how their firms are using LLMs such as
ChatGPT, what opportunities they see, and what concerns
they have about AI-generated language for both internal
communication and consumer-facing messaging. We syn-
thesized the interview data into a set of recurring themes
and to build an industry-to-academia translational frame-
work to help answer the central question of this article: Do
marketing practitioners ultimately treat language primarily
as means (i.e., a strategic tool) or as ends (i.e., constitutive
of generating value in itself) or both?

Answering this question seems warranted because, while
previous research on language in marketing has typically fo-
cused on how linguistic features—such as assertiveness, pre-
cision, or tonal elements—shape persuasion and product en-
joyment (for reviews see, e.g., Kronrod 2022; Packard and
Berger 2024),much less attention has been paid to howprac-
titioners themselves talk about language as a strategic re-
source, particularly in the emerging context of generative
AI, and to how these practice-based views might translate
into research agendas.

LANGUAGE AS MEANS: A STRATEGIC TOOL

In marketing and consumer research, language is frequently
treated as a means: a controllable tool deployed to drive out-
comes such as brand name preference (Lowrey and Shrum
2007; Pogacar et al. 2021), word of mouth (Packard and Ber-
ger 2017), customer-firm interaction (Packard et al. 2018),
interest and attention (Hamby and Van Laer 2022), and en-
gagement (Berger et al. 2023). In this instrumental view,
words are adjustable levers. They can be tuned to fit brand
goals and expectations of target audiences, much like pricing
or channeling can.

Several practitioners described this: One company founder
explained that copywriters and account managers routinely
calibrate language along dimensions such as playful versus se-
rious or brand-building versus direct selling, depending on
campaign objectives and target segments. This reflects a util-
itarian conceptualization of language; it is crafted not for its
own sake but to serve the brand. A brand strategist in a large
technology firm similarly emphasized the role of centralized
teams and guidelines in ensuring that language reflects the
brand’s core values.

Language as a tool also appears inmore tactical work. One
practitioner recounted how shifting outbound sales messag-
ing from a highly structured, formal tone to a more personal
one led to higher response rates and deeper engagement
with prospects. Another practitioner described using nar-
rative templates to craft communications aimed at entre-
preneurs and small-business owners, with the explicit goal
of engineering resonance and identification. In both cases,
language is used as a manipulable variable in optimization
problems; if the wording changes, the practitioner’s hope is
that behavioral outcomes will change as well.

AI reinforces and even extends this instrumental perspec-
tive: Several practitioners reported using LLMsboth for content
generation and for internal tasks like summarizing research,
drafting documentation, or standardizing tone across teams.
One practitioner likened LLMs to “an army of 17-year-old in-
terns” who can brainstorm options, generate first drafts, and
synthesize information but still require supervision and re-
finement. Another respondent highlighted how LLMs are be-
ing integrated into systems that understand and classify user
content, inform recommendations, and help generate or adapt
playlists and product descriptions at scale. In these cases, lan-
guage is treated as a functional asset that can be scaled, tested,
and optimized to improve both product and customer expe-
rience. Even the challenges that our practitioners described
were framed in instrumental terms. Localization, for exam-
ple, is seen less as a cultural project and more as a technical
and organizational problem: how to maintain tone, intent,
and effectiveness across markets, languages, and regulatory
environments.

Taken together, these accounts portray an instrumental
logic: language is conceptualized as an adjustable resource
that can be engineered tomovemarketingmetrics. Practition-
ers talk about words in the same register as other controllable
marketing variables; that is, something to be segmented, stan-
dardized, A/B tested, and optimized. Tone is dialed up or down,
narrative structure is selected or discarded, and even voice is
treated as a parameter to be managed. The arrival of gener-
ative AI intensifies this orientation by making language both
more abundant and more malleable: LLMs can supply a lim-
itless stream of drafts and variations that can be rapidly it-
erated. In this environment, the strategic question is less
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what do we want to say and how? but more how should we le-
verage AI-suggested language to best accomplish our goal for this
audience in this context? Furthermore, challenges are framed
not as threats to the intrinsic meaning of language but as
technical constraints to be solved in order to maintain or im-
prove functional performance. In short, within the language-
as-means perspective, language (human- or AI-generated) is
valued primarily for what it does: a means through which
firms seek to generate outcomes.

LANGUAGE AS ENDS: A CULTURAL AND

EMOTIONAL VALUE GENERATOR IN ITSELF

Althoughmarketing practitioners often describe language as
a tool, our interviews also suggested a second perspective:
language as part of what is being built and protected, not just
as being used. From this viewpoint, language is not merely an
instrument to drive marketing outcomes but a core expres-
sion of the brand’s identity and values (Kronrod andDanziger
2013; Moore and McFerran 2017; Kronrod 2022; Lafreniere
et al. 2022; Kronrod et al. 2023). Accordingly, language is
something to be cultivated over time, tended like an asset,
and experienced by consumers as a form of cultural and
emotional value in its own right (Schellekens et al. 2010;
Villarroel Ordenes et al. 2019). This language-as-ends per-
spective is consistent with work on close brand relationships,
which shows that beloved brands are often encountered and
maintained through their distinctive voice, metaphorical
narratives, and their messaging’s conversational style, and
can thus become incorporated into the self and even provide
emotional support like close others can (Reimann et al. 2012,
2017; Aerts et al. 2017; Do et al. 2024).

Several practitioners described this perspective: One em-
phasized that effective languagemust reflect a shared world-
view and values and argued that tone and style are central to
perceived authenticity, not just peripheral. Another practi-
tioner recommended treating the brand as a person with a
biography and using that imagined biography to guide deci-
sions about voice and tone. These perspectives shift language
from a tool to a cultural artifact: theway a brand speaks is part
of who it is, and that who becomes what customers are buying
into.

For practitioners working in content- and culture-intensive
marketplaces, language as ends in itself appears particularly
salient. A product leader at a global audio-streaming platform
described how language is woven into the company’s mission
statement and slogans, as well as into playlist names. As such,
language is not just a tool for engagement but a primary way
the firm signals its identity and sense of belonging with its
customers. Small linguistic choices, such as how a playlist is
titled, how a recommendation is phrased, are treated as mo-
ments where the brand’s personality and values are made
tangible.

Another practitioner described similar dynamics in the
context of generative-AI communication. In response to user
reactions, their firm deliberately shifted its language around
AI features to emphasize conception and experimentation
rather than fully automated production. This adjustment
was not framed simply as a performance optimization but
seemed as an attempt to better match the firm’s language
with users’ fears and hopes. In this sense, language functions
as a vehicle for empathy. It helps firms humanize the tech-
nology, signal respect for creative labor, and articulate what
the company stands for.

Notably, when our practitioners reflected on what they
wished academic researcherswould study,many of their ques-
tions implicitly assumed this language-as-ends perspective.
One interviewee working on global campaigns asked how spe-
cific linguistic dimensions shape emotional response and
long-term engagement across cultures. Another raised some
questions about how consistent exposure to a brand’s voice
over the years might contribute to customer trust and a sense
of shared identity. These inquiries treat language itself as the
outcome to be understood and refined and as a locus thatwar-
rants sustained scholarly attention. Based on these questions,
it appears that language is not only a means to drive behavior
but also as the enduringmedium through which brands exist
and are emotionally anchored in consumers’ lives.

Taken together, these accounts suggest that practition-
ers do not only instrumentalize language but also sacralize
it. Alongside the optimization logic documented in the
language-as-means perspective, there is a parallel logic in which
language is treated as part of the brand’s very substance.
Generative AI, in this latter perspective, is not simply a tool
but a new site of contestation over voice and authenticity.
Practitioners worry not only about what AI-generated lan-
guage does but about what it sounds like and what that sound
implies about the brand’s character. The questions they pose
to researchers about emotion, trust, identity, and culture un-
derscore that language is itself a core source of value. In short,
within the language-as-ends perspective, language (human- or
AI-generated) is a cultural and emotional value generator.

BRIDGING THE DIVIDE: TOWARD A HOLISTIC

VIEW OF LANGUAGE IN MARKETING

Across interviews, it became clear that the distinction be-
tween language-as-ends and language-as means is less a
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dichotomy than a dynamic tension that practitioners navi-
gate in their work every day. On the one hand, language is
treated as an adjustable variable in the service ofmarketplace
outcomes. On the other hand, it is treated as a repository of
identity andmeaning, something thatmust be protected, cu-
rated, and allowed to resonate with consumers over time.
We found that effective marketing, in practice, seems to re-
quire holding both views at once: an instrumental precision
without losing cultural and emotional depth, and a rich
brand voice without abandoning strategic decision making.

This duality is particularly visible in how practitioners
talk about trust, which resonates with sociological and or-
ganizational theories of trust. For example, based on prior
work, Schilke et al. (2021) conceptualize trust as a willing-
ness to be vulnerable based on expectations of a partner’s
trustworthiness, and they emphasize that trust judgments
rest on perceptions of the trustee’s ability, benevolence,
and integrity, which are informed by relationship history
and anticipated future interactions. In our interview data,
one practitioner described trust as emerging froma consistent
tone anchored in a clear brand biography, which suggests that
language can be used to signal a brand’s ability or integrity.
Another practitioner emphasized aspirational yet supportive
language as a way to position the brand as a partner in the
customer journey, not just a seller by using tone to commu-
nicate benevolence, and one noted that sounding like con-
sumers understand what the brand is here for is central to
earning consumers’ trust in personalization and recommen-
dations, which maps onto the idea that trust depends on
how the brand is categorized as a trustee and on the specific
trust object at stake.

Taken together, these perspectives suggest that trust is
not built only through what language accomplishes behavior-
ally (e.g., clicks, sign-ups, and conversions) but also through
how it shapes expectations about who the brand is (trustee
radius), who is doing the trusting (which consumers, inwhich
contexts), and what exactly is being trusted (e.g., the content
of recommendations, the fairness of prices, or the handling
of customer data). In terms of Schilke et al.’s (2021) frame-
work, practitioners are implicitly managing multiple trust ra-
dii at once through language: they use consistency, empathy,
and contextual fit in brand voice to influence consumers’will-
ingness to become vulnerable to the brand across different
situations and over time.

Operational challenges further underscore the need for a
holistic view that bridges the language-as-means and language-
as-end perspectives. Decisions about localization and tone
adaptation are rarely framed as purely semantic problems
(Kronrod et al. 2012; Grinstein and Kronrod 2016); they
are seen as balancing acts between preserving clarity and
maintaining cultural fit (Ludwig et al. 2013; Luna et al. 2013;
Luangrath et al. 2017). One practitioner described steering
away from certain pricing and product terms that performed
well in tests but carried negative connotations in particular
markets, which shows how word choice can have unantici-
pated symbolic consequences. Another practitioner empha-
sized the importance of monitoring emerging language and
stylistic shifts, both to inform prompt engineering for AI
tools and to avoid sounding tone-deaf in fast-moving cul-
tural environments. Language, in this sense, is again simul-
taneously an object of optimization and an evolving cultural
signal that requires constantly evolving interpretation.

From this vantage point, the future of language in mar-
keting will hinge on the ability of firms to integrate these
perspectives rather than choose between them. LLMs make
it easier than ever to generate, test, and personalize language,
which reinforces the “means” perspective. Yet brands that
consumers most admire are often those whose language felt
recognizably human and culturally attuned, which reinforces
the “ends” perspective. A holistic view therefore treats lan-
guage as both means and ends.

FROM INDUSTRY TO ACADEMIA: A

TRANSLATIONAL FRAMEWORK AND

RESEARCH PROPOSITIONS FOR HOW

GENERATIVE ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE

AUTOMATES, AMPLIFIES, AND

REINVENTS MESSAGING

Our interviews further suggested that practitioners are al-
ready working with generative AI through three intertwined
lenses that reflect on language as means versus language as
ends: as a way to automate language work (which we define as
the creation and generation of language and content), to am-
plify the reach and precision of marketing through systems
of messages, and to reinvent what counts as a marketing
message in the first place. In this section, we attempt to
translate practice-based insights into a conceptual frame-
work that can guide future academic inquiry. The framework
is explicitly translational by taking ideas and categories that
emerged from industry experts and rearticulating them as
analytically useful dimensions for research on language,
marketing, and AI. Note that this framework is neither
thought to be mutually exclusive nor conceptually exhaus-
tive but an attempt to sort insights about language as means
versus language as ends into an interconnected outline of
ideas.
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We organize the framework around three core functions—
automation, amplification, and reinvention—and show how
each function operates across the language-as-means and
language-as-ends perspectives discussed earlier. Table 1 il-
lustrates the framework, and further we elaborate on each
component in the table. The horizontal axis captures three
practitioner-defined functions of generative AI (automation,
amplification, reinvention), while the vertical axis captures
orientations to language as strategic tool (means) versus
value generator (ends).

Means Automation Versus Ends Automation
Across firms and industries, themost immediate role of gener-
ative AI is automation: offloading routine or labor-intensive
language tasks to LLMs. Practitioners described using LLMs
to draft emails, blog posts, review summaries, internal docu-
mentation, research summaries, and even initial versions of
brand guidelines. One practitioner likened an LLM to a human
capable of generating large amounts of text, synthesizing in-
formation, and producing first drafts that humans then re-
fine. From the language-as-means perspective, automation
lowers the marginal cost of language. Tasks that previously
required scarce copywriting resources can now be attempted
by a broader set of employees. This shifts organizational
decisions about when and where language is customized,
how many variants are tested, and which channels receive
tailored messaging. From the language-as-ends perspective,
automation raises questions about who is authorized to
speak for the brand and how human oversight is structured
to protect voice, values, and authenticity (Valenzuela et al.
2024). This suggests a first set of translational propositions
for future research on AI-driven language:
P1: Language-as-means automation lowers the cost of
language work and changes marketing tasks and skills.
As LLMs take over language work, certain language ac-
tivities will remain core and highly human-controlled,
Table 1. A Translational Framework for How Generative AI Automates, Amplifies, and Reinvents Language as Means
and Ends in Marketing

Language Automation Amplification Reinvention

Means (tool) AI-driven language-as-means
automation lowers the cost of
language work and changes
marketing tasks and skills.

AI-driven language-as-means ampli-
fication changes the unit of analy-
sis for language from single mes-
sages to systems of messages.

AI-driven language-as-means re-
invention blurs the boundary
between organization-internal
and external language.

• LLMs as “interns”
for drafting and
summarizing.

• More message varia-
tions and more
testing with less
human time.

• “Hyperpersonalized”
messaging.

• Language as an input to
experimentation in con-
stant A/B testing of
variants.

• Multichannel campaigns.

• Conversational
interfaces.

• AI assistants.
• Advertising creative

content development.

Ends (value generator) AI-driven language-as-ends au-
tomation reconfigures authen-
ticity, perceived authorship,
and governance.

AI-driven language-as-ends amplifi-
cation intensifies trade-offs
between personalization and
coherence.

AI-driven language-as-ends rein-
vention turns interaction
flows into conversation.

• Human oversight to
keep brand voice
intact despite AI
drafting.

• Tension over who is
speaking for the
brand.

• Consistent tone from
messaging.

• Localization versus
globalization.

• Product names, AI
suggestions, and
“coauthored” content.

• Language as the way
consumers under-
stand what AI is and
what the brand
stands for.
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while others will be delegated to AI and become
commoditized.

P2: Language-as-ends automation reconfigures au-
thenticity, perceived authorship, and governance. As
LLMs take over language work, marketers will differ-
entially attribute responsibility for failure or success
to AIs versus humans and will establish new gover-
nance structures to guard the value of language.
Means Amplification Versus Ends Amplification
A second function of generative AI is language amplification.
Practitioners emphasized using LLMs to increase the volume
and granularity of messaging to create more variants, tailor
content to more segments, and maintain consistent tone
across more touchpoints. One practitioner highlighted ef-
forts to use AI-generated drafts to keep language echoing core
values andmessaging from sales decks to support scripts. An-
other one described LLMs embedded in content understand-
ing and recommendation systems, which help shape how
users encounter and interpret language at a larger scale. In
the language-as-means perspective, amplification means more
tests, more personalization, and more fine-grained optimiza-
tion. Language becomes an input into experimentation en-
gines, where small variations can be evaluated for their effects
on marketplace outcomes. In the language-as-ends perspec-
tive, amplification raises the stakes for consistency; if AI helps
put the brand’s voice into every interaction, then this drift in
messaging can now occur at scale as well. This points to a sec-
ond set of translational questions about AI-driven language:

P3: Language-as-means amplification changes the unit
of analysis for language from a single message to sys-
tems of messages.1 AI-driven language work will re-
quire future research to understand the effects of sys-
tems of messages (rather than single messages) on
marketplace outcomes.

P4: Language-as-ends amplification intensifies trade-
offs between personalization and coherence. AI-driven
language work will require future research to contrast
local adaptation (what works for a given consumer in a
1. This might mean multiple messages across multiple channels and
ipients, as well as the same one consumer receiving multiple messages
r time and across channels.
given moment) and global coherence (what the brand
sounds like overall).
Means Reinvention Versus Ends Reinvention
The third function that emerges is reinvention: Generative AI
not only changes how language is produced and scaled, but it
also expands what counts as “messaging” at all. Practitioners
in content-rich and AI-pushing firms described language as
increasingly embedded in interactions with recommendation
systems, creative tools, and conversational interfaces. Playlist
titles, AI assistants, the phrasing of suggested prompts, and
even the language that users see as they shape AI outputs
were all cited as siteswhere brandmeaning is negotiated.Here,
language functions less as a discrete message and more as a
dynamic process. An engineering manager emphasized that
the way employees talk to AI systems influences the lan-
guage that emerges from them. A marketing leader in crea-
tive software described deliberate shifts in how the company
talked about its own AI features to match creators’ identities.
In these cases, language shapes how the offering is understood
and used. Reinvention therefore raises a third set of transla-
tional propositions about AI-driven language:

P5: Language-as-means reinvention blurs the bound-
ary between organization-internal and external lan-
guage. AI-driven language work will require future re-
search to examine how internal language practices
(e.g., how teams talk to and about AI) leak into
consumer-facing experiences.

P6: Language-as-ends reinvention turns interaction
flows into conversation. AI-driven language work will
require future research to analyze conversational tra-
jectories (rather than static text), coauthored outputs,
and “microencounters” with AI as sources of value
creation.
Integrating the Framework: From Practice-Based
Insights to Research Agendas
Taken together, the framework offers a way to systematize a
small set of practitioners’ insights and translate them into
conceptual ideas and content for future research agendas. It
also suggests that generative AI does not simply push lan-
guage further toward being a tool or further toward being a
value generator. Instead, it intensifies both logics in parallel:
Automation primarily deepens the tool logic by making
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language cheaper and more commoditized, while simulta-
neously raising questions about authorship and authenticity
that are central to the value-generation logic. Amplification
uses language as a tool to optimize and personalize yet makes
the ongoing coherence of language as value generator more
consequential than before. Reinvention foregrounds language
as value generator through which AI, brand, and user meet,
while embedding language in “engineered” tool environments.

For marketing and consumer researchers, this suggests at
least three directions. First, conceptual work is needed to the-
orize language not just as content but as infrastructure and
process in AI-mediated marketplaces. Second, empirical re-
search can leverage the very tools practitioners use (e.g., LLMs,
large-scale experiments, interaction logs) to study how auto-
mated, amplified, and reinvented language affects consumer
behavior, trust, identity, and culture. Third, future work is
needed to examine whose voices are amplified or erased, how
authenticity is constructed in AI-heavy environments, and
what forms of governance and accountability are appropriate
when much of the “speaking” is done by machines. Pursuing
these directions also requires caution: recent evidence suggests
that even well-intentioned transparency about AI involve-
ment can paradoxically erode trust in communicators, which
underscores how AI-mediated language is entangled with le-
gitimacy and moral evaluation (Schilke and Reimann 2025).

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, our industry-based inquiry emphasized that lan-
guage in AI-mediated marketing cannot be reduced to either a
neutral instrument or a purely symbolic resource. It is simulta-
neously means and ends, and generative AI intensifies both
perspectives. Practitioners treat language as a tool while also
regarding it as part of what the brand is and how this gen-
erates value. By translating these practice-grounded insights
into a framework of means-versus-ends-based automation,
amplification, and reinvention, we highlighted how LLMs
alter the economics of language work, reconfigure systems
of messaging, and expand what counts as “a message” in
the first place. For marketing scholarship, this suggests the
need to theorize language not only as content but as a value-
generating process. For practice, our framework suggests
that the firms most likely to thrive in an AI-rich future will
be those that use generative tools with instrumental rigor as
well as cultural and emotional sensitivity.

REFERENCES
Aerts, G., T. Smits, and P. W. J. Verlegh (2017), “How Online Consumer

Reviews Are Influenced by the Language and Valence of Prior Reviews:
A Construal Level Perspective,” Computers in Human Behavior, 75,
855–64.

Berger, J., W. W. Moe, and D. A. Schweidel (2023), “What Holds Atten-
tion? Linguistic Drivers of Engagement,” Journal of Marketing, 87 (5),
793–809.

Do, S. F., M. Reimann, A. López, and R. Castaño (2024), “When Brand Narra-
tives Are Written in Metaphoric Terms: Can They Weaken Self-Brand
Connections?” Journal of the Association for ConsumerResearch, 9 (1), 21–31.

Grinstein, A., and A. Kronrod (2016), “Does Sparing the Rod Spoil the
Child? How Praising, Scolding, and an Assertive Tone Can Encourage
Desired Behaviors,” Journal of Marketing Research, 53 (3), 433–41.

Hamby, A., and T. Van Laer (2022), “Not Whodunit but Whydunit: Story
Characters’Motivations Influence Audience Interest in Services,” Jour-
nal of Service Research, 25 (1), 48–65.

Kronrod, A. (2022), “Language Research in Marketing,” Foundations and
Trends in Marketing, 16 (3), 308–421.

Kronrod, A., and S. Danziger (2013), “Wii Will Rock You!” the Use and Ef-
fect of Figurative Language in Consumer Reviews of Hedonic and Util-
itarian Consumption,” Journal of Consumer Research, 40 (4), 726–39.

Kronrod, A., I. Gordeliy, and J. K. Lee (2023), “Been There, Done That: How
Episodic and Semantic Memory Affects the Language of Authentic and
Fictitious Reviews,” Journal of Consumer Research, 50 (2), 405–25.

Kronrod, A., A. Grinstein, and L. Wathieu (2012), “Go Green! Should En-
vironmental Messages Be So Assertive?” Journal of Marketing, 76 (1),
95–102.

Lafreniere, K. C., S. G. Moore, and R. J. Fisher (2022), “The Power of Pro-
fanity: The Meaning and Impact of Swear Words in Word of Mouth,”
Journal of Marketing Research, 59 (5), 908–25.

Lowrey, T. M., and L. J. Shrum (2007), “Phonetic Symbolism and Brand
Name Preference,” Journal of Consumer Research, 34 (3), 406–14.

Luangrath, A. W., J. Peck, and V. A. Barger (2017), “Textual Paralanguage
and Its Implications for Marketing Communications,” Journal of Con-
sumer Psychology, 27 (1), 98–107.

Ludwig, S., K. De Ruyter, M. Friedman, E. C. Brüggen, M. Wetzels, and G.
Pfann (2013), “More than Words: The Influence of Affective Content
and Linguistic Style Matches in Online Reviews on Conversion Rates,”
Journal of Marketing, 77 (1), 87–103.

Luna, D., M. Carnevale, and D. Lerman (2013), “Does Brand Spelling Influ-
ence Memory? The Case of Auditorily Presented Brand Names,” Jour-
nal of Consumer Psychology, 23 (1), 36–48.

Moore, S. G., and B. McFerran (2017), “She Said, She Said: Differential In-
terpersonal Similarities Predict Unique Linguistic Mimicry in Online
Word of Mouth,” Journal of the Association for Consumer Research, 2 (2),
229–45.

Packard, G., and J. Berger (2017), “How Language Shapes Word of Mouth’s
Impact,” Journal of Marketing Research, 54 (4), 572–88.

——— (2024), “The Emergence and Evolution of Consumer Language Re-
search,” Journal of Consumer Research, 51 (1), 42–51.

Packard, G., S. G. Moore, and B. McFerran (2018), “(I’m) Happy to Help
(You): The Impact of Personal Pronoun Use in Customer–Firm Inter-
actions,” Journal of Marketing Research, 55 (4), 541–55.

Pogacar, R., J. Angle, T. M. Lowrey, L. J. Shrum, and F. R. Kardes (2021),
“Is Nestlé a Lady? The Feminine Brand Name Advantage,” Journal of
Marketing, 85 (6), 101–17.

Puntoni, S., and K. Wertenbroch (2024), “Being Human in the Age of AI, “
Journal of the Association for Consumer Research, 9 (3), 235–40.

Reimann, M., R. Castaño, J. Zaichkowsky, and A. Bechara (2012), “How
We Relate to Brands: Psychological and Neurophysiological Insights



000 Language as Means and Ends Reimann and Kronrod
into Consumer–Brand Relationships,” Journal of Consumer Psychology,
22 (1), 128–42.

Reimann, M., S. Nuñez, and R. Castaño (2017), “Brand-Aid,” Journal of
Consumer Research, 44 (3), 673–91.

Schellekens, G. A. C., P. W. J. Verlegh, and A. Smidts (2010), “Language
Abstraction in Word of Mouth,” Journal of Consumer Research, 37 (2),
207–23.

Schilke, O., and M. Reimann (2025), “The Transparency Dilemma: How AI
Disclosure Erodes Trust,” Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 188, 104405, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2025.104405.
Schilke, O., M. Reimann, and K. S. Cook (2021), “Trust in Social Relations,”
Annual Review of Sociology, 47 (1), 239–59.

Valenzuela, A., S. Puntoni, D. Hoffman, N. Castelo, J. De Freitas, B.
Dietvorst, C. Hildebrand, Y. E. Huh, R. Meyer, and M. E. Sweeney
(2024), “How Artificial Intelligence Constrains the Human Experi-
ence,” Journal of the Association for Consumer Research, 9 (3), 241–56.

Villarroel Ordenes, F., D. Grewal, S. Ludwig, K. D. Ruyter, D. Mahr, and M.
Wetzels (2019), “Cutting Through Content Clutter: How Speech and
Image Acts Drive Consumer Sharing of Social Media Brand Messages,”
Journal of Consumer Research, 45 (5), 988–1012.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2025.104405

