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Ethical Myopia: The Case of “Framing”
by Framing

ALAN E. SINGER & STeEVEN Lysonski
MING SINGER & DAVID HAYES

INTRODUCTION

Substantial recent research in management and marketing science has
explored the practical implications of systematic patterns of bias and heuris-
ticcuse in human decision-making. Researchers have proposed several appli-
cations of the emergent cognitive models in administrative and marketing

contexts. These applications have included:

* Using particular heuristics to influence subeordinates’ commitment to a pro-
posal (Schwenk, 1986)

e Attempting to influence customers (i.e., consumers and corporate buyers) by
appealing to framing-effects, reference-prices and other biases (Thaler, 1985;
Puto, 1987; Urbany et al., 1988)

* Modelling aggregate-level equilibrium market processes (Russell and Thaler,
1985; Kahneman, & al., 1986)

¢ Explaining investors’ preferences for cash dividends over capital gains, with
implications for dividend policy (Shetfrin and Statman, 1984)

* Viewing negotiations as strategic interactions berween faulty cognitive systems,
with implications for bargaining tactics (Neale and Bazerman, 1985)

* Using framing effects to influence sequential investment decision-making

processes (Whyte, 1986).

With only one exception, all of these applications of cognitive mo-deis. have
been proposed and investigated without any reference to the ethlcag issues
involved, such as utilitarian justification, fairness, deception, or exploitauon.
The only recorded exception to this surprizing ethical myopia is Schwenk’s
(1986) observation that where senior management use techniques of per-
suasion based on subordinates’ cognitive heuristic-use, like vivid but unrep-
resentative anecdotes, the practice possibly infringes the subordir_lates’ rights.

Ethical myopia is particularly evident in some of the associated recent
developments in marketing science. Recently, some soph.tstlcated rr‘larkt_?tting
techniques based on cognitive models have been dfescnbed and 'unpllcxtly
advocated, without any reference to ethics, nor social responsibility. These

new model-based techniques appeal to the imperfect but often systematic
‘ers or consumers. In the under-

decision-making processes of individual buy !
lying models, particularly Prospect Theory (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979)
and Transaction Utility Theory (Thaler, 1985) the concepts of mental ac-

counting, framing and transaction-utilities are employed_. In tht? %reh’ml;]na?:
section of this paper, therefore, these concep-_ts are desfznbed briefly 1;1}{ ]l'"(f
erence to examples of the associated marketing te(fhnlques. Some e!t nc?I ks~
sues surrounding proposed applications to marketing are then explored.

From journal of Business Ethics 10:29-36, 1991, Copyright by Kiuwer Academic Publishers.
Reprinted with kind permission of Kluwer Academic Publishers.
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These ethical explorations are structured around three themes. First,
the utilitarian justification for using the model-based techniques is consid-
ered. Given the original context in which the techniques were proposed, a
plausible utilitarian justification could exist. However, in many other mar-
keting contexts, where use of the same techniques could also increase the
seller’s profits, it is much more difficult to justify their use with reference
to consequential costs and benefits. The second theme examined concerns
the more general marketing practice of encouraging customers to hold false
beliefs, or to make inappropriate inferences, when making purchasing de-
cisions. Objections to that type of marketing practice then apply a forterior
to some of the proposed special applications of Prospect Theory (PT) and
Transaction Utility Theory (TUT). Finally, there is a discussion of the claim
that the new techniques and tactics are purely scientific and therefore
value-free.

Mental Accounting, Framing and Utility

This section describes very briefly some of the new concepts employed
in the marketing models.

Mental Accounting

The concept of a “mental account,” as it is now used in consumer be-

havior theory, originated from Tversky and Kahneman’s (1981) “Theatre
Ticket” experiment. In that experiment, subjects were asked:

Imagine that you have decided to see a play where admission is $10 per ticket.
As you enter the theatre you discover that you have lost the $10 bill. Would you
still pay $10 to see the play?

Responses obtained were “Yes,” 88%; “No,” 12%. Another group of subjects
were then asked:

Imaginc that you have decided to see a play and paid the admission price of £10
per ticket. As you enter the theatre you discover that you have lost the ticket.

The seat was not marked and the ticket cannot be recovered. Would you pay
810 for another ticket?

Responses obtained were “Yes,” 46%; “No,” 54%. Others have reported sim-
ilar data in replications (e.g., Singer ¢t al., 1986). The contrasting responses
obtained to the two versions of the “Theatre Ticket” problem clearly
demonstrate the effect of minor details or context on individual’s prefer-
ence and choice. The findings cannot be explained in terms of wealth-re-
lated outcomes alone, as in traditional economic models of rational
individual choice. Instead, Tversky and Kahneman suggested that the dif-
ferences could be explained in terms of mental or cognitive processes,
specifically by assuming that “going to the theatre” is normally viewed as a
transaction, in which the cost of the ticket is exchanged for the experience
of seeing the play. Loss of the ticket would then mean debiting a “topical
mental account” set up for the particular topic of play-going; whilst loss of
the cash would not. According to this theory, the mental framing of the

problem, or the structuring of these hypothetical mental accounts affects
the purchasing decision.
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In the light imi
atility markgtin ;f Sti;:;eﬁa;dhmmllar concepts, like framing and transaction
structiure of cusiomens }51 ave‘been exploring ways of influencing the-
lon. in one. Stome ypothetlf:al mental accounts, for a given tr
nfiuence behavior and increase the seller’s proﬁlsazfszc-

Puto, 1987; Urbany, 1988).

Framing

The part
tation of}‘? ﬁEE;EEEOCOHC?Pt f{f “Framing” also refers to the form of presen-
Tversky (18799, imdependent mronps ot sbjecs were offer Kahneman and
two equivalent risky chaices: groups of subjects were offered the following

1. (Ima_ 3 N .
55100(5;,?{;2)12}13;3- . .) in addition to whatever you own you have been given
now asked to choose between: “A 50-50 chance of 3100 or

$500 with certainty.”

2. (Imagi i i
$200§- I;;;lih::e. . .) in addition to whatever you own, you have been given
now asked to choose between: “A 50-50 chance of a loss of

$1000 or a certain loss of $500.”

For the firs . o

with the se(t: grlllsstll(;:,t?. clear majority ch.ose the certain $500 alternative; but

surprising result % eCs ion, a clear majonty chose the risky gamble. This is a

tical in terme of i ause the objects-of-choice in the two versions are iden-

This finding. oft e we;alth—related outcomes and the stated probabilities.

fluenced bg,th en rephca-ted, confirms that preferences are very much in-
y the presentation of a “deal” involving risk, rather than its ob-

jeC{iVe ec >
onom .
ic substance. These findings, and many similar ones, are all
ecision models proposed in

4Ccom

Prosperéltor;igiid and explained by the detailed d

ants of the sugean-d Iransaction U,t_ilit.y Theory. These new models are vari-

choice in ecngnf-uveheXPCCted utility (SE.]U) model used to explain risky

tive processes, lik ic theory, but t:hey also include representations of cogni-
s, like the psychological editing of information.

Transaction Utility

The basi
asic SEU model of consumer choice simply involves assigning
es of decision, then taking ex-

uanti - age
gectattlii?:; eouuhtles to the possible outcom
this model rﬂf rObablllW-}veighted averages, of these utilities. According to
chosen. The b ¢ alternative with the highest expected utility should be
the rational ;Sl_c model is viewed usually as a prescriptive model, yielding
model, ca };:1 olce al-temative; but it may also be viewed as a descriptive
SUbseciue nlza € O_f be{ﬂg falsified and modified through empirical testing-
then becom modifications that improve the predictive power of the model
e . . e
techniques. useful as a base from which to develop practical marketing
Most vari
mathema variants and modifications of the basic SEU model are purely
ttcal extensions, making no assumptions whatever about internal
ker, 1982). However Prospect

mental -
or cognitive processes (e€.g., Schoema
radical departure from these
d men-

The
ory and Transaction Utility Theory are a :
15 involying hypothesize
of the

e sacred boundary
hoice. In’

black-
tal rn;)(?;( models and towards cognitive mode
anisms. They may be said to “break th

skin.” ; .
- . -
>IN striving to accurately explain and predict consumer<
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the new models, cognitive or mental processes such as the detection and edit-
ing of information are represented. In addition, parameters of TUT include
subjective mental constructs, such as a percetved reference-price, rather than
objective prices (a distinction that has ethical implications to be explored
later). Several specific empirical findings about behaviour may then be ex-
plained. For example, in addition to the robust results already described,
the new models also accurately predict that:

* Most people, as consumers, would prefer “segregated gains” over combined
gains of equivalent economic value (e.g., most people believe that a person
would be “happier” to win $50 plus $25 in separate lotteries, rather than $75
in one; Thaler, 1985, p. 203).

e If a given dollar payment can be framed in the mind of a buyer (customer)
as a reduction in a large gain (rather than an absolute loss) then the “dis-
pleasure” or loss-of-value associated with that payment will be small. This is de-
duced from the shape of the value function in the theories (Figure 1).

Marketing scientists have been quick to recognize the practical impli-
cations of such findings. Three examples are given here: First, the per-
ceived value of a product could be increased by separately identifying the
desirable features or attributes (reflecting the first finding above). Next,
Thaler (1985, p. 209) has suggested that sellers might use “tie-ins” to in-
crease their total sales, because the extra payment made for the minor
item would be framed as only a small value-loss, because of the concave
shape of the value function in the model. Finally, Puto (1987) has pro-
posed that customers could be lared to a retail outlet through (sold-out or
apparent) bargain offers so that a decision to buy nothing would be
framed as a “loss” (a topical mental account with a debit balance) and

then, according to the new theories, risky purchases would become more
attractive to the customer.!

Market-Clearing and Marketing Tactics

Although the new models were deduced from micro-level behavioral
data, they have also subsequently been used to predict or explain some ag-
gregate level market phenomena (e.g., Thaler, 1985; Russell and Thaler,

FIGURE 1. A hypothetical value function. Source: Kahneman and Tversky (1979).
VALUE

LOSSES GAINS
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1985;
of ¢ énﬁggz?andd al., }986)- The TUT model has enabled a specification
prices are su hunh er which consumer markets will fail to clear (i.e., where
plained the IS t izlt supply and demand do not balance). Thaler (1985} ex-
tickets in the Og—g earance of some markets, like the market for “superbowl”
moderate) b -S. (?vhere demand is very high but official prices are only
with the ve tholljntln-g to the large negative transaction-utility associated
represents t;ye _ cllg t%rxce needed to clear the market. “Transaction utility”
dependent of t;1 ea that people often attach utility to a deal per se, that is in-
o the theos € economic ijtl-ue _Of the goods actually acquired. According
price Whichr'}’ transaction utility is a function of the perceived reference
hess E)f e alln turn depends on several factors, including the perceived fair-
latinghfl-l;zfore’ according to TUT, marketing techniques aimed at manipu-
process Thper-Celyed referen;e price could facilitate the market-clearing
then 6:0 Iat is, if the Pe}“celved reference price can somehow be raised,
out ag l}(;se w;:;uld be.wﬂlmg t.o pay the higher actual clearing price, with-
the followime goodwill resulting from a “bad deal.” Thaler (1985) offers
owing examples of how, according to the theory, actual prices might

be raised without reducing demand:

* :_alsglg thf? pe?:ceived reference price (for example, by discounting from an adver-
1sed retail price, a practice known as “double pricing,” although there may

be legal constraints),
. : . ; ]
Increasing the perceived costs incurred by the seller (as in the creation of an ex-

pensive image for the seller),
®* obscuring the reference price (for example by changing the format of the

product),
. . . - . . a “e ” *
gsu)g minimum-purchases or tie-ins (i.e., “integrate” the buyer's payments, to re-
uce the buyer’s perceived value-loss from the total payment).

ghaler suggested that, for the purpose of applying the theory in this way,
e metaphor of the consumer or buyer as a “pleasure-machine” is appro-

priate. Therefore the ethical case for or against the use of these and similar
pleasure-machine metaphor.

techniques rests partly on an acceptance of the

The ethical issue surrounding the applications of these models are now ex-
plored, using three themes (i) utilitarian justification (ii) exploitation of
cognitive habits, and (iii) scientific status.

(i) utilitarian Justification

It seems reasonable to assume that facilitating the market clearing
s would make a positive overall contribution
to economic welfare. For example, balancing supply with demand through
the. price mechanism prevents the creation of “black markets,” or other more
arbitrary allocations of resources. S0, there are at least some contexts where
use of the model-based tactics might be ethicaily justified. However, these

selling and marketing techniqgues can be applied also to a wide range of mar-
ot available.

process by using these technique

keting situations, where the same _justiﬁcation is D
facilitate market clearing.

behavior (e.g., Puto,
ginally discussed

Thaler (1985) suggested the above tactics to
earch in consumer-

However, subsequent related res
1987; Urbany et al, 1988) has not been restricted to the ori
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case of non-clearing markets. In fact, the same techniques for raising prices
or profits might be employed by marketers in many different contexts. This
includes cases where markets fail to clear because prices are already too high
(so that raising reference prices further would artificially restrict the goods
to an even wealthier minority) or in cases where the seller has effective mar-
ket power over the supply of a good, including even basic goods like water,
electricity, telecornmunications, etc,

Marketers who are motivated purely to increase sales or profit in the
short term have no pragmatic reason, relating to the nature of the mar-
ket or the goods, to resist using these tactics for raising prices. From a
marketer’s perspective, these techniques can be used to increase profits
for almost any given product or service. In the case of electricity, for ex-
ample, the technique of shifting the reference price has been widely used
in practice (by shortening the billing cycle). However, the utilitarian eth-
ical argument is far less plausible in cases like electricity supply, than in
cases like superbowl tickets. For basic goods, it is the lack of actual (rather
than perceived) ability of some consumer to pay for something they des-
perately need, that should be evaluated ethically (cf., Goldman, 1980). In
essence, marketing tactics shaped around the new models may well in-
duce a higher perceived reference price for, say, electricity, but this per-
ception adds nothing to the less-wealthy customer’s real ability to pay for
the goods.

According to theories like TUT, the seller can increase the “value of buy-
ing a good” either by increasing the transaction-utility (by, for example,
altering the reference price) or by increasing “acquisition utility,” by re-
framing the objects of choice. As ethical justification, it could be argued that
reframing a “deal,” or encouraging the setting up of a particular system of
mental accounts, can actually make the customer feel better, or create hap-
piness. This argument, however, is seriously flawed. First, the psychological
phenomenon that “we value events under the descriptions we put on them”
(cf., Schick 1987) does not automatically grant others a moral license to de-
scribe events for us, in clever pursuit of their own selfinterest and at our
possible economic cost! (This practice could even be described as “Framing
by framing.”) Second, precisely the same argument could license the use of
any device, including outright lies, that deceptively increases perceived
“value” for the buyer at the time of purchase.

A final obstacle to any attempted utilitarian ethical justification for
these tactics, concerns the interpretations of “value” and “utility” in the new
models. The concept of “utility” in traditional SEU models arises from the
need to sausfy particular abstract axioms, or postulates of “rationality”
{such as transitivity of preferences). In contrast, the “Value-Function” of PT
and the “Acquisition-Utility” of TUT, which operate after mental editing
processes, can only be interpreted as measures of internal psychological
states (i.e., using the pleasure-machine metaphor). Thus, when used in
these new models, the meaning of “utility” has changed and now represents
something like an internal-state parameter for the individual. This concept
of utility in the “pleasure machine” metaphor contrasts markedly with the
idea of measurable overall costs and benefit in ethical utilitarianism.
Historically, ethical theory has considered these costs and benefits to be de-
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fined i ike “ i

g anI:i I(::;I;:nr:s“?t_" concepts like “happiness,” “fulfiliment,” “human-poten-

ethice Ve riendship.” Therefore all of these conceptions of utility in
ry remote from the new behavioral models and the data that

has driven them.

(i) Strategically Exploiting Cognitive Habits

eral%(is:;oonfdegaslloc_:.heme in the ethica}’ appraisa.l concerns the more gen-
In order to Stm{; 1 m%] another person’s reasoning and cognitive habits.
is consideced b ure the dlSC_u‘SSIOII of this tt}eme, t_he buyer or consumer
bility of raakin ere fas a cognitive system having beliefs, goals and a capa-
tion could be gi mn el”gnces.‘ Accordxngly:, attempts at influence or decep-
the buyer's use ()Ii_;ede at (i) the buyer s l?elxefs a’_’d, perceptions, or (ii)
ical issies and o general rules and cogmuv-e l.leurlsucs. The relevant eth-
machine oo ;gun[lents then apply afort.mon to the use of the pleasure-
are a s 1 phor in the rparke;place, since the new marketing tactics

pecial case of manipulating others’ perceptions and cognitive

mechanisms.

Buyer’s Beliefs and Perceptions
i }irit, af seller can f(_)cus on the buyer’s beliefs. For example, a product
fali 5 C alsely ac_lvertlsed or ‘Iabelled (e.g., “waterproof” watches). Such
SCI‘ibedau}?s are o?wously gnethzcal _and normally illegal. Gardner (1975) de-
ferene tbem as uncqn.scmnable Iles.”.Yet ethically there may be little dif-
decat ¢ between deceiving someone with natural-language statements and
J 1v1ng.them by creating an expensive “image” for a cheap product, in
o s; to increase the perceived reference price, as suggested by the TUT
“ A related marketing tactic is where the seller conceals those facts about
the product that could adversely affect the purchase decision. Such “nondis-
ClOSul: e” tactics often concern a product’s operating characteristics {such as
the high power-consumption of some cheap appliances). In making a pur-
chase decision, the customer might completely overlook the non-disclosed
product attribute; or alternatively might make inappropriate inferences
about those characteristics, from the information that is readily available.
There are many reported examples of this form of deception:

fully) that a brand of washing powder “contains blue
e false inference that crystals improve cleaning power

Ccrys-

¢ Claiming (tructh
tals,” inviting th
(Gardner, 1975).

e Pricing with a quantity surckarge, which exploits the (often appropriate) heuris-

tic “If the pack is larger then price-per-unit is lower™ (e.g., Nason and Della

Bitta, 1983; Zotos, 1989).
e Marketing cheap brands of dishwashing ligquids that are actually the most €x-
pensive in terms of price-per-dish-washed. “Some consumers confuse the map-

ping from price-per—botde to price-per—dish-washed” {Russell and Thaler.

1985).
¢ Using nutritional labels on food products, to create a (false) impression that
the product can provide protection against diseases such as capcer.
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It is difficult to justify these particular non-disclosure tactics, ethically. They
fail to meet conventional ethical criteria such as universalizability, fairness,
etc. Moreover, even their legality has been debated in the U.S., with a view
to making “affirmative disclosure” mandatory (cf., Buccholz, 1982). Yet these
marketing tactics are also quite similar in spirit to those associated with the
TUT model. Non-disclosure tactics, like some of the above tactics for raising
prices, all involve “encouraging inappropriate inferences.” For example, de-
liberately obscuring the reference price is basically similar in spirit to using
a quantity surcharge. Thus the ethical objections apply with roughly similar
force to both types of tactic.

Buyer’s Cognitive Heuristics

There is a close paraliel between deliberately encouraging a buyer or
consurner to misuse common choice-heuristics and the new practice of tar-
geting particular cogritive heuristics. Cognitive heuristics are hypothesized
mental processes (procedures or mechanisms) that underlie quantitative
judgments that in turn might affect buyer’s preferences. Given the large and
growing literature on behavioral decision theory and its applications, the ab-
sence of previous discussion of the ethical issues involved in exploiting cog-
nitive heuristics seems particularly surprizing.

The Availability Heuristic (Tversky and Kahneman, 1973) provides a
clear illustration of these issues. This heuristic links the judged proba-
bility of an event to the ease of imagining that event. Marketers can ex-
ploit this cognitive heuristic to increase sales. For example, sales of
earthquake insurance may be increased by furnishing vivid images of
earthquakes. These messages, known as “fear-appeals,” arouse anxiety;
but they also act psychologically to make the event seem more likely than
it actually is. The technique is not always completely unethical, since it
could be used in the real interests of the customers and society, such as
promoting the use of safety belts. However, there are several reasons why
the indiscriminate and systematic targeting of such cognitive heuristics
may be unethical.

First, Hamlin (1986) has noted that heuristic-use by the individual
might be viewed as a “cognitive precommitment”; that is, the decision-maker
has bound himself, like legendary Ulysses to his ship’s mast, in order to save
cognitive resources in the future. This means that targeting heuristic-use can
be likened to “mugging” someone whose hands are tied, as compared with
someone who is free to fight back. Second, cognitive errors do not arise
from heuristic use per se but from a failure to realize that their use might be
inappropriate in a particular context. Deliberate targeting of the misappli-
cauon of useful heuristics exploits that precise point of buyers’ vulnerabil-
ity, in a way that could be considered as predatory.

Finally, buyers who realize that their cognitive and choice heuristics are
being systematically manipulated, might feel some resentment. They would
be in a very similar position to informed victims of subliminal advertising
(e.g., Crisp 1987) whose perceptual processes have been systematically tar-
geted by marketers. Indeed, many of the ethical objections that have been
voiced in connection with the commercial use of subliminal messages (ma-
nipulative, denial of autonomy, etc.) could also be directed to the targeting
of cognitive heuristics. Although subliminal advertising is no longer prac-
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ticed, it certai
. , inly provoked
introduced on : controversy and moral outrage = v
ceptive and unz?hfxliel‘lrr}ental basis. It was widely conde%nnv;geaz gr“{gmaﬂy
targeting cognitive ?11' I‘t IS also now illegal. Yet these ethical objec‘teilgf %
“pleasure machine” ‘m}iﬁsgtz _alscl)- Iz:pply to the targeting of the metaphorsic;cg)
marketing tacti d ics like “obscuring th f ice”
' g the reference pri
g ics deliberately target the buyers’ frames (or p%rf:p;sfzfj

me
ntal accounts (or heuristics).

(i) Scientific Status as a Justification

The thi
the status O;‘i)fglsd efilz{ll{hoverall theme in this ethical evaluation concerns
entific psycholo | S . eory .and Transaction Utility Theory within a sci-
have all the appge};; the 1nd1V1dua_l. These modified SEU models seem to
at some point in th I}Cv‘:dof normative or prescriptive decision models; but
tion as the “sole urelr fVCIOPment, prescription has given way to P;'edg'c_
cepted, it is thenpn pose (Thaler, .1985)- If the latter interpre[ation 1S ac-
these behavi . ecessary to consider the overall social consequences of
oral predictions being made and used as a basis for market-

mg techniques.
Firse, i .
., I str -
ategic contexts, such as interactions between buyers and

sellers, the .
and prefereaffzg;ngiizns If]ad‘? by each party about the other’s capabilities
tual behavior of b th’ over time, to exert a mutual influence on the ac-
likely to respond otl partle§. If b_uyers are manipulated, they are more
there seems to he \VIthdmanlpulatlve behavior of their own. Moreover,
of such inte e a wi espread tendency to underestimate the strength
ractive effects in strategic contexts (e.g., Axelrod, 1984).
gh they

Ther
efore, w : ..
, when marketing practitioners treat customers as thou

y confused and predictable automata, by using tie-ins, obscur-
ing perceptions of the seller’s

n

CO%t,t?}fe;if:rfgce price, or by manipulat

ket gnvironnlllentl_)e actively contributing to degradation of the overall mar-

ec : )

for ool 1 masketers are going (0 view et ot S b

come a mere tool OI; insti;(;?e’ nt{ <fen Science itself will once more have be-

a sense in which this attifud or exertung control over others. There is

pared to the applicati itude towards scmﬁnnﬁc dew'falopmems could be com-

dominance oveprf:) g:lanon of nuclear physics to deliberately gain mastery or

again in some da ers. With the new marketing techniques, science 1s once

profit, into a toolr;‘ger of bt_:l_ng subverted, in the name of commermfllism or

be wron or exercising control. At the very least, therefore, it would
g to seek to justify the use of these techniques by claiming that they

are “sci :
e “scientific and hence value-free.”

Conclusions and Recommendations
on and appraisal of marketing

In accordance with this ethical evaluati
it is now recommended that:

te i .-
chniques based on cogmnitive models,

otection should consi

tude tactics shaped around co
vailability heuristic to promote

der extending the concept of

gnitive mndels and
overinsur-

- “Legis!ators in consumer-pr
deceptive practice” to inc
heuristics, like (a) targeting the a
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ance, (b) “obscuring the reference price” in markets where prices and prof-
itability are already high, or (c¢) using unavailable loss-leaders to induce risky
purchasing behavior in stores, etc.

* Teachers of marketing should emphasize the possible social consequences of
indiscriminate application of the associated marketing techniques. They
should not present the tactics as objectively scientific and value-free.

* Marketing experts could consider the possible benefits from consumer edu-
cation programmes warning of these tactics [directly echoing Schwenk’s
(1986) suggestion that managers might defend themselves against manipu-
lation].

* Researchers in consumer behavior could help to characterize those situations

(if any} where the use of the above tactics can be broadly justified on social
or economic grounds.

Finally, it is recommended that anyone who deliberately uses any device or
technique that exploits the systematic but faulty cognitions of others, for
their own advantage, should also consider the various distinctive ethical
issues that have been outlined in this article.

Note

1. This argument invokes the PT vatue-function, noting the hypothesized risk-seeking ten-
dency in the domain of perceived losses, indicated by the shape of the function (Figure 1).
Similar arguments are found in Whyte, 1986.
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