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Preface

The 44™ Annual Conference of the Association for Consumer Research (ACR) was held at the Palmer House Hilton, Chi-
cago, Illinois, October 3-6, 2013. This volume reports the presentations made in special sessions, competitive paper sessions,
working paper session, roundtables and film festival.

The conference theme was “Making a Difference” and was inspired by Chicago, a bold city that is constantly reinventing
itself through its architecture, restaurants, arts, nightlife, and music. Our hope was to channel this vibrancy into the conference
in order to allow participants to discover, or re-discover, the joy of research that makes a difference. The conference attracted
over 1230 participants, 104 special session proposals (51% accepted), 484 competitive papers (43% accepted), 254 working
papers (64% accepted), 7 roundtables (100% accepted) and 13 films (81% accepted).

In keeping with the spirit of the conference, we introduced several inaugural events and innovations to further enhance the
academic content of our program. These included:

*  The keynote address, “David & Goliath” by Malcolm Gladwell. Over 1200 members attended and everyone received
a complimentary copy of his newly released book

*  The Mid-Career Mentorship Program, to connect mid-career faculty with senior mentors

*  Perspectives Sessions, to integrate knowledge in specific research areas

*  Workshops, to provide hands-on skills in research tools and methods

*  Thematic organization of working papers into mini-sessions

All the academic and entertainment events made up for an energising experience.

We thank our generous donors, especially our schools, the Kellogg School of Management, Northwestern University,
USA, the London Business School, UK, and the Rotman School of Management, University of Toronto, Canada. Roger Mar-
tin, former Dean of Rotman, introduced us to Malcolm Gladwell and then flew in to open Malcom’s keynote speech. Thank
you so much. Also supporting us was the American Marketing Association, the Journal of Consumer Psychology, the Journal
of Marketing Research, the Journal of Consumer Research, and the Marketing Science Institute, and, from industry, Qualtrics,
CBSIG, Fizz, and BrandOpus.

Many wonderful people worked tirelessly to help us. We thank our Program Committee, Competitive Paper Review Board
Members, Competitive Paper Reviewers, Working Paper Reviewers, and Film Reviewers. Special thanks to Leonard Lee and
Wendy Liu (Working Paper Chairs), Anirban Mukhopadhyay and David Wooten (Forums Chairs), Marylouise Caldwell and
Paul Henry (Film Festival Chairs), Derek Rucker and Jaideep Sengupta (Doctoral Symposium Chairs), Nidhi Agrawal and
Jonathan Levav (Mid-Career Mentorship Program Chairs), and Kelly Goldsmith, Tom Meyvis, Leif Nelson, Joachim Vosge-
rau (Entertainment Committee). David Bell, Robert Meyer, Keith Niedermeier, and Americus Reed Il (Brand Inequity band
members) and Ashesh Mukherjee (DJ Ash) rocked our closing gala at House of Blues. Special thanks also to ACR Executive
Director Rajiv Vaidyanathan, Conference Manager Paula Rigling, website guru Aleksey Cherfas, Membership Executive Man-
ager Praveen Aggarwal, Communication Executive Ekant Veer, administrative assistants Elisabeth Hajicek, Laura Nagle, Shira
Conradi, Eliza Badoi, and Aaron Christen.

Our final thank you to colleagues who advised us throughout the year and helped in countless ways, to everyone who made
our program stellar by submitting their best research, and to Angela Y. Lee, President ACR 2013, for this wonderful opportunity
to organize the ACR conference.

Simona Botti, London Business School, UK
Aparna Labroo, Northwestern University, USA
ACR 2013 Conference Co-Chairs
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2013 ACR Presidential Address

Making a Difference
Angela Y. Lee, Northwestern University

This year we come together to Chicago for ACR 2013. The
theme of this year’s conference is “Making a Difference.”

The vision of the co-chairs when they were planning this con-
ference was that we would be coming together to make a difference.
But what does that mean? I think we all know what difference means.
But it is one thing to know what it stands for, and another to try to
explain it. So like what everyone does these days, I went online and
looked up the word “difference” and found multiple definitions:

*  The quality that makes one person or thing unlike another

*  Something that people do not agree about — a disagree-

ment, quarrel, dispute or controversy

*  Apoint or way in which people or things are not the same

*  Anoticeable change or effect

Most of you would agree that “a noticeable change or effect” is
what the co-chairs have in mind. But I also think that we could make
a bigger difference as a field by leveraging our differences. Diversity
is a good thing.

But is diversity really a good thing? Or is it just a politically
correct stance to take? We all know the saying — birds of a feather
flock together. Similar words of wisdom have been expressed by an-
cient philosophers starting with Aristotle (1934): “people love those
who are like themselves” and Plato (1968) “similarity begets friend-
ship;” as well as in Chinese proverbs: “the same kind gathers (1L
#R).”

Research as early as almost 100 years ago showed that school
children who shared similar demographic characteristics such as age,
sex, race or ethnicity were more likely to form playgroups or become
good friends. We all know intuitively, as well as from research, that
similarity attracts. People or things that are similar to us are aestheti-
cally more pleasing. Similarity helps reduce uncertainty; and that is
another reason why we like things that are familiar — as demonstrated
by the robust mere exposure effect. Similarity facilitates communi-
cation; we can more easily communicate with others who share a
common knowledge base, similar beliefs, or tastes. Similarity also
engenders social cohesiveness. We can achieve greater consensus
with people who are similar to us, and that makes us like them even
more. It’s an upward spiral.

Is similarity favored in academia? Does similarity work the
same way in academia with finding co-authors? I did a mini survey
with a small group of people from my cohort who were AMA Doc-
toral Consortium Fellows or MSI Young Scholars. I asked them to
describe their most favorite co-author, what they thought of their co-
author when they first met, and now. Not surprisingly, their attitude
toward their favorite co-author grew over time. But the impression
that they think alike and are not very different remained stable (Fig-
ure 1).

Figure 1
Describe your favorite co-author
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I also asked them to tell me where they met. The data suggest
that favorite co-authors are likely ones who have the same training or
share the same workplace culture (Figure 2).

Figure 2
How did you meet?
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In 1845, Samuel Morse sent the first electronic message “What
had God wrought” from Washington DC to Baltimore, and declared
putting an end to what he refers to as the “tyranny of distance.” But
it seems that even with the internet, email, and the dropbox that many
of us use, the tyranny of distance still rules. And the conclusion one
might draw from this very biased sample that “similarity attracts”
provides more evidence to the “30-foot rule” phenomenon which
says that people are most likely to work with others whose offices
are within 30 feet of their own.

But while homophily is evident, there is also a need for het-
erophily — “love of the different.” A co-author who is identical to us
offers zero complementarity. There are good reasons that we like
differences. Putting two different things together gives special ad-
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vantage — a term known as hybrid vigor (heterosis). We see this ad-
vantage in the plant kingdom, such as the tea rose, or the rutabaga;
we also see this advantage in the animal kingdom, like the Savannah
cat. And amongst people, working with someone who is different
from us sparks creativity, even when what makes them different is
that they are wrong!

I would like to describe a free association study that researchers
from Berkeley conducted. They asked subjects to freely associate
with the word “blue” — and the most common answer is “sky”. But
in another condition, they added another task before this free asso-
ciation task. They showed subjects and a confederate color patches
and asked them to name the color. When the confederate sees the
blue color patch and calls out “blue,” the free association is still
“sky”. But when the confederate sees the blue color patch and says
“green,” the free association became more interesting; participants
might say blue jazz, or blueberry pie.

So just being different could lead to good outcomes. But what
about difference as in “something that people do not agree about — a
disagreement, quarrel, dispute or controversy?” How can disagree-
ment or quarrel lead to something good?

Let me tell you something about Alex Osborn. He is the founder
of BBDO, one of the major ad agencies with offices in many cities
around the world, including Chicago. He is also the author of “Your
Creative Power” published in 1948. What made this book so special
was Chapter 33 — “How to organize a squad to create ideas.” Ac-
cording to Osborn, people should get together and use the brain to
storm a creative problem; that is, they come together and engage in
a “brainstorm”. And brainstorming was central to BBDO’s success.
At one of these brainstorming sessions, ten advertising executives
were reported to have generated a total of 87 ideas for a new drug-
store in 90 minutes, at the rate of almost one idea per minute. The
most important rule that they had to follow, one that distinguishes
brainstorming from other types of group activity, was there should be
NO criticism, and NO negative comments. The idea is that if people
are worried that their ideas might be ridiculed, the whole process
would fall apart. So the gist of the instruction was - “Forget qual-
ity. Aim for quantity.” Brainstorming was an instant hit and Osborn
became an influential business guru.

Now business guru may know how to make money, but most
of them don’t know how to do good research. More than 50 years
later, in 2004, the same researchers from Berkeley conducted another
study that took place in two countries — US and France. Fifty-two
teams of 5 female undergrads each were given 20 minutes to come
up with as many solutions as possible to reduce traffic congestion
in the San Francisco Bay Area. At the same time, six teams of male
undergrads and 15 teams of female undergrads were tasked with
solving a similar traffic congestion problem in Paris. The teams in
each country were randomly assigned to one of three conditions. All
participants were told: “most research and advice suggest that the
best way to come up with good solutions is to come up with many
solutions. Freewheeling is welcome; don’t be afraid to say anything
that comes to mind.” Then participants in the brainstorming condi-
tion were given the standard brainstorming instruction: “However, in
addition, most studies suggest that you should rule out criticism. You
should NOT criticize anyone else's ideas.” And those in the debate
condition were told: “However, in addition, most studies suggest that
you should debate and even criticize each other s ideas.” And partic-
ipants in the control condition were not given any further instruction.

The results were quite surprising. The brainstorming group
performed only slightly better than the no instructions control
group. The debate group was by far the most creative, generating
20% more ideas than the other two groups. This study shows that

ideas are not inhibited by debates and criticisms; but are instead
stimulated by them.

Other evidence also suggests when people who think differently
come together, good things happen. A study examining what makes
Broadway musicals successful shows that the best teams were those
with a mix of old and new talents and relationships. West Side Story
is a good example. It had really famous producers and directors
and choreographers like Jerome Robbins, Leonard Bernstein, Arthur
Laurents. It also had a 25-year old lyricist who had never worked on
broadway musical before — his name? Stephen Sondheim.

What I would like to advocate is that different ways of thinking
can enrich research — there is a yin-yang complementarity. Let’s
consider promotion and prevention focus. Both are essential for sur-
vival, and yet seldom can we adopt both orientations at the same
time. Wouldn’t it be nice if someone has what we lack watching our
back? It’s the same with abstract/concrete thinking, or analytical/
holistic thinking. I’m sure you could come up with more examples.

So having a diverse team of researchers does have distinct pros
and cons — while the team may lose out on social cohesiveness, they
win big on creativity, innovativeness, and impact! Let me share with
you the results of a paper published in Science a few years ago on
research productivity and impact (Wuchty, Jones & Uzzi 2007). The
authors examined web of science data on 19.9 million papers and 2.1
million worldwide patents published between 1945 and 2006 and
found that teams increasingly dominate solo authors in the produc-
tion of knowledge. Team efforts in research are on the rise across vir-
tually all fields—science and engineering, social sciences, patents,
except in arts and humanities where it is fairly stable. Teams also
produce more highly cited research than individuals, with this team
advantage increasing over time. The most frequently cited studies
used to be the product of a lone genius, like Einstein, or Darwin. This
is no longer the case. Today, papers by multiple authors receive more
than twice as many citations as single-authored papers. And within
teams, the diversity advantage continues: between-school collabora-
tions have a significant advantage over within-school collaborations
in terms of high impact papers. That is, UBC-Duke collaboration
trumps UBC-UBC collaboration or Duke-Duke collaboration. And it
is not just cross-school collaborations getting more citations, cross-
border or international collaborations also receive more citations
than within-nation collaborations.

What we are observing with these cross-school or international
collaborations may be similar to what happens to a particular plant
species - cucurbita pepo. The scallop squash, pumpkin, zucchini,
these are all different varieties of the same species. Different farm-
ers grow it for different characteristics they value — so after 7000
years, we have many different varieties from the same species. By
the same token, we may start with one idea, and different researchers
with different interests will take that idea into different directions,
and we end up having a much richer set of findings for that construct,
each with its unique contributions.

You may ask: where do ideas come from? Maybe we could take
a lesson from Steve Jobs. When he was running Pixar, he thought
the headquarters must have an airy atrium. But an airy atrium is not
enough. He also thought “everyone has to run into each other.” So
he needed to force people to go to the atrium. He started with mail-
boxes, then meeting rooms, cafeteria, coffee bar, gift shop... they
were all in the atrium. He also had the only set of bathrooms in the
entire building there, although he was later forced to compromise
and had a second set of bathrooms elsewhere.

By now, we know all the ingredients for high impact work...
different people, from different schools, preferably from different
countries, a space for people to run into each other, time and venue



to listen, chat, debate, and to share personal experience. And when
we put all the ingredients together, that’s ACR2013 in Chicago!

Let’s take a look at the membership of ACR. In 1973, ACR had
411 members from 8 different countries (Canada 25, Denmark 1,
Finland 1, France 2, Germany 1, Japan 1, Norway 3, USA 3). Then
membership went up to 789 members from 19 countries in 1983
(Australia 8, Brazil 2, Canada 53, Denmark 3, Finland 3, France 6,
Germany 15, Greece 1, Japan 4, Netherlands 7, Norway 3, Saudi
Arabia 1, Spain 2, Sweden 2, Switzerland 3, United Kingdom 3,
USA 672, Yugoslavia 1), 1549 members from 33 countries in 1994
(Australia 28, Austria 3, Bahrain 1, Belgium 3, Brazil 3, Canada 78,
Denmark 8, Finland 11, France 15, Germany 21, Hong Kong 3, India
1, Israel 3, Italy 2, Japan 16, Korea 11, Netherlands 22, New Zealand
2, N Ireland 1, Norway 2, Poland 1, Portugal 1, Saudi Arabia 2, Scot-
land 1, Singapore 8, South Africa 1, Spain 5, Sweden 4, Taiwan 3,
Thailand 1, Turkey 4, UK 17, USA 1278). And this year in 2013, we
have 1668 members from 51 countries (Table 1)—a diverse group of
individuals, all with a shared goal.

I am proud to say that the profile of my co-authors looks some-
what like the ACR membership profile: 31 from North America, 10
from Asia, 2 from Australia, 2 from Europe, and 4 from the Middle
East. They are the people who have taught me how to think differ-
ently to make a difference. I am thankful to every one of them.

Advances in Consumer Research (Volume 41) / 3

Here’s what I would like all of you to do. Before Saturday is
over, talk to at least 3 people whom you did not know prior to this
conference. You may find a collaborator for some exciting new re-
search that you could submit to a new outlet.

Speaking of new outlet, let me take this opportunity to make
an exciting announcement: The ACR Board has voted yesterday to
launch a new journal. It is official. This decision was based on the
findings and recommendations of three taskforces and many meet-
ings and deliberate discussions. The focus of the ACR journal (name
to be determined) is on substantive contributions. The issues will be
themed — like special issues. Some of them will include commentar-
ies. There are a lot of details that need to be ironed out, but please
stay tuned for further announcements.

Before I leave this podium, I would like to acknowledge and
express my gratitude to three special people who have made a differ-
ence in my life. In their different ways, they have guided me, sup-
ported me, and inspired me. Without them, I would not have been
here today speaking to you. They are Andy Mitchell, my advisor,
and Brian Sternthal and Alice Tybout, my colleagues at Northwest-
ern. I thank them.

And I thank all of you. Have a great conference!

Table 1: ACR Membership in 2013

North America Europe Asia-Pacific
Canada 121 Norway 10 Astralia 36
Mexico 9 Poland China 15
United States 968 Portugal 2 Hong Kong (China) 31
Romania 1 India 6
Europe Spain 9 Indonesia 4
Austria 14 Sweden 12 Japan 35
Belgium 24 Switzerland 17 Kazakhstan
Croatia 1 Turkey 15 Macao (China) 4
Denmark 6 United Kingdom |71 Malaysia 3
European Union 1 New Zealand 14
Finland 5 Middle East Pakistan 1
France 49 Israel 10 Singapore 16
Germany 28 UAE 3 South Korea 15
Greece 2 Saudi Arabia 1 Taiwan 14
Ireland 4 Thailand 3
Italy 9 South America
Lithuania 1 Brazil 8 Africa
Monaco 1 Argentina 2 Morocco 1
Netherlands 34 Colombia 2 South Africa 6
Netherlands Antilles 1 Chile 1
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2013 ACR Fellows Address

Paper #1: Choice Architecture, Public Policy and Consumer Research
Eric J. Johnson, Columbia University, USA

Paper #2: Consumer JDM Research in Search of Direction:
What’s Next for Consumer JDM-BDT Researchers? (My Take)

Itamar Simonson, Stanford University, USA

Paper #1: Choice Architecture, Public Policy and
Consumer Research

The dictionary definition of a fellow includes: ‘“a member of
a learned society.” Well, wow, what a learned society that I am
joining. It has a history dating to the first large scale models of
the field, in John Howard, distinguished colleagues like Paul Green,
Peter Wright, Russ Belk, Sid Levy, Joe Alba and others, and includes
friends like Jim Bettman, Hal Kassarjian, John Lynch and now Ita-
mar Simonson. Iam deeply and truly honored to join this company.

[ am also the fourth fellow from Columbia. This is neat, not
only because we have twice as many as any other school, but also
because it reflects a central merit of the school: a culture where doing
research is valued above other things, something strongly advocated
by my predecessors, like John Howard, and by my good friends and
role models, Morris Holbrooke and Don Lehman.

I thought I would spend my time today looking backwards
briefly, but as anyone who knows me well, I am more motivated by
looking forward. I will divide this talk into two sections, the first I’1l
call an “an unabashedly sentimental 5 minutes of thanks”, and in the
remainder of the talk I will address something more forward looking,
talking about how Choice Architecture can make consumer research
more relevant.

For purposes of publication in the Proceedings, I’ve moved the
gratitude section to an appendix, not because saying thank you is
unimportant, but to let readers more interested in the future — as op-
posed to my idiosyncratic past — an easy entrance.

Consumer Research Should Matter More

As the economist David Laibson has observed, there is a coun-
cil of economic advisors, but no Council of Psychological or Con-
sumer Advisors.  Yet if you study consumption you are obviously
studying an important part of the economy:

e  Consumers’ decisions about mortgages helped lead to the
worldwide 2008 financial crisis, yet their decisions were
only of interest to consumer researchers in retrospect.
Very little work looks at one of the most important choices
that consumers make.

e Every day consumers make decisions about consumption
that will exacerbate or mitigate climate change, including
purchasing cars, houses, and appliances which, in the ag-
gregate, will determine the amount of greenhouse gases
released. Influencing these choices could have a major
impact upon the future.

e  While the information technology issues surrounding the
launch of the health exchange may dominate short-term
headlines, there is a more lasting and important question
about the ability of people to select the right policy. Ex-
plicit in using a market to facilitate choice is the idea that

people will be able to choose the health insurance protec-
tion that will best fit their needs. People with interests in
consumer behavior should be integral players in the design
of the new marketplaces that are part of the Affordable
Care Act, but so far have had very limited roles. Simi-
lar questions surround any government intervention that
utilizes consumer choice, like Medicare Part D, a multi-
billion dollar program providing subsidized prescription
drug coverage to seniors.

Yet these topics are not prominent in the consumer research lit-
erature, and the voice of consumer researchers is not a major part of
the discussion for any of these important debates. One could say that
we are at best on the sidelines, or perhaps, to use an analogy, sitting
at the kid’s table at the public policy family gathering.

There are many diagnoses and potential cures. In this short
talk, I will concentrate on one route to having influence on these
important issues: Thinking hard and in a non-superficial way about
how the options presented to people affect their choices. The phrase
commonly used, and it’s a brilliant coining by Dick Thaler and Cass
Sunstein, is choice architecture.

Choice architecture is ubiquitous and inevitable: Either by ac-
cident or design every choice situation is presented in such a way
that can influence choice. For example, I noticed that the confer-
ence organizers knew this and preselected the vegetarian option for
us during this conference. And Sunstein and Thaler make this point
in Nudge, using their ‘Cafeteria’ example: There is no neutral choice
architecture. So, simply put, choice architecture is the set of deci-
sions we make about what, how, and when options are presented to
the decision-maker. It is important to realize that everyone, from a
parent asking a child to go to bed, to a government presenting op-
tions to its citizens, is a choice architect. Remember, whenever you
draft choice stimuli for an experiment, you are a practicing choice
architecture.

Let me describe some of the goals of choice architecture. These
are ideas generated by a wonderful collections of colleagues at the
8th Invitational Choice Symposium published in a piece in Market-
ing Letters (Johnson et al., 2012). Choice architecture can:

e  Make decisions easier.

e  Make decisions more accurate reflections of consumers’

preferences.

e  Help consumers construct preferences to make more ac-

curate hedonic forecasts.

e Make better tradeoffs between individual and societal

goals.

e By improving consumers’ decisions, make markets more

competitive and efficient.

Now notice that only the fourth goal — that is making better
tradeoffs between individual and societal goals — has anything to do
with nudging. The simple fact of the matter is that there are no No-
Choice architecture options. Just as every building has a design,

Advances in Consumer Research
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even a haphazard one, every choice has its own design. And just
as the goal of architecture is not to control people’s behavior, but to
produce a functional and aesthetically pleasant building, the goal of
choice architecture is, for the most part, these first three goals.

Now that we have clarified that, let me suggest the challenges
and benefits of incorporating choice architecture into the mainstream
of consumer research.

These issues help address one critique, one our reviewers often
raise:

What is new about this? After all, don’t most choice studies in
consumer research try to change choices? What’s so special about
that?

I would argue that choice architecture represents a fascinating
blend of theoretical and applied issues, and that application helps
focus theory on places it might have the most impact, which is in the
world and not in our journals.

Let me illustrate the relationship between application and theo-
ry with three examples of important questions that central to choice
architecture and that raise important and interesting theoretical con-
nections.

What are the dynamics of Choice Architecture?

If choice architecture can change preferences, even in direc-
tions that are desired by the decision-maker, how long do those
changes last? This is fundamental both theoretically and practically.
It speaks to the enduring nature of value change and the relationship
between preferences and behavior. Itamar Simonson, Jonathan Le-
vav, and On Amir have explored this question and have different per-
spectives on this issue and obviously more work is being done in this
area. However, early work on mere-measurement with Vicki Mor-
witz (Morwitz, Johnson, & Schmittlein, 1993) showed that measur-
ing intentions changed behavior over a period of 6 months, Other
work by Imai, Goldstein, Giirwitz and Gollwitzer (Imai, Goldstein,
& Goritz, 2007) looks at changes in voting intentions and its effect
on voting, and shows a wear out of a few weeks. Understanding
when and why such effects decay will shed light on the fundamental
nature of preferences.

Practically, if an intervention just has a short-term effect, and
the decision is made often, then the intervention might wear out.
Domains with this property include food consumption and saving
decisions. Brian Wansink claims we make over a hundred decisions
about food a day (Wansink, Just, & Payne, 2009) and we make de-
cisions between tradeoffs between consumption and savings every
time we pull out our wallet. I do worry that some interventions, like
mindsets and priming, have strong effects, but are unlikely to be last-
ing. To the extent we want to influence reality, we need to consider
these dynamics.

I think that in some cases we have been lucky: We have looked
at areas where decision is made once, and tends to stick. This seems
to be the case where the consideration of the decision is not particu-
larly pleasant, for example Organ Donation, or retirement savings.
But the relationship between the temporal nature of interventions,
their effects on preferences and subsequent choice deserves much
more theoretical consideration.

Are people aware of the effects of choice architecture?
There is a really theoretically important issue here about meta-
cognition: Do people realize the effects of choice architecture? Do
they attribute the effects of an intervention, such as a default, cor-
rectly, to the presence of the default, or do they attribute the choice
they made to their own preferences? How much do they know about
how well they have made choices in the absence of an intervention?

Do they believe that the choice environment improved or worsened
their choices? Theoretically, we don’t know much about this, but it
is worrisome. We do know that people are likely to adapt to what-
ever they chose and that suggests they are unlikely to learn.

Let me give you a brief example from some work we have done
looking at how well people can make choices on the health exchang-
es generated by the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act.

This work (Johnson, Hassin, Baker, Bajger, & Treur, 2013)
shows that people have great difficulty choosing a cost effective
health plan. Figure 1 shows the results of later experiments. The
first bar, labeled Ex. 5, shows the performance of a set of Columbia
MBA students. They do relatively well, choosing the most cost
effective plan about 75% of the time (as shown by the ascending
blue bar) and making an average mistake of about a $100 dollars (as
shown by the descending blue bar). However, even when we teach
people the meaning of arcane terms like deductible and co-payment,
ordinary people do not do well. As you can see in the next bar, they
are making serious mistakes, choosing the most cost effective policy
less than half the time, and making mistakes that average over $500.
Now we have tried several things to help people make better choices
and have succeeded in doing so: The subsequent bars correspond
to treatments in the study: providing significant incentives (which
help very little), providing a summary of costs (termed a calculator),
preselecting the best option as the default, or combining defaults and
calculators. Obviously, these help, and in the paper, we explain how
these savings can amount to billions of dollars.

But how well do people appreciate the effects of these choice
architecture interventions? If they understood that calculators and
defaults improved their choice, this would be very good news for
choice architects: People would be drawn to web sites and vendors
that helped them make better choices and avoid those that used un-
helpful choice architecture. Public policies that improved their de-
cisions would be supported. We have only started examining the
question, but the results are discouraging. When given an incentive,
which they should have in reality as these health plan decisions have
real consequences, people worked harder and were more confident
of their choices than in the default condition, but the reality, as can
be seen in incentive bar in the figure, is that they did not do better.
Providing defaults and calculators did not improve confidence even
though the combination makes them as effective decision-makers as
the Columbia MBA’s, as can be seen if you compare the first and last
bars in figure 1.
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From a practical perspective this has implications that are mor-
al, ethical, and political. If people are unaware of the effects of a
default, should they be warned of these effects? Who is responsible
if a decision maker makes a wrong choice? These questions, focus-



ing on the relationship between choice architecture and awareness
of choice quality seems a conceptually interesting and practically
important question for future research.

Who is helped and is anyone hurt?

The concept of nudging seems seductive, but it hides the value
of the first three functions of choice architecture that we have dis-
cussed, and raises important questions. We have been lucky that
most of the ‘winning’ examples of choice architecture are in cases
where the intervention helps almost everyone. Most people want
to increase their savings rate but don’t, most want to become organ
donors, but can’t bring themselves to think about their demise.

But people differ along two important dimensions: They have
differing tastes and beliefs, and different sets of cognitive skills. Not
everyone wants the same health insurance policy, not everyone wants
the same kind of retirement plan. One concept that Dan Goldstein
and I have talked about is that of ‘smart’ defaults (Goldstein, John-
son, Herrmann, & Heitmann, 2008). Instead of assigning people into
a one-size-fits-all default, with a little bit of intelligence, you can
default people into what you think is the best choice for them. They
are still free to choose something different, but you have gotten them
closer to an answer that should be right. Yet, again, questions about
awareness of these effects come to mind.

Also, how do we identify these individual differences in cogni-
tive ability or other determinants of the way we make decisions?
This is not just as simple as incorporating individual difference vari-
ables to show moderation. I’m thinking of identifying the big effects
in the real world, and looking at how different people are helped or
hurt by different choice designs.

I’1l illustrate with an example from our lab’s current research.
We are all getting older: a depressing consequence is that this means
we lose our ability to process information quickly, an effect that has
been termed by Salthouse and colleagues ‘cognitive collapse’ (Sal-
thouse, 2010). The youngsters in this room have almost a full stan-
dard deviation of advantage on fluid intelligence, commonly mea-
sured by tasks like Ravens Progressive Matrices and the like. (Don’t
get too smug; this is going to happen to you. Fluid intelligence peaks
at20). The good news for older people like myself'is that we are im-
proving in what is called crystallized intelligence, knowledge about
the world. 60 year olds are much better crossword puzzle solvers
than 20 year olds. Ye Li, Elke Weber and colleagues (Li, Baldassi,
Johnson, & Weber, 2013) have been examining these effects on fi-
nancial decisions across the life span. The basic result is that old-
er people made decisions that are often better than those made by
younger people, but they make them in different ways, relying on
their knowledge of the world and not their brilliantly speedy ability
to process new information. This suggests something very impor-
tant: That the young and old have very different needs when it comes
to providing information: That providing fewer alternatives might
be more beneficial to elders than to the young, because it reduces the
load on their fluid intelligence. In contrast, the young might benefit
more from ‘just-in-time’ education about financial facts.

This suggests a different view of the role of individual differ-
ences in research; that we should not be concerned with those vari-
ables that are ‘theoretically’ interesting, but those that account for
great variance in the real world.

How to be relevant

What are the benefits of consumer research? Why should we
try to share what we know? I am absolutely convinced that we have
quite a bit to offer, and despite the growth of the field and its great
promise, it is underappreciated in many ways, not least of which is
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its influence on public policy. To illustrate in an area of significant
concern for me, look at consumer finance. The nascent Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau has an Office of Research whose mis-
sion is to understand consumer behavior in the service of evidence-
based regulation. You might ask how many consumer behavior re-
searchers or psychologists work for the office. The answer is one,
and she started last week.

I’ll modestly suggest focusing on some of the issues I have dis-
cussed, so focusing on choice architecture in general might bridge
the gap between policy and our research. Finally, to increase impact,
let me suggest three things:

A focus on the field

Field experiments are undervalued. A couple of years ago, at
a preconference panel on having research with impact, I asked the
panel about field research. The response was, to be polite, mixed,
with many people saying things like: “there are always confounds in
field research.” Well the simple reality is that there are always what
John Lynch (Lynch, 1982) has called ‘background variables’ and that
these confounds and background variables are a big part of reality.

Choice architecture research, more than others, needs to be
done in the field, with the relevant population, with dependent vari-
ables that look like the actual choice, what Harrison and List (Har-
rison & List, 2004) call ‘framed field studies’.

This may sound like an impossible task, and I can imagine ju-
nior investigators, worried about tenure, asking ‘Who is that crazy
man up there?’

Consider, however, that:

e  Many real decisions are made on-line, that websites are
used for many important policy decisions, like deciding
when to collect social security, which health plan to pick,
or what funds to select for a retirement portfolio.

e  On-line participants, particularly if they come from the
appropriate population can lend credibility to the research
that will increase its impact.

e  Field experimentation doesn’t mean field, it can mean on-
line environments, and the world, more generally, is start-
ing to look a lot like the lab.

e  And by the way, if you are clever, you can establish causal-
ity in the field, even without controlling the manipulation,
through instrumental variable regression.

One more observation: companies are running experiments
now; it is part of what might be called making business more evi-
dence-based, much like Moneyball made baseball more evidence-
based. They get it. So we should take advantage of it too. The op-
portunities for field experimentation are many.

Worry about the size of the effect, the importance of the
effect and not the elegance of the interaction

Often, we are satisfied with the fact that our results are statis-
tically significant, and less sensitive to the effects of sample size.
These effects tend to be less replicable and less likely to have impact,
since, by definition, they suggest that applying the findings is tricky
business. Contrast this to results that have several mediators, all of
which pull in the same direction, making the results robust. A good
example of this might be no-action defaults, which have at least three
causes (Dinner, Johnson, Goldstein, & Liu, 2011).

Translate the results into numbers

It’s one thing to report a difference in means, it’s quite another
to talk about dollars. In our work on the health exchanges, we could,
and do, present the results as a percentage increase in performance.



8/ Paper #1: Choice Architecture, Public Policy and Consumer Research

But there is another measure. We can look at the size of the error in
dollars represented by each decision, the descending bars in the fig-
ure. This dollar number, put in context, can be very persuasive. To
say that choice architecture can reduce the errors made by consum-
ers from $533 dollars to $77 is more concrete and vivid. Note that
this simply applies principles that are part of the accepted wisdom in
other fields about concreteness and vividness. But there is another
trick: You can look at how those errors might scale up. Under the
assumption that 20 million people will be buying insurance on the
exchanges, that mistake multiplies, becoming, in the aggregate 9.12
billion dollars a year. Now that might get a policy maker’s attention.
Incidentally, some of the state exchanges are including calculators
and other decision aids.

Conclusion

In closing, let me say that I am profoundly optimistic about the

field.

e  First, we are larger, more diverse and if the Flynn ef-
fect (Flynn, 1998) means anything the next generation is
brighter (by several 1Q points) than the preceding one.

e  Second, the world is more interested and accepting of the
social sciences and particularly input from decision re-
search. This is true in both policy and business as wit-
nessed by the Behavioral Insights team in Britain and its
nascent equivalent in the US. The idea of a randomized
control trial is rapidly gaining acceptance in business
worldwide, and we can encourage that trend by incorpo-
rating a concern for experimentation into our teaching.
Moreover, doing this will create research opportunities.

e  Finally, the set of tools and toys you have is astounding.
For those of us who started when surveys and punch-
cards were mainstays, the alternatives are now staggering:
Ubiquitous computing, eye-tracking in the supermarket —
in fact, the super market is now your computer. It’s time
to abandon the survey: The lab is becoming reality. I envy
the possibilities that you face.

Thanks for listening.

Appendix: The Unabashedly Sentimental 5 Minutes.

Now as I said, anyone who knows me well, knows that I don’t
look backwards a lot. To quote research terms invented by a friend
who is a social psychologist, I am a promotion focus, high locomo-
tion type. This can be a fault. I have forgotten old results from
papers, and I’'m much more likely to want to work on a new project
than do the heavy lifting of getting an old one revised. But looking
backwards is important.

There are many people to thank who have helped create the
researcher who humbly talks to you today. Current and past gradu-
ate students, a particularly wonderful set of postdoctoral fellows, and
some really superb research assistants and lab managers, particularly
those involved in the Preferences as Memories Laboratory, or PAM-
LAB, that I have been running jointly with Elke Weber for the last
10 years. It excites me to see them move up each rung on the ladder
from RA to graduate student or postdoc to faculty member.

But I want to extend my particular thanks to people who made
a difference early on, as a young working class kid from New Jersey
came to realize the he could, perhaps, follow his crazy interests, first
in science, and then in something he vaguely knew was something
more relevant and interesting, social science and consumer decision-
making. Excuse me if I tell you a little about my parents’ back-
ground. My father grew up on a homestead in eastern Colorado, the
first generation son of Swedish immigrants, and occasionally, but not

often, he would tell tales of burning corn cobs for fuel, and using the
car battery to power the house’s only radio, since electricity had not
yet reached them. My mom was one of nine children born in Scran-
ton, and my grandfather counted himself fortunate to be a supervisor
in silk mills. While wonderfully encouraging, there were not a lot
of role models for going to college or graduate school.

I’d like to focus on those most responsible for me choosing
the career and research questions that I have. The tale starts with a
couple of junior faculty, who were never tenured, in Human Com-
munication at Rutgers, David ‘Louie’ Bender and David Davidson
who gave a young RA something more to do than fetch coffee and
who did me the great favor of giving me some things to read. Now
I am sure you are thinking that Human Communication majors all
were scholarship athletes or good-looking people who wanted to be
news anchors, and I clearly fit neither role. I majored in this mostly
because it had the least required courses, had something to do with
social science and I really did not know what I wanted to do. The
most important things given to me to read were work in attitude
theory and Herb Simon’s Science of the Artificial, a wonderful little
book laying out the human information processing perspective.
applied to the Psychology PhD program at Carnegie-Mellon, which
was pretty stupid. I had taken only taken two advanced psychology
courses, and didn’t get into some other programs because of this. I
remember telling one of my letter writers in psychology thank you
for his letter and that I had gotten into Carnegie-Mellon, to which he
responded disbelievingly, “In Psychology?”

By an astounding accident, Jay Russo spent one year at CMU,
making the transition from Psychology to Marketing. During this
year I took a 6-week course called Buyer Behavior that used as a
text Jim Bettman’s An Information Processing Theory of Consumer
Choice (a preprint in mimeo) and I was hooked. I then spent a year
and a half at Chicago. There I admired and argued with Hilly Ein-
horn who offered great encouragement and was a great alto saxo-
phonist. Playing bass for Hilly, Morris Holbrook and Paul Green
was a ton of fun, but as they say, outside the scope of this talk.

Back to Jay who provided the right mix of encouragement and
challenge. He also went way beyond what was necessary. I had
written a paper and submitted to a conference in Sweden, and never
heard back. When two weeks before the conference, Robin Hogarth
told Jay I was on the program, he encouraged me to go, and lent me
the money so I could make the trip. ~ While I paid him back finan-
cially long ago, I really cannot pay Jay back for all the advice and
encouragement he gave, but I can say thank you.

I should also mention Sarah Lichtenstein, who provided me
with lots of encouragement, and was a huge role model for many
people in the field.

I was then fortunate that Amos Tversky agreed to host me as
a post-doctoral fellow on a National Science Foundation fellowship
at Stanford. What followed was an enthralling, challenging, and
intimidating intellectual experience. Oh, by the way, it was pretty
productive. At this point, I was totally hooked on decision research,
did two early papers on affect and risk with Amos, and was pretty
schizophrenic: Enthralled by two very different styles of research:
The grand and clever demonstration experiment, a technique pio-
neered by Kahnemann and Tversky, and the careful and narrow in-
formation processing style of research, representing my Carnegie
roots. I think I’ve never really reconciled the two.

About this time, [ started to talk to John Payne. It would appear
that I had chased John out of some of the best universities: He was
a post-doc at Carnegie who had just left when I arrived, a faculty
member at Chicago, who left when I got there, and when I received a
job offer from Duke, I’m sure there was a sigh of relief when I didn’t



take it: John was simply too valuable to them. Not long afterwards,
John and I were developing production systems of strategies. Soon
Jim Bettman joined us on this project. I felt a little like a rookie on
the all-star team, but I was nonetheless amazingly comfortable: Our
interaction was about the ideas, not egos. As a last bit of nostalgia,
I remember that Jim and John would walk through the Fuqua School
running our computer simulations on the administrator’s IBM PCs
inserting floppy disks at night and retrieving them in the morning.
Little did they know they were inventing clustered computing.

In German you refer to your dissertation advisor as your doctor
vater or doctor father, so while Jay played that role for me, Jim and
John were my uncles, or since I’'m from New Jersey, and have spent
a lot of time in places used to film episodes of “The Sopranos”, per-
haps they were my godfathers.

Along the way, each of these folks saw something and said
something that was encouraging, that made me feel that I could do
something useful, that I had an interesting idea. This is in strong
contrast to the kind of feedback we get so often from reviewers, or
that we give each other in questions at conferences. Writing this, |
come to feel that I’ve fallen short on this dimension, and hope we all
realize how valuable this kind of encouragement can be. As Don
Lehman said in his fellows address, it is important. Pass it on....
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Paper #2: Consumer JDM Research in Search of
Direction: What’s Next for Consumer JDM-BDT
Researchers? (My Take)

A primary goal of “Behavioral Decision Theory” (BDT), in-
cluding the significant part of BDT research published in marketing
journals, has been to introduce an alternative to economic, norma-
tive decision theory. More precisely, while not offering a compre-
hensive alternative decision theory, much of BDT has been devoted
to showing that key assumptions underlying economic theory are
violated and are inconsistent with the way decisions are actually
made. BDT research consisted largely of “effects,” many of which
involved demonstrations of preference reversals. BDT research
tended to have certain unique characteristics, including (a) avoiding
“grand theories,” such as those characterized by boxes and arrows;
instead, BDT research led to some general conclusions such as the
notion of the construction of preferences; (b) minimal, as required
use of mediation analyses; (c) a preference for choice and behavior
as dependent measures as opposed to ratings; (d) the introduction of
various distinct effects, which are then appropriately named. Re-
searchers have also tried to understand what underlies these effects
and their moderators/boundaries. The consumer BDT community
has been particularly diverse in terms of the educational background
of researchers, many of whom have also been important contributors
to the broader Judgment and Decision Making (JDM) field.

Consumers’ BDT researchers have made important contribu-
tions to the consumer behavior literature and the broader JDM field.
Although I have not conducted a systematic analysis, compared to
other consumer research topics, it appears that BDT research pub-
lished in marketing journals has had large impact on research in non-
marketing fields as well as on quantitative researchers in marketing.

The primary objective of BDT has been largely accomplished
— BDT research has persuasively demonstrated that the assumption
of value maximization and, more broadly, assumptions underlying
normative theories of decision making, are violated in systematic
ways (such as various context and task effects). Accordingly, this is
a good time to reevaluate possible directions for “ex-BDT” consum-
er researchers. Although each person will make his/her own choices,
having a discussion about areas that present promising opportunities
and might benefit from the skills and tendencies of consumer BDT
researchers may help shape the direction of this large community.

A default option is to just let the chips fall where they may. As
further demonstrations of violations of the assumptions economics
are becoming less significant as contributions to the literature, vari-
ous other topics have emerged. Though lacking one common pur-
pose, they address a variety of interesting questions. In general, con-
sumer JDM researchers have paid greater attention in recent years
to topics that have particular implications for society, such as deci-
sions concerning health, the environment, financial matters, and eth-
ics. Consumer JDM researchers have also studied currently popular
topics in psychology, such as embodiment. And long-standing top-
ics such as intertemporal preferences and moderators of previously
demonstrated effects have continued to be examined.

An important, emerging area for consumer JDM researchers is
consumer decision making as a reflection and driver of the evolving
information environment (Internet, etc.). The current information-
rich, socially intensive environment can potentially fundamentally
change many aspects of consumer behavior and marketing. Si-
monson and Rosen (2014) discuss the broad implications of a shift
from relative evaluations to absolute evaluations of product quality.
Briefly, in an age when consumers can readily obtain rather accurate
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information (based on reviews, demonstrations, and other informa-
tion services) that allows them to predict experience quality, they are
less dependent on relative comparisons. For example, consumers’
product quality predictions are less likely to be driven by comparing
the options in front of them (i.e., the local context), by prior brand
evaluations, or based on prices and countries-of-origin. The current
information environment might also change other aspects of con-
sumer behavior such as basic purchase processes, adoption of in-
novation, and customer satisfaction.

Compared to the previous BDT field, this emerging area of re-
search is less focused on anomalies and preference reversals. It calls
for greater emphasis on external validity. Moreover, in addition to
controlled experiments, studying consumer decision making in the
new environment will involve greater reliance on secondary data.
This may require researchers to improve their econometrics skills

and/or collaborate to a greater extent with empirical quantitative re-
searchers in marketing.

Such a shift of focus raises other challenges. Because it is more
marketing-focused than the previous more general purpose BDT/
JDM field, it will require a greater commitment to marketing and
consumer-specific research than the consumer BDT community has
been accustomed to. Moreover, the general JDM community may
find consumer-focused work of less interest. Considering that many
researchers in the consumer BDT have strong ties to the psychology
and general JDM field, it is unclear if they will be receptive to this
direction.
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SESSION OVERVIEW

The field of consumer behavior has a lengthy history of exami-
nation of the processes and nuances associated with the acquisition,
consumption, and dispossession of goods and services. From its very
inception as an academic field, substantive domains and methodolo-
gies have been explicitly interdisciplinary and include economics,
psychology, sociology, anthropology, as well as other fields. How-
ever, despite this broad reach, most investigations have concentrated
their attention on a rather small percentage of the entire world popu-
lation and geographic locations (Martin and Hill 2012), emphasizing
relatively elite portions of the economically developed west. Yet we
assume our research is generalizable to the entirety of humankind.

This situation raises several distinct possibilities that have im-
plications for consumer theory development. First, the 85 percent
of the human population that has received only limited attention by
scholars has the same needs and wants as the predominantly western
elite consumers because of widespread exposure to media and other
sources of information associated with the larger consumer culture
(Alden et al. 1999). If this proposition is true, differences are a matter
of scale rather than perspective or process. Such worthy research has
influenced the Bottom-of-the-Pyramid movement in business that a
multi-billion persons market exists, which requires similar products
in smaller, more affordable portions and sizes (Prahalad and Hart
2002).

A second possibility is that the majority of consumers on our
planet is truly distinct and demands all new ways of conceptualizing
how they navigate their material world (Hill and Gaines 2007). Un-
der this paradigmatic approach, cultural distinctions and individual
differences may be so influential that a failure to take them into ac-
count leads to inappropriate theory and practice (for a fuller discus-
sion see Okazaki and Taylor 2010). A third approach that is adopted
in this session proposal suggests that restriction associated with im-

poverishment supersedes most other factors and has a diverse impact
upon consumer behavior. For instance, Hill, Martin, and Chaplin
(2012) looked at consumption restriction, social comparison, and
life satisfaction, finding that social comparisons are more powerful
determinants of life satisfaction for people in poorer, developing so-
cieties than for people in affluent societies. Specifically, compared
to their affluent counterparts, impoverished consumers experience
greater decreases in life satisfaction when their access to goods and
services is lower than others within their societies.

As a consequence of these and other results (Martin and Hill
2012), we propose a special session that presents four novel contexts
where findings compare more affluent with more impoverished con-
sumption environments and reveal the importance of poverty in our
understanding of consumer behavior. The first examines how mate-
rialism manifests among poor children; the second looks at saving
behavior in developing nations; the third studies consumer negotia-
tion and acquisition processes in subsistence marketplaces, and the
fourth presents working class consumer behavior in mobile-home
parks. The central question asked in each of these new data sets is:
Do impoverished consumers behave differently or the same when
compared to more affluent counterparts?

Poverty and Materialism: Are Impoverished Children
More Materialistic Than Affluent Children?

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Our research is the first to examine consumer values for chil-
dren and adolescents from impoverished backgrounds. In study 1,
we found that older adolescents (ages 16-17) from impoverished
families are more materialistic than adolescents from affluent back-
grounds. In study 2, we found that differences in materialism among
income groups emerge at the onset of early adolescence (ages 12-
13). Prior to this stage, younger children (ages 8-11) from impov-
erished families exhibit a similar level of materialism as younger
children from more affluent families. Across both studies, higher
levels of materialism among impoverished adolescents is associated
with low self-esteem, which has been identified as one of the nega-
tive impacts on youngsters living in families experiencing economic
hardship. Below, we discuss the implications and contributions of
these findings for consumer research on (1) poverty and materialism,
and (2) young consumers and materialism.

The last decade has seen a resurgence of interest in issues re-
lated to consumers living in poverty as well as bottom-of-the-pyra-
mid consumers in less developed countries (Martin and Hill 2012;
Prahalad 2005; Viswanathan, Rosa, and Ruth 2010). However, even
with this renewed interest, little is known about the role that material
goods, consumption values, and desires for material wealth play in
the lives of those living in poverty.

A naive assumption would be that consumers living in poverty
are focused on obtaining the bare necessities, leaving little room for
strivings for material wealth and status. However, a recent study by
Hill, Martin, and Chaplin (2012) questions this assumption. Using
data across 38 countries, they show that social comparisons of mate-
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rial wealth are more important for life satisfaction of consumers liv-
ing in poorer developing nations versus consumers living in affluent
Western nations. This work reveals that access to goods and services
in the marketplace plays an even more important role in poverty-
stricken societies. Our results show the same patterns for young con-
sumers (adolescents) living in poverty within an affluent Western
nation. Further research comparing these levels of analysis—poor
versus affluent nations and poor versus affluent consumers within
nations—may provide additional insights into the role of poverty in
aspirations for material wealth.

The connection between poverty and materialism opens up
several new areas for study. One topic of great importance is the
effects of materialism on the well-being of consumers living in pov-
erty. Higher levels of materialism are associated with a variety of
negative consequences, such as lower life satisfaction, less success-
ful interpersonal relationships, and less generosity toward others
(Kasser 2002, 2005). Could higher levels of materialism exact an
even greater toll on poor consumers? Believing that happiness and a
more satisfying life depends on accumulating material wealth, which
is beyond their grasp, individuals living in poverty may experience
much greater negative consequences of materialism than the general
population.

Preliminary data gathered during the course of our research
lends credence to this view. In each of our two studies, we asked
participants how happy they were on a scale from 1 to 5. Younger
children from impoverished and more affluent families had similar
levels of happiness (8-9 year-olds: 4.08 vs. 4.10; 10-11 year-olds:
4.07 vs. 4.22; all p > .50). Note that these children also had simi-
lar levels of materialism. However, adolescents from impoverished
families were less happy than adolescents from more affluent fami-
lies (12-13 year-olds: M = 3.21 vs. 3.64, t(1, 44) = 2.24, p = .01;
16-17 year-olds: M =2.90 vs. 3.91, t(1, 48) = 4.57, p < .01). Recall
that for both age groups, impoverished adolescents were also more
materialistic than their affluent peers.

Another important consequence of materialism among impov-
erished adolescents may be a connection between materialism and
juvenile delinquency. Our research shows that adolescents from im-
poverished families are more materialistic, yet they have fewer re-
sources to fulfill their strivings for money and material goods. Crime
provides one of few paths to material wealth. The link between ma-
terialism and crime among adolescents from poor neighborhoods is
suggested by Ozanne, Hill, and Wright (1998) in their study of ju-
venile delinquents (ages 12-18) incarcerated for robbery, auto theft,
and selling illegal drugs. These juveniles placed a high degree of
importance on possessions and money as a way to obtain a sense
of power and status among their peers. Possessions—such as cars,
clothes, and guns—were seen as important to having the right image
when “hanging out with friends” and competing for the attention of
young women. Although crimes were sometimes committed for fun
and excitement, many were committed to obtain money to spend on
items to impress others and provide status among their peers.

Profiles of Consumer Saving:
Societal Conditions and Individual Aspirations

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
We were interested in capturing the nuances of consumer saving
behavior worldwide, among individuals in nations across a range of
poverty and restriction. To do so we conducted two research inves-
tigations examining different facets of the poverty-saving relation-
ship. Given the nascent stage of research in these areas, we proposed
two different research questions to look at societal and individual

influences on consumer saving. In our first investigation, we used
multilevel methods and analyses to understand how conditions of
poverty and inequality at the societal level influenced individual sav-
ing likelihood. Using a broad worldwide sample and controlling for
additional national and personal factors previously linked to saving,
we found that societal poverty significantly influenced individual
saving occurrence. Echoing research that highlights the resourceful-
ness and determination of the world’s poorest citizens (Collins et al.
2009), we found that in conditions of greater poverty, saving likeli-
hood also was greater. We were unable to confirm the impact of in-
equality on saving (versus spending), as inequality had no significant
effect on these behaviors among consumers in our sample.

In our second investigation, we extracted two more narrow and
focused samples of consumers in nations with the highest poverty
and in nations with the lowest poverty, according to United Nations
classifications. In each, we applied latent class nominal binary re-
gression analysis to distinguish consumer profiles and understand
the manner in which aspirations influence saving. As described
above, we found differences among the consumers within each
sample, as well as across the two samples. Specifically, theoretical
perspectives of goal contents theory and the role of aspirations fit the
high poverty sample well, demonstrating how both intrinsic and ex-
trinsic aspirations influence saving for different profiles of consum-
ers. The findings for the low poverty/ high affluence sample were
in stark contrast, where a large number of consumers were not at
all influenced by aspirations. When intrinsic or extrinsic aspirations
were influential, they acted to promote spending rather than saving
among these consumers.

Our findings challenge conventional wisdom about saving, and
extend marketing and economics scholarship. Research involving
materialism or conspicuous consumption accurately portrays the
angst of consumers living in post-modern societies where identi-
ties are dependent on what we have and how it is displayed socially
(Rindfleisch, Burroughs, and Wong 2007). Nonetheless, seven bil-
lion inhabitants live in diverse material environments characterized
by varying levels of poverty, affluence, and equality. To suggest that
these contexts may lead to similar beliefs, aspirations, and behaviors
is fraught with difficulties, especially if investigations concentrate
attention on the most impoverished people in the poorest develop-
ing nations (Hill, Felice, and Ainscough 2007). Our findings echo
limited but emerging scholarship that examines large-scale samples
of such populations and finds significant disparities in individual
psychological interpretations as a result of societal poverty (Martin
and Hill 2012).

The idea that consumers with less material access and goods
might get caught up in the same needs and desires as their more
affluent counterparts is a valid assumption as long as the context is
a material world where the basic necessities of life are widely avail-
able (Martin and Hill 2012). When or if they are not, such as in sub-
sistence marketplaces, heuristics employed in consumption versus
saving may vary greatly, resulting in radically different behaviors
for (potentially) radically different reasons. Consider our finding that
greater poverty in the least developed parts of the world leads to
increased saving. This outcome is not consistent with what happens
in Western countries with more abundant marketplaces (Berger and
Ward 2010), or in experimental settings with consumers who face
restrictions for short time periods (Ordabayeva and Chandon 2011).
Yet an alternative logic is revealed that suggests the poorest citizens
may recognize their lives are in greatest jeopardy in times of low
to no resources, and saving during more abundant times could be
viewed as necessary for basic survival (Collins et al. 2009).



Yet even these relationships are not so simple. As shown re-
cently by Martin and Hill (2012), self-determination influences indi-
vidual life satisfaction of BOP consumers. The present study moves
significantly beyond their basic conceptualization of psychological
need fulfillment to investigate nuances that enhance this theoretical
paradigm; namely goal contents theory. Examination of consumer
goals and aspirations is not new, as evidenced by the stream of work
described in the paper’s conceptual development. Although the find-
ings of past research on goals are significant, we do see substantial
value for life goals and aspirations as a differentiator of saving be-
havior between citizens in poor versus affluent nations. In particular,
our finding that different forms of aspirations lead to greater sav-
ing in impoverished societies—but may have the opposite effect in
wealthy countries—is theoretically compelling. Collectively, results
suggest unique ways of understanding what it means to seek per-
sonal fulfillment and social status via consumer behavior if poverty
abounds or if affluence abounds. Likewise, our results highlight the
extent of these disparities and their relative importance across na-
tions.

Expectations derived from goal contents theory are that in-
trinsic (Kasser and Ryan 1996) and extrinsic (Deci and Ryan 1985)
aspirations help explain saving behavior. Yet again, we find impor-
tant differences between the developed and developing worlds. For
example, in the most impoverished societies, the vast majority of
consumers experience one or the other form of aspirations, leading
to increased saving. For individuals whose aspirations or goals are
intrinsic in nature, greater numbers of children imply that they may
be responding to desires to support their families’ growing needs
and promote their safety, security, and well-being. Such broader life
goals also may be self-actualizing. For individuals whose aspirations
are extrinsic in nature, low education and income levels may make
them susceptible to negative social comparisons (Hill, Martin, and
Chaplin 2012). Accordingly, financial, material, and success oriented
goals may promote saving behaviors as a means to a desired end of
status and other recognition. Future research could probe the charac-
teristics and goal contents of high poverty consumers to understand
how aspirations influence other important outcomes and aspects of
their lives.

Consumer Negotiation and Acquisition at the Bottom-of-
the-Pyramid: The Case of Women Market Traders

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Fresh food markets, whether centrally organized by govern-
ments or ad hoc in nature, provide the world’s market traders, the
vast majority of whom are women, with a critical source of income.
Simultaneously, these markets serve a critical social function by
making possible the efficient aggregation and redistribution of foods
to needy populations, and providing economically and ecologically
sustainable alternatives to imported foods that have higher economic
and environmental costs. Women market traders play a critical role
in consumer access to fresh and low cost agricultural products. In ad-
dition, in some countries their market entrance fees serve as a signifi-
cant source of local government revenue. Throughout Sub-Saharan
Africa, Latin America, Asia, and Australasia, however, women trad-
ers are frequently dismissed as marginal, unskilled, and unimportant.
Women market traders make substantial contributions to local and
national economies by connecting consumers with agricultural pro-
ducers, adding to local government funding, and sustaining count-
less households and communities. Their importance and contribu-
tions must be understood and acknowledged.
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Women market traders in subsistence economies work in fragile
socioeconomic and political environments. In some countries (e.g.,
Fiji), repeated military coups have led to policy instability that places
additional pressure on market systems and social networks to pre-
serve order and process, even when the rule of law is absent or un-
predictable. In other countries (e.g., Tanzania), it has been economic
shocks due to political upheaval in neighboring states that have in-
troduced uncertainty into the market, and it has once again fallen to
market traders to adjust and endure. In addition, markets are com-
plicated by religious and ethnic diversity that constrains interaction
between social groups, and by persistent pressure from civic leader
to foster a sense of national identity that neutralizes such barriers. In
environments made unpredictable by conflicting agendas at multiple
levels, we study how women market traders create sustainable, mul-
tiethnic distribution networks that make markets possible and feed
urban and rural residents while financing town and city operations.

In many emerging economies, residents engage in semi-subsis-
tence agriculture to meet household food needs, but those who live
in towns or urban areas rely upon fresh produce markets. Due to
their popularity, and patronage by most urban residents, municipal
markets are some of the few places where social interaction between
individuals from different ethnic groups is normal and expected, and
among traders such interethnic alliances constitute a critical aspect
of their work. Key topics in this research are how capitalist mar-
kets create, reinforce, and subvert ethnic differences in a politically
fraught environment, and the role of feminized market trade labor in
these processes.

The research also explores how social justice and sustainable
business practices come together in subsistence markets through
women traders. It explores at a micro-level, for example, women’s
critical roles in creating and maintaining food security in the midst of
climate change. Food security, broadly defined as people’s abilities
to access affordable and nutritious products, is a concern throughout
the world. In Fiji, for example, climate change is a clear and present
danger to sustainable livelihoods. Soil salinization caused by rising
ocean levels is having widespread impact on crop production, and
its influence is palpable in market trading activity. In Tanzania, it
is record high temperatures and extreme weather events that are af-
fecting growing seasons and food availability, with similar effects in
local produce markets.

At the level of women traders, our research shows that they
negotiate difficult circumstances and emerging problems created by
climate change to make trade possible in spite of increasingly vola-
tile supply and quality. The research further documents some of the
labor environment challenges faced by women market traders and
their innovative solutions to such challenges. Women market traders
work long hours in conditions commonly seen as inadequate, un-
sanitary, and hazardous. They battle second-class status, pricing and
access inequities, and the persistent threat of assault in order to fulfill
market duties, and through impressive and creative management of
their meager resources and distribution networks they preserve suf-
ficient dignity to function. Their innovativeness and persistence are
impressive, and worthy of being understood and emulated.

Moral Identity and Competition in a Working Class
Neighborhood

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
An enduring finding in consumption communities and socio-
logical research is that consumers socially stratify themselves (Ve-
blen 1994/1899). Bourdieu (1977, 1984) theorizes society as made
up of overlapping social fields where people compete for social dis-
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tinction by employing economic, cultural, and social resources. In
particular, the cultural capital of the working classes is conceptu-
alized as subordinate to the cultural capital of higher classes. The
working classes lack resources so they create a culture of necessity
where they develop a taste for the practical, passively accept popular
culture, and are united in their conformity. Recent empirical work
using survey data similarly portrays working class culture as deficit
where poor consumers have little education, do not read books or
attend cultural events, and have few preferences beyond consum-
ing commercialized popular culture and visiting fast food restaurants
(Bennett et al. 2009). Consumer researchers have extended this work
on status consumption, challenging some of the initial assumptions
and stressing the importance of consumption practices (Holt 1998;
Ustuner and Holt 2007, 2010).

But the cultural capital prized within different social groups
may be more nuanced and localized particularly when consumers
have few resources. In a study of rural firefighters, they value their
country competence, which is an embodied skill set that allows them
to face life-and-death decisions; as members of the pickup-truck
crowd, they see themselves as superior to the pretentious suburban
Buick crowd (Desmond 2006). Consistent with other researchers
who question the centrality of taste in status competition (Lamont
2000), we examine how moral dispositions guide the consumption
practices of the working poor. Based on an ethnographic study and
forty interviews in a mobile home park, we examine the home con-
sumption practices of consumers in this marginalized and resource
constrained environment.

Our research finds that different visions of morality lie at the
heart of status negotiation for the working poor. Specifically, the
trailer park residents’ moral habitus shapes their evaluations of them-
selves and their neighbors, as well as their preferences, perceived
capacities, hopes, and dreams. Habitus is a set of unconscious and
enduring dispositions that are acquired in childhood and provide an
implicit sense of how the world works and one’s place in this world
(Bourdieu 1984). Habitus is a forgotten history that is transferred
to new contexts and helps explain why people reproduce existing
social structures (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992). This study extends
this notion of habitus empirically to explore the moral habituses or
dispositions that guide a working class neighborhood.

Five groups emerged in our study—Nesters, Reluctant Emi-
grants, Community Builders, Homesteaders, and Outcasts. Nesters
enact a disciplined moral self that is based on hard work; they are
critical of their neighbors who they see as lazy and instead align with
middle class consumers. Reluctant Emigrants enact a caring moral
self where family is privileged; yet they view the park as a hostile
and chaotic place from which to escape. Community Builders affirm
a communal self and work on projects to enhance the well-being of
their neighborhood. Homesteaders are resigned to life in the park,
which they see as a good place for poor people to live because they
can leverage social support; their moral identity is fatalistic and they
adopt a live-and-let-live approach. Finally, the Outsiders perform a
spectacular self that is characterized by practices that are defiant and
rule breaking.

The diversity of class habituses guided by different moral dis-
positions can explain the levels and intensity of class consciousness
and agency within a social class. Why is class structure stable? Why
do few working-class protests occur despite growing social inequali-
ties? Part of this answer may lie in the co-existence of competing
moral habituses within the same social class. For example, the Com-
munity Builders criticize the structural disadvantages facing the poor
yet mobilize to take constructive actions. However, the Homestead-
ers are more passive and fatalistic. Within the trailer park, these two

groups interact socially more than any other groups. Yet given their
differing moral dispositions, they do not work together in solidarity.
Given the even greater differences among the other groups, class
solidarity is unlikely. Nesters gain status by distancing themselves
from the other trailer park residents, and consume symbolically to
enact a middle class lifestyle. The Reluctant Emigrants see trailer
life as a negative symbol of poverty and thus invest little energy in
their home practices and seek to escape the community. All of these
groups differ from the Outcasts for whom the home has little mean-
ing except as a safe place to enact subcultural capital.
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Paper #1: Broadcasting and Narrowcasting: How Audience Size
Impacts What People Share
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Paper #2: Compensatory Communication: Consumer Knowledge
Discrepancies and Knowledge Signaling in Word-of-Mouth

Grant Packard, Wilfrid Laurier University, Canada
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Paper #4: Answering Why: Action and Reaction Explanations
in Word of Mouth
Sarah G. Moore, University of Alberta, Canada

SESSION OVERVIEW

How does the audience shape word of mouth? What audience
characteristics influence what and how people communicate? Most
research on word-of-mouth has focused on its consequences, or how
it influences choice, diffusion, and sales (e.g., Godes and Mayzlin
2004; Chintagunta, Gopinath, and Venkataraman 2010). There has
been less attention, however, to the processes underlying interper-
sonal communication, particularly how the recipient impacts what
people talk about and share. The four papers in this session illustrate
how various aspects of the audience might motivate the speaker to
share different type of content, use different linguistic styles, or pass
on product information in the face of incentives or knowledge dis-
crepancies. All four presentations are working papers with at least
four studies completed.

Barasch and Berger investigate how the mere number of peo-
ple with whom consumers communicate impacts what people share
through shifting sharer focus. They find that talking to a group leads
people to focus on the self and share self-presentational content,
while talking to one person leads people to focus on the audience and
share useful content. Packard and Wooten examine how consumers
compensate for knowledge deficiencies by sharing product informa-
tion with psychologically close (but not distant) audiences. That is,
people engage in compensatory self-enhancement with audiences
that have self-concept relevance (i.e., friends) by sending close oth-
ers positive signals of their consumer knowledge.

Stephen and Lehmann examine the use of incentives to en-
courage transmission of product information to higher-connectivi-
ty friends (i.e., social hubs). Moreover, the authors show that this
mechanism of incentives based on positive externalities (increasing
value with more audience members) can lead to faster information
diffusion. Finally, Moore shows that the use of different explanations
in WOM is determined by what speakers think would be most useful
or helpful for their audience, such that they use more action explana-
tions for utilitarian experiences and more reaction explanations for
hedonic experiences.

Communication requires more than one party; indeed, people
cannot share things without an audience. Together, these papers
highlight the diverse ways in which the audience shapes what and
how people communicate. Given the widespread applicability of the
issues discussed, the session should attract researchers interested not
only in word-of-mouth, communication, and persuasion, but also

self-presentation, utilitarian vs. hedonic experiences, and self-other
trade-offs. In the spirit of the conference theme of “Making a Differ-
ence,” we hope that the practical implications of each presentation
(how to improve social interactions, share more valuable content, or
design effective WOM campaigns), and the diverse approaches to
studying the audience’s influence on word-of-mouth, will generate a
lively and fruitful discussion.

Broadcasting and Narrowcasting: How Audience Size
Impacts What People Share

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Does the mere number of people with whom consumers com-
municate impact what they talk about and share? Some conversa-
tions involve communicating with just one person (narrowcasting),
whereas others involve communicating with many people (broad-
casting). We suggest that audience size will impact communication
by shifting the relative influence of two fundamental word-of-mouth
drivers: self-presentation and helping others.

People disproportionately attend to their own opinions and in-
terests (Kruger 1999), and it is intrinsically rewarding to talk about
the self (Tamir and Mitchell 2012). Indeed, self-disclosure is the
most common topic in human conversation (Emler 1990). Given
that considering others requires time, effort, and motivation (Epley
et al. 2004), broadcasting should do little to move people from their
natural tendency for self-focus, which should boost self-presentation
because people automatically associate themselves with favorable at-
tributes (Paulhus and Levitt 1987).

Narrowcasting, however, should mitigate egocentrism and en-
courage people to focus on others. Thinking about a specific other
makes others more concrete and promotes recognition of a person’s
distinct identity (Alicke and Govorun 2005). Sharing with just one
other person should make the audience more vivid, increasing the at-
tention he or she receives. By increasing other-focus, narrowcasting
should facilitate consideration of the audience member’s perspec-
tive, which should in turn encourage people to “tune” their messages
(Higgins 1999) and share useful content.

Thus, we suggest that broadcasting will lead people to share
more self-presenting content (because of increased self-focus), while
narrowcasting will lead people to share content that is more useful
(because of increased other-focus). The current research tests the
causal impact of audience size by manipulating it directly across four
experiments.

In Study 1, we gave participants a list of imaginary events and
asked them to write a short description of their day for one person
(narrowcasting) or a group of people (broadcasting). Since people
often self-present through distancing the self from negative personal
experiences (Sedikides 1993), we predicted and found that broad-
casting led people to share fewer negative events (#90)=2.50, p=.01)
and reframe the negative events they mentioned in a positive light
(#(90)=-2.16, p<.04).

In Study 2, we controlled for audience closeness by asking par-
ticipants to have short, real conversations with other students in the
lab, either a single partner (narrowcasting) or a small group (broad-
casting). Then, we had 2 coders rate the conversations for negativ-
ity (r=.9). Building on Study 1, we found that broadcasting reduced
negativity (#(179)=-2.73, p<.01). Further, as a preliminary test of
self-focus and other-focus, we found that broadcasting increased the
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usage of first-person singular pronouns (e.g., I, me, #(179)=-2.14,
p=.03), while narrowcasting increased the usage of second-person
pronouns (e.g., you, #(179)=3.38, p<.01).

Study 3 tested the underlying mechanism behind these effects.
In addition to manipulating audience size, we asked half the par-
ticipants to list the name(s) of the people with whom they are shar-
ing, which should have a similar effect as narrowcasting by boosting
other-focus and moderating the effect of audience size. Respondents
were asked how likely they would be to share 8 useful items (e.g., “A
coupon for a discount™), or 15 self-presentation items that were ei-
ther acquisitive or protective (“Just got a good/bad grade on a test”).
Because people are more motivated to avoid bad impressions than to
pursue good ones (Baumeister et al. 2001), we expect the impact on
self-presentation to reveal itself primarily in the avoidance of look-
ing bad (protective self-presentation) rather than the approach of
looking good (acquisitive self-presentation).

An ANOVA revealed a significant Audience Size x Other-focus
interaction on usefulness (F(1,138)=5.65,p<.03), as well as an Audi-
ence Size x Other-focus x Self-presentation interaction, such that the
effect on protective self-presentation was significant (£(1,78)=6.90,
p=-01), but the effect on acquisitive self-presentation was not (F<.1,
p>0.9). As predicted, when participants did not list others’ names,
narrowcasting boosted the sharing of useful content and broadcast-
ing decreased willingness to share things that would make partici-
pants look bad. When participants listed names of the people with
whom they were sharing, however, these differences disappeared.
Making the audience more concrete had an analogous effect to nar-
rowcasting, supporting the notion that audience size effects are driv-
en by changes in sharer focus.

Study 4 tested this mechanism more directly. Respondents
were randomly assigned according to a 2 (Audience size: narrow
vs. broad) x 4 (Content type) between-within-subjects design. We si-
multaneously manipulated the usefulness and self-presenting nature
of the content, asking participants how likely they would be to share
each type of content and how much they were thinking about the self
versus the audience (sharer focus).

As expected, people were always more willing to share useful
content, but this tendency was stronger when people were narrow-
casting (F(1,141)=6.94, p<.01). Similarly, people were always more
willing to share content that made them look good rather than bad,
but this tendency was stronger when broadcasting (F(1,141)=23.97,
p<.001). Consistent with our previous results, while audience size
did not impact participants willingness to share content that made
them look good, broadcasting did reduce participants willingness to
share content that made them look bad. The effects of audience size
on self-presentation and usefulness were both mediated by sharer
focus (95% CI[.03, .65]; 95% CI[-.39,-.03]).

By demonstrating the impact of audience size on communica-
tion and by articulating the underlying role of sender vs. receiver
focus, this research integrates work on the drivers of word-of-mouth
with work on self-other trade-offs to deepen our understanding of
what people share and why. This work contributes to work on the
behavioral drivers of word-of-mouth, interpersonal communication,
and the role of sharer focus.
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Compensatory Communication: Consumer Knowledge
Discrepancies and Knowledge Signaling in Word-of-
Mouth

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

People who believe they are knowledgeable about products
tend to share this knowledge more with others. This tenet is central
to research on word-of-mouth motivation (e.g. Engel et al. 1969; Fe-
ick and Price 1987; Wojnicki and Godes 2012) and consistent with
Gricean maxims—those who believe they are more knowledgeable
should make an appropriately weighted ‘conversational contribu-
tion’ by sharing their knowledge more with others (Grice 1991). A
prediction that follows from this research is that a perceived short-
coming in consumer knowledge should constrain a person’s motiva-
tion to share product information.

While recognizing this possibility, we predict that perceived
deficiencies in consumer knowledge sometimes lead to an increase
rather than a decrease in word-of-mouth transmission. Why might
this occur? Subjective consumer knowledge has been defined as
what or how much a person thinks she presently knows about prod-
ucts (Park et al. 1994). Extending this definition, we propose that
consumer knowledge consequences may be linked not only to a per-
son’s beliefs about their present-state attributes or “actual self,” but
also the “ideal self” they desire to be in the same domain (Markus
and Wurf 1987).

A discrepancy between a person’s perception of their actual
and ideal consumer knowledge (a knowledge discrepancy) may have
significant behavioral consequences (Baumeister 1982). A common
response to self-discrepancies is compensatory self-enhancement,
whereby people work to promote more favorable impressions of
themselves with self-concept relevant audiences (e.g. Swann et al.
1989). Building on prior research on compensatory self-enhance-
ment (e.g. Rucker and Galinsky 2008) and self-concept motivation
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in word-of-mouth (e.g. Berger and Schwartz 2011), we predict that
the desire to produce compensatory signals of higher consumer
knowledge sometimes leads knowledge discrepant individuals to
share more (rather than less) product information. Four studies test
our compensatory communication hypothesis.

Study 1 examined how a measured knowledge discrepancy im-
pacts consumers’ motivations to share product opinions with audi-
ences that differ in self-concept relevance. The relevance of social
relations with psychologically close individuals (i.e. friends) make
them a primary target of self-enhancement, while distant (i.e. anony-
mous) others are likely to hold less self-concept relevance (Baumeis-
ter 1982; Tesser and Campbell 1982). Participants in this study (and
all that follow) were told they would be testing the “Share” button
feature of an online retailer, through which product reviews can be
transmitted to either known or anonymous others. Our analysis re-
vealed that given a psychologically close (but not distant) audience,
a knowledge discrepancy increases the number of product reviews
people intend to write and how many people they wished to share
their reviews with during the study.

Study 2 explored the core effect using a manipulated rather than
measured knowledge discrepancy, and tested for moderation by lay
beliefs in the self-enhancement benefit of sharing word-of-mouth in-
formation (Hennig-Thurau et al 2004). A knowledge discrepancy in
music was manipulated adapting an existing method (e.g. Higgins et
al 1986). Three items captured lay beliefs in the self-enhancement
benefit of sharing product knowledge. Analysis revealed that the ef-
fect of a knowledge discrepancy on the intention to write and share
music reviews was greater for participants with higher beliefs in the
self-enhancing benefits of sharing word-of-mouth.

Study 3 examined the effect in a different product category
(movies) and with different dependent variables. Specifically, we
analyzed the content of participant-written reviews using measures
consistent with attempted audience impression management. We
predicted that review content shared by participants with high (vs.
low) knowledge discrepancies would indicate greater effort to write
the review, include more self-centered content, utilize more complex
language, and be more positive about the product (Schlenker 1980;
Walther 2007). After the discrepancy manipulation, participants
were to share their opinion about the last movie they had seen via
email with a self-concept relevant audience. Multivariate ANOVA
using 11 content-based measures supported all four predictions link-
ing the compensatory communication effect to self-presentation in
general or social displays of knowledge in particular.

In Study 4, we tested whether the compensatory communica-
tion effect was mediated by the negative emotion (dejection) found
in prior examinations of actual:ideal self-discrepancies (e.g. Higgins
1987; Higgins et al. 1986). This study also provided an additional
robustness test by examining discrepancies in consumer knowledge
at a general as opposed to a category-specific level. A discrepancy in
generalized consumer knowledge was manipulated using the same
method as Studies 2-3 (except for dropping the product category
name). Participants were then invited to share their knowledge about
books, music or movies with a self-concept relevant audience in a
manner identical to Study 2. The core compensatory communication
effect was again replicated for both the number of reviews written
and review sharing. Bootstrap analysis confirmed that the specific
emotion linked by prior research to actual:ideal self-discrepancies
mediated the effect of a knowledge discrepancy on intentions to
transmit word-of-mouth.

Conventional wisdom regarding the relationship between word-
of-mouth and consumer knowledge is that the people who talk more
about products do so because they think they know more about them.

By identifying the motivational power of knowledge discrepancies,
this research contributes a more nuanced understanding of how
knowledge beliefs and audience factors motivate word-of-mouth
transmission. We hope this research stimulates new inquiries lever-
aging a more dynamic conception of consumer knowledge, shedding
new light on the link between these beliefs and consumer attitudes
and behaviors.
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Using Incentives to Encourage Word-of-Mouth
Transmissions That Lead To Fast Information Diffusion

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Unlike traditional advertising campaigns or sales promotions,
word-of-mouth (WOM) marketing relies on consumer-to-consumer
interactions to spread awareness, generate interest, and drive sales.
Importantly, not only do marketers hope for positive WOM, they
hope it spreads rapidly. Fast information diffusion is important in
many marketing situations, particularly in competitive environments
and when firms have limited timeframes in which to achieve objec-
tives.

According to prior research, the best way to speed up WOM-
based information diffusion is for firms to target consumers who are
highly connected (i.e., social hubs). Extant research shows that once
information (or a product) is passed on by a social hub diffusion
speeds up because these WOM transmitters have access to more
people than “normal” consumers (Goldenberg et al. 2009; Hinz et al.
2011). However, directly targeting social hubs is not always possible
because they are, by definition, relatively limited in number. Further,
outside of public online social networks such as Twitter, it is difficult
to identify these types of consumers. In light of these problems, it
may often infeasible for marketers to base WOM marketing cam-
paigns on directly targeting hubs.

The current research investigates an approach to WOM market-
ing that circumvents these concerns by not directly targeting higher-
connectivity consumers. Instead, the proposed approach is based
on targeting “normal” consumers who do not have abnormally high
levels of connectivity and finding ways to encourage them to share
the information with their high-connectivity “hub” friends. Five
studies show that this can be achieved through the use of incentive
mechanisms that increase the probability that a targeted consumer
will transmit relevant information via WOM to a receiver friend who
has a higher degree of social connectivity. We show that this leads
to faster information diffusion. Our central hypothesis is that incen-
tives based on positive externalities will increase the likelihood that
a WOM-transmitting consumer will select a receiver with higher
connectivity. When a piece of information has a positive external-
ity, the value of the information to those who possess it increases
with the number of others who possess it. For example, a positive-
externality incentive would increase the amount of discount a trans-
mitter received on a purchase if they spread WOM to more people.
Conversely, a no-externality incentive would be fixed and not vary
with the number of people who received WOM. Transmitting to
more socially connected friends makes sense to a consumer who is
presented with a positive-externality-based incentive because if their
well-connected friend passes on the information more people will
hear about it.

Study 1 tested this hypothesis by examining whether a positive-
externality-based incentive increases the connectivity of a selected
WOM receiver compared to a no-externality incentive in the context
of a discount coupon for Amazon.com. In the positive-externality
condition participants would receive a 50% discount only if the cou-
pon was shared and redeemed by at least 7,500 people over three
days. In the no-externality condition this requirement was removed.
We found that participants were significantly more likely to transmit
the offer information to a high-connectivity friend in the positive-
externality condition than in the no-externality condition (p <.001).

Study 2 considered WOM transmissions in an online review
advice-giving context. Amazon Mechanical Turk (AMT) “workers”
who wrote reviews of AMT were asked to nominate a person with
whom these reviews would be shared, and indicate how socially con-
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nected their chosen receivers were. In the positive-externality condi-
tion a bonus payment was given if their reviews were shared over
100 times over a week. In addition to externality (positive vs. none)
we manipulated how much effort participants put into the review-
writing task (higher/longer task vs. lower/shorter task). We found
that nominated receivers had higher connectivity ratings when a
positive-externality incentive was used, but only when participants
put in higher effort (i.e., were more intrinsically motivated). Thus,
positive-externality incentives only work when transmitters are also
sufficiently intrinsically motivated to see information spread among
others.

Studies 3 and 4 were field experiments designed to replicate
results from studies 1 and 2 in different contexts and with actual
WOM transmissions. Study 3 used a context where transmitters did
not stand to personally benefit from information diffusion. Instead,
a third-party charitable organization stood to benefit by receiving a
sizeable donation if participants’ actual WOM transmissions gener-
ated a large enough number of visits to the charity’s website in a
specified period of time. Study 4 involved a social media startup that
tried to recruit new users with messages designed to elicit a positive-
externality or not. Both field experiments replicated the results from
studies 1 and 2.

Study 5 sought to identify the macro-level outcomes of posi-
tive- versus no-externality incentives for WOM transmissions on in-
formation diffusion speed in a social network using simulations. The
simulation experiment demonstrated that, as theorized, as the prob-
ability of transmitting to a higher-connectivity receiver increases,
diffusion speed also increases.

Overall, these five studies demonstrate that positive informa-
tion externalities can be successfully used to increase the likelihood
that regular WOM-transmitting consumers will select their higher-
connectivity friends as receivers and that this does indeed lead to
faster diffusion processes at the macro level.
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Answering Why: Action and Reaction Explanations in
Word of Mouth

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Word of mouth (WOM), where consumers share information
about experiences with others, is an everyday occurrence that strong-
ly influences consumers (Arndt 1967) and firms (Chevalier and May-
zlin 2006). However, prior work has overlooked a key component
of WOM: its content. While prior work has focused on valence
(Richins 1983), content is key to understanding the impact of WOM
(Godes et al. 2005), as demonstrated in recent work (Schellekens et
al. 2009; Moore 2012). The current paper focuses on when and why
individuals use particular WOM content. We investigate explaining
language as one important type of content; individuals often explain
events and experiences, to reduce uncertainty and manage future
utility (Gilbert, Wilson, and Centerbar 2003).

Prior work shows that the act of explaining influences consum-
ers’ evaluations of their experiences. Due to their primarily emotion-
al nature, explaining dampens evaluations of hedonic experiences,
but, due to their primarily cognitive nature, explaining polarizes
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evaluations of utilitarian experiences (Moore 2012). We extend this
work by examining the role of two types of explanations—action
and reaction explanations (Malle 2006)—in WOM. Action explana-
tions outline why consumers chose experiences or behaved in certain
ways (e.g., [ bought the cookies for a friend). Reaction explanations
outline why consumers felt the way a certain way about experienc-
es (e.g., I liked the cookies because they were chewy). While prior
work has identified actor/observer differences in using these types
of explanations (Malle 2004), we focus on explanations in a WOM
context.

We posit that explanation type in WOM may not be predicted
by actor/observer differences—since the audience is salient, the use
of different explanations may instead be determined by what speak-
ers think would be most helpful for their audience (Grice 1957).
This, in turn, may be determined by product type. For utilitarian ex-
periences, which are instrumental and goal-oriented (cognitive), ac-
tion explanations might be more useful and therefore more common;
for hedonic experiences, which are affective and sensory (emotional;
Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000), reaction explanations might be more
useful and therefore more common. Further, we posit that providing
these explanations will impact speakers (Moore 2012), such that for
utilitarian experiences, only action explanations will polarize evalu-
ations, but for hedonic experiences, only reaction explanations will
dampen evaluations. We examine these predictions in seven studies.

In study 1, we tested audience preferences for different types
of explanations. We provided individuals with constructed reviews
that varied in valence (positive or negative), product type (pretested
as hedonic or utilitarian), and explanation type (action, reaction, or
none). Participants rated reaction explanations as more helpful for
hedonic (restaurant) reviews and action explanations as more helpful
for utilitarian (USB stick) reviews.

We next examined whether speakers (reviewers) were sensitive
to these preferences. In study 2, we collected 200 Amazon.com re-
views. We collected fiction and non-fiction book reviews to repre-
sent hedonic and utilitarian products (confirmed in a pre-test), and
coded each review for its proportion of reaction and action explana-
tions. More action than reaction explanations were provided for non-
fiction (utilitarian) books (e.g., I bought this because it was a best
seller), while more reaction than action explanations were provided
for fiction (hedonic) books (e.g., I loved this book because it was
well-written).

In study 3, we replicated this finding in the lab. Individuals re-
called a recent utilitarian or hedonic purchase that was positive or
negative. They imagined writing an online review or a diary entry,
and rated how likely they were to include sentences that provided
either no explanations, action explanations, or reaction explanations.
Corroborating the Amazon data, regardless of valence, and only in
the public (online review) conditions, individuals were more likely
to include action (reaction) explanations for utilitarian (hedonic)
products.

In studies 4 and 5, we examined how different types of expla-
nations influence speakers. Individuals recalled and wrote about a
recent purchase that varied by valence (positive or negative), product
type (hedonic or utilitarian), and explanation type (action, reaction,
or none). To manipulate explanation type, individuals completed fill
in the blank sentences that varied in terms of the explanation re-

quested. In studies 4a and 4b, individuals wrote about dining out at a
restaurant (hedonic) or purchasing a technology product (utilitarian).
In studies 5a and 5b, to control for product tangibility, all individuals
wrote about a technology product that was either hedonic or utili-
tarian. For positive and negative purchases across all three studies,
compared to not explaining, action explanations polarized individu-
als’ evaluations of utilitarian products, and reaction explanations
dampened individuals’ evaluations of hedonic products.

In sum, we examine WOM content, a critical but understudied
issue in WOM. We focus on explanation type in WOM about hedon-
ic and utilitarian products. We examine when action versus reaction
explanations are preferred by audiences, and show that speakers are
sensitive to these preferences—but sometimes to their detriment, as
providing certain types of explanations can impact speakers’ evalua-
tions of their own purchases.
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SESSION OVERVIEW

Much research has investigated how consumers make dif-
ficult choices (Luce 1998, Nowlis, Dhar and Simonson 2010). To
date, choice difficulty is generally considered a fixed property of
the choice set, determined by the configuration of alternatives and
attribute values. Choices with many alternatives, for instance, are
considered more difficult than those with less alternatives (Iyengar
and Lepper 2000), and choices between alignable attributes are con-
sidered easier than choices between non-alignable attributes (Zhang
and Markman 2001). More recent research has begun to explore the
notion that choosing from the same choice set can be perceived as
more or less difficult based on consumer or situation-specific char-
acteristics (Schrift et al. 2011; Sela and Berger 2012). The papers in
this session further this line of inquiry by examining incidental fac-
tors that affect choice difficulty and consequently choice incidence.

Paper 1 (Etkin and Pocheptsova) will open the discussion by ex-
ploring effects incidental positive mood on choice difficulty. While
prior research has emphasized the benefits of positive mood for a
wide range of outcomes, this research shows positive mood can actu-
ally make choice seem more difficult. The authors demonstrate that
when choice evokes tradeoffs, positive mood increases perceived
differences between choice options, which increases choice diffi-
culty and the incidence of deferral.

Consumers’ experience of choice difficulty also depends on
the amount of cognitive effort expended prior to choice. Paper 2
(Goldsmith and Hamilton) shows that evaluating low (vs. high) fit
brand extensions prior to choice actually decreases the incidence of
deferral. The authors argue that reconciling low (vs. high) fit brand
extensions requires more cognitive resources and promotes a more
abstract style of thinking, thereby decreasing decision difficulty. To-
gether with the results from paper 1, these findings expand under-
standing of how factors incidental to choice can nevertheless impact
experiences of difficulty.

Papers 3 and 4 further enrich our understanding of how inciden-
tal factors influence choice difficulty by exploring novel pathways
through which such difficulty may be resolved. Paper 3 (Cho et al.)
explores the impact of distractions on choice difficulty. The authors

show being distracted while making a choice increases the likeli-
hood that consumers choose consistently with their conscious focal
goal. Distractions bolster the importance of the focal goal, thereby
increasing adherence. Paper 4 (Danilowitz et al.) illustrates a final
counter-intuitive relationship between incidental states and difficult
decisions. Whereas previous literature has largely argued that feel-
ings of conflict are associated with increased choice difficulty and
greater choice deferral, this paper suggests that priming incidental
conflict instead decreases choice deferral. The authors show priming
conflict increases the systematic processing of choice information,
which allows people to directly confront conflict and results in in-
creased choice.

Together, four papers offer novel and surprising insights into
how incidental factors influence consumers’ experience of choice
difficulty and choice deferral. In doing so, these papers demonstrate
a series of important effects that will be of interest to a wide range of
ACR attendees, including those interested in choice, mood, resource
depletion, brands, and goals.

When Being Happy Makes Choice Harder

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Being in a positive mood confers a wide range of benefits on
consumers. Positive affect enhances creativity (Isen et al. 1985), pro-
motes self-control (Aspinwall 1998; Ragunathan and Trope 2002),
and generally leads to successful outcomes (Lyubomirsky et al.
2005). Based on these findings, one might expect positive mood to
have beneficial impact on choice processes. In contrast, we propose
that positive mood will at times make choice more difficult, increas-
ing the incidence of choice deferral.

We base our propositions on prior work showing that positive
mood increases context dependence, or adoption of situation-specific
processing cues (Murray et al. 1990; Hunsinger, et al. 2011; Show-
ers and Canter 1985). Although positive mood has been primarily
shown to enhance focus on inter-item similarities (Isen and Daubman
1984; Isen et al. 1985; Lee and Sternthal 1999), in situations that cue
consumers to focus on differences, positive mood instead increases
perceived inter-item differences (Murray et al. 1999; Showers and
Canter 1985). For example, Murray et al. (1990) demonstrated that
participants in a positive mood identified more similarities between
items when prompted to focus on similarities, but also identified
more differences when prompted to focus on differences.

We posit that when choice involves tradeoffs, positive mood
will spontaneously lead consumers to focus on differences between
choice options. When consumers are faced with tradeoffs, they
engage in comparison processes aimed at resolving this conflict
(Brenner et al. 1999; Gilbert et al. 1995; Tversky 1977). Though
choice options may be compared in terms of similarity or dissimilar-
ity (Gati and Tversky 1984; Medin et al. 1993; Tversky 1977), an
emphasis on unique or different features is the norm (Brenner et al.
1999; Dhar and Sherman 1996). We thus expect a differences cue
to be salient when consumers make choices that involve tradeoffs.
Positive mood, then, should lead consumers to more readily adopt
this differences focus, increasing their perceptions of differences be-
tween choice options. Perceiving more differences between choice
options, in turn, increases choice difficulty by making inter-item
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comparisons more difficult (Iyengar and Lepper 2000). As a result,
we expect positive mood will increase consumers’ perceptions of
choice difficulty for choices with tradeoffs, making them more likely
to defer choice entirely.

We test our propositions in four studies. In a pilot study, we
used a word-prime task to manipulate positive vs. neutral mood
(adapted from Pyon and Isen 2011) and presented participants with
a set of three physician options, designed in such a way as to require
tradeoffs when making a choice (adapted from Schrift, et al. 2011).
Half of participants chose a physician option while the remaining
half rated the attractiveness of each physician option. Next, we asked
all participants to rate their perceptions of differences between the
three physician options [1-7]. As we predicted, positive mood in-
creased perceived differences between the physician options when
participants were confronted with tradeoffs (i.e., they had to make
a choice; Mpos =4.89, Mneg =4.26; F(1, 78) =3.31, p = .07), but not
when they merely rated the options (MpOS =448, Mneg =475, F<1).
Consistent with prior findings, this reversal suggests in the absence
of a cue to focus on differences, positive mood spontaneously leads
individuals to focus on similarities.

Study 1 uses a different tradeoff manipulation to provide fur-
ther support for our propositions. We manipulated positive vs. nega-
tive mood using pre-tested video clips and then asked participants
to imagine they were taking a trip for work or for pleasure. We con-
structed a set of flight options such that choosing required tradeoffs
when the trip was for pleasure but not for work. As expected, be-
ing in a positive mood increased perceived differences between the
flight options when choosing required tradeoffs (i.e., when the trip
was for fun; MpOS =4.80, Mneg =4.26; F(1, 156) = 4.70, p < .05), but
decreased perceived differences when choosing did not require trad-
eoffs (i.e., the trip was for work; Mpos =4.33, ]Mncg =4.88; F(1, 156)
=5.04, p <.05).

Studies 2 and 3 extend our investigation by considering conse-
quences of focusing on differences between choice options. In study
2 we manipulated mood as in the pilot study and asked participants
to choose a task they would like to complete for pay. In one set (no
tradeoffs), there was an asymmetrically dominating task option,
whereas in the other set (tradeoffs required), there was not (adapted
from Sela and Berger 2012). We measured participants’ interest in
deferring on a 7-point scale. As predicted, being in a positive mood
increased interest in deferral when choosing required tradeoffs M,
=5.02, M, =420; F(1, 180)=3.87, p=.05). The opposite occurred
when participants chose from the set that did not require tradeoffs
M,,,=3.73, M, =4.54; F(1, 180) = 4.02, p <.05).

Study 3 replicated our findings in a field study. We intercepted
students at a University food court, administered a word-prime mood
manipulation (the alleged main study) and then in thanks, asked
them to choose a $10 gift-card to one of four local restaurants. This
choice required participants to make tradeoffs among seven attri-
butes (e.g., distance from campus, wait time for food, size of menu,
etc.). We gave participants the option to defer immediate choice in
favor of choosing later online. Results show being in a positive mood
increased participants’ propensity to defer choice (MPOS = 11.54%,
Mneg = 0%; x*> = 3.89, p < .05). That no participants in the negative
mood condition chose to defer choice makes the higher incidence in
the positive mood condition all the more remarkable.

In sum, we demonstrate positive mood can negatively influence
choice, exacerbating consumers’ perceptions of differences between
choice options and increasing deferral. Our findings contribute to
extant research on positive mood as well as choice difficulty, demon-
strating mood is an important factor to consider when investigating
choice processes.

The Cognitive and Behavioral Consequences of
Considering Low-Fit Brand Extensions

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Launching new products is a risky and expensive endeavor. Ac-
cordingly, many firms attempt to mitigate this risk by introducing
new offerings under existing brand names. A great deal of academic
research has explored the factors that affect consumers’ likelihood
of accepting these brand extensions, finding that the perceived “fit”
between the extension and the brand is a critical factor in predict-
ing consumer interest (Aaker and Keller 1990). However, in today’s
uncertain economy, many firms seek to maximize leverage from suc-
cessful brands by broadening the scope of their product lines beyond
exclusively high-fit extensions. This raises the question: How does
having low-fit extensions in the marketplace affect consumers?

While recent research has begun to explore the factors that in-
crease acceptance of low-fit extensions (e.g., Meyvis, Goldsmith and
Dhar 2012), little work to date has explored the consequences that
such brand extensions might have for consumers. For example, if
Crest, an oral care brand, were to introduce a line of facial products
(e.g., moisturizer), how might consumers’ experience of evaluating
such products differ as compared to evaluating products that were
higher in fit (e.g., Crest gum)? Although one could argue that of-
fering a wider array of brand extensions only benefits consumers
by way of increasing variety (Kahneman, Wakker, and Sarin 1997),
we propose that the presence of low-fit brand extensions may lead
to unique consequences. Specifically, we predict that when the fit
between the brand and the extension is low, evaluating such products
will result in regulatory depletion as well as a shift towards more ab-
stract processing. Further, we argue that these cognitive shifts have
downstream implications for choice confidence, choice difficulty
and choice deferral.

We draw from the literature on brand extensions (e.g., Perac-
chio and Tybout 1996) to propose that when the there is a poor fit
between a brand and an extension, evaluating such products requires
expending more effort and can deplete consumers of the executive
resources necessary for successful self-regulation (e.g., Baumeister
et al. 1998). We test this prediction across a series of experiments.
For example, in Experiment 1 all participants evaluated a series of
brand extensions, which were either high in fit (e.g., McDonald’s
BBQ sauce) or low in fit (e.g., Mrs. Field’s BBQ sauce) with the
parent brand. Next all participants were given an unsolvable puzzle,
as persistence on impossible tasks has previously been used to test
depletion effects (Wan and Sternthal 2008). In line with our pre-
dictions, participants exerted less effort on the task (showing more
depletion) after evaluating the low-fit brand extensions. Those in the
low-fit condition spent less time on the task than those in the high-
fit condition (M, =174 seconds vs. Mhigh =376 seconds; p<.05).
In subsequent experiments, we demonstrate boundary conditions
for this effect that provide support for our process. Specifically, we
show that when consumers are not motivated to reconcile the brand
and the extension, these effects do not occur. We provide convergent
evidence for the observed depletion effect by showing that decision
confidence also erodes after consumers evaluate low-fit brand exten-
sions (Hamilton et al. 2010; scale: 1-not at all confident to 9-ex-
tremely confident; M, .=5.9 vs. M,,.:=6.5; p<.05).

Having demonstrated that evaluating low-fit extensions leads
to self-regulatory depletion across a series of experiments with con-
vergent dependent measures, we argue that what makes the effect of
evaluating low-fit brand extensions on self-regulatory depletion par-
ticularly interesting is that the same manipulation can also promote
more abstract processing, a factor often shown to counteracts deple-



tion effects (e.g., Wan and Agrawal 2011). We base this prediction on
findings from construal level theory, which demonstrate that higher-
level, more abstract construals allow consumers to find connections
between disparate stimuli (e.g., Trope and Liberman 2003). We add
to this work by testing if this effect is bi-directional. Specifically,
in Experiment 5 we explore if prompting consumers to find con-
nections between disparate stimuli (e.g., by evaluating low-fit brand
extensions) promotes more abstract construals. We have participants
evaluate a series of extensions that are either high or low in fit, then
having them complete a task traditionally used to assess differenc-
es in levels of construal (a modified behavioral identification task;
Meyvis, Goldsmith and Dhar 2012). We find that those who first
evaluated low-fit brand extensions were significantly more likely to
identify behaviors in abstract terms than those who first evaluated
high-fit extensions (M, .=5.6 vs. M, =48, p<.05).

Having shown that evaluating low-fit brand extensions can
promote more abstract processing, our final experiment tests for im-
plications this might have on consumer choice. Prior work has sug-
gested, although never directly demonstrated, that abstract process-
ing should reduce choice deferral by decreasing decision difficulty
(Kim and Dhar 2007). We test this by manipulating if consumers
first evaluate high vs. low fit brand extensions then presenting them
with an unrelated choice task that includes the option to defer choice
(Dhar 1997). In line with our prediction, participants in the low-fit
condition were significantly more likely to make a choice (less likely
to defer choice) than those in the high-fit condition (choice deferral:
P +=32% vs. P =48 %, p<.05). In support of our process, we
find this effect does not occur when consumers are not motivated to
reconcile the brand with the extension.

Taken together, these results suggest that evaluating low fit
brand extensions can have cognitive consequences for consumers
both in terms of self-regulatory depletion (Experiments 1 — 4) and
level of processing (Experiments 5 and 6). We discuss how these
results extend the research on schema congruity, self-regulatory
depletion and construal level theory. Because most if not all prior
brand extension research has been from the perspective of the firm,
we believe our findings offer novel insights into the effects that vary-
ing brand extension fit can have on consumers. We conclude with a
discussion of the practical implications for these findings.

Distractions: Friend or Foe in the Pursuit of Conscious
and Nonconscious Goals?

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

We have all had the experience of going to a coffee shop with
the intent of working, but becoming distracted: the loud conversa-
tion at the next table, the music, the sunny weather outside, or even
the desire to buy and eat a red velvet cupcake. How might these
different types of distractions affect your goal to work? Will the
consequences differ depending on whether your goal is conscious
or nonconscious?

Conscious and nonconscious goals are generally believed
to lead to similar processes and outcomes (e.g. Bargh et al. 2001;
Chartrand and Bargh 1996). More recently, however, research is
examining how the two types of goals may differ (Gollwitzer, Parks-
Stamm, and Oettingen 2009). Our research posits that the pursuit of
conscious and nonconscious goals diverges when faced with distrac-
tions. Consistent with the view that there is a limited pool of cogni-
tive resources (Kruglanski et al. 2002), when a focal goal is faced
with a distraction, the motivated response can be to protect the goal
and protect the cognitive resources. We propose that because the
activation and pursuit of conscious goals require cognitive resources
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(Kruglanski et al. 2002), introducing a distraction that threatens to
compete for those resources will increase the importance of the goal
and as a result, increase goal adherence. The activation and pursuit of
nonconscious goals, however, require very few cognitive resources
(Bargh and Barndollar 1996), such that distractions are not perceived
as a threat that requires a response. We hypothesize, therefore, that
distractions will enhance the accessibility and pursuit of a conscious
goal, but have no effect on a nonconscious goal. Furthermore, we
examine the effect that different types of distractions will have on the
pursuit of conscious and nonconscious goals. As a key component
of our theorizing involves the consumption of cognitive resources
by a goal, and the subsequent threat posed to those resources by a
distraction, we expect that the increase in goal pursuit will be further
moderated by the extent to which the distractions consume cognitive
resources. More specifically, we hypothesize that the nature of the
distraction will moderate the effect of distractions on goal pursuit.
We test these hypotheses in a series of three experiments.

In Study 1, we demonstrate our main proposition that distrac-
tions can increase adherence to a conscious focal goal, but not to a
nonconscious focal goal. The study was a 2 (Focal goal: conscious
health goal vs. nonconscious health goal) X 2 (Distraction: travel
goal prime vs. none) between-participants design. Participants first
completed the focal goal prime task, then were presented with a
distraction task or not. Next, they chose between two magazines:
healthy living versus desserts. As expected, we find that among par-
ticipants primed with the conscious health goal, those who faced a
distraction were more likely to choose the healthy living magazine
compared to those who did not (83% vs. 69%; p =.05). Choice share
of the healthy living magazine did not differ among those primed
with a nonconscious health goal (73% vs. 72%).

Study 2 measures the influence that distractions have on the
accessibility of focal goals. Study 2 was a 2 (Focal goal: conscious
academic goal vs. nonconscious academic goal) X 2 (Distraction:
environment goal vs. filler task) between-participants design. As in
Study 1, participants first completed the goal prime and then com-
pleted the distraction or filler task. Participants were then given a
word search task and instructed to find 9 hidden words. Ten of the
hidden words were academic goal-related words, while the other 10
were neutral words. The notion here is that the more (less) acces-
sible the focal academic goal is, participants would find more (fewer)
academic goal-related words. Consistent with our prediction, par-
ticipants with the conscious academic goal found more goal-related
words in the presence of a distraction (i.e. environment goal) than
not (i.e. filler task; M . =5.03 vs. M =4.46,p=.05). There
was no difference among the participants with the nonconscious aca-
demic goal (M . =4.85vs. M =4.69). Taken together, these
findings suggest that 1) conscious and nonconscious goals differ
when faced with distractions such as alternative goals and 2) distrac-
tions not only activate shielding mechanisms of inhibition, which
decrease the accessibility of alternative goals (Goschke and Dreis-
bach 2008; Shah, Friedman, and Kruglanski 2002), but also actually
increase the pursuit and accessibility of conscious focal goals.

Study 3 tests the underlying process that distractions increase
conscious focal goal pursuit by increasing goal importance. It also
specifies the type of distraction that will produce this effect. In par-
ticular, we compare the effect that a resource consuming distrac-
tion—a conscious competing goal—would have against a distraction
that is less resource consuming—a nonconscious competing goal on
focal goal importance. We expect that a conscious competing goal
will be perceived as a resource threatening distracter that will elicit a
bolstering of the importance of the focal goal, while a nonconscious
competing goal will not. As predicted, participants in the conscious
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academic goal conditions reported higher importance of the goal to

study when there was a threatening distracter (i.e. a conscious goal

distracter) compared to when there was a non-threatening distracter

(i.e. nonconscious goal distracter; M, =8.60vs. M . = =7.60,p

<.05). There were no differences across the nonconscious academic

goal conditions on importance of the goal to study (M , = 7.22 vs.
non-threat = 740)

These findings contribute to the existing literature on goal pur-
suit by demonstrating that the pursuit of conscious and nonconscious
goals diverge in the presence of distractions. Furthermore, our find-
ings suggest that distractions can have the ironic effect of facilitating
the pursuit of conscious goals.

The Positive Consequences of Conflict: When a Conflict
Mindset Facilitates Choice

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Conflict is generally thought of as aversive, associated with
depression, neuroticism and illness (Emmons & King, 1988), de-
creased task performance (Shah & Kruglanski, 2002), and impaired
decision making. In contrast to this modal and intuitive view, we
propose that conflict can also be beneficial. We test our proposal by
examining the effects of incidental conflict on people’s willingness
to make a decision. Extensive research on decision-making suggests
that integral choice conflict increases deferral (Anderson, 2003; Iy-
engar & Lepper, 2000; Luce, 1998). In contrast we argue that inci-
dental exposure to conflict activates a mindset that in turn facilitates
decision making and increases choice likelihood. A conflict mindset
brings with it the procedural benefits of coping with conflict without
the associated costs such as negative affect (Luce, Bettman & Payne,
1999) or stress (Lazarus, 1993).

In the current paper we activate conflict outside of awareness by
priming conflicting goals, and look for increased choice in domains
unrelated to the primed conflict. Our main proposition is that expo-
sure to conflict activates a conflict mindset, which leads to more sys-
tematic processing of subsequent, difficult choices. This assumption
is in line with prior research indicating people who proactively work
to resolve choice conflict systematically consider more available
information (Janis & Mann, 1977) and take longer to decide (Bett-
man, Johnson, Luce & Payne, 1993). We propose that as a result of
this systematic processing of choice information, people in a conflict
mindset are more likely to resolve conflict and make choices. This
is consistent with the notion that people choose more often when
preference uncertainty is reduced (Dhar and Simonson 2003). Four
experiments test our propositions.

In experiment 1, participants were randomly assigned to one
of three conditions: Healthy/Indulge Conflict; Career/Socialize
Conflict, or Control (no conflict). Our priming manipulation was a
lexical decision task where participants indicated if the letters on
the screen formed a word (21 trials) or a non-word (14 trials). In
each of the Conflict conditions, 7 of the words related to one goal
(e.g., fitness), 7 related to the conflicting goal (e.g., chocolate). Par-
ticipants then made two choices (apartments, cell phones), which
included a standard deferral option (Dhar 1997). Finally, participants
were probed for awareness. As predicted, participants in the Conflict
conditions were more likely to make a choice than those in Control
M =T3%vs. M =62%, p<.04). There were no differences
between condition on any awareness measure, for any study reported
here (all ps>.1).

In experiment 2 we test our proposed process using two mark-
ers of systematic processing: longer decision times, and consider-
ation of more information (Bettman et. al., 1993; Janis and Mann

1977). We capture these process measures using a program similar
to Mouselab (Johnson et al., 1991) and test if systematic informa-
tion processing mediates the effect of conflict on choice likelihood.
Student participants were brought into the lab and primed with either
a Study/Party Conflict or Control (no conflict) using the same lexi-
cal decision task as Experiment 1. They then made choices, which
included a deferral option. The computer recorded the time spent
on each choice and the amount of information viewed. Participants
in the Conflict condition were more likely to choose one of the op-
tions than those in Control, M . =82% vs. M = 71%, p <.05.
Conflict primed participants tended to take more time to make their
decision F(1,78) =3.4, p = .06, and viewed more information F(1,
394) = 4.5, p <.05. To test our proposed process, decision time and
information viewed were entered into a serial bootstrap model for
multiple mediators (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). There was a signifi-
cant and positive path indicating that conflict increases the amount
of information searched, which increases decision time and results in
greater choice (95%CI=.001, .088) .

Experiment 3 tested a boundary condition and rules out an al-
ternative explanation. Our mindset theory predicts that the conflict
prime should facilitate resolution of subsequent difficult choices, but
should not increase persistence on a non-choice task. In addition, we
have proposed that it is the conflict mindset, and not the activation
of a single goal, that brings about our effects. Using the same lexi-
cal decision task describe above, participants completed a Control,
Contflict (career vs. socialize), or Single Goal (career only) priming
manipulation. Half the participants made 2 choices identical to those
in Experiment 2 (Album, Theater), while the other half completed a
non-choice, persistence task in which they rated as many pictures as
they liked before choosing to stop (adapted from Vohs & Heather-
ton, 2000). As before Conflict participants were more likely to make
choices than Control participants, M, .. =86%,M__  =75%,p<.04.
However, as predicted, Conflict and Control participants persisted at
a similar rate on a filler task, completing the same number of items,
M, . =141, M =128, p>.61, interaction: F(1, 200)=4.3, p<.04.
Finally we do not find evidence to support a single goal priming
explanation for the increase in choice resolution, as Conflict partici-
pants were more likely to make a choice than participants in Control
and the participants who were primed with just a Single Goal, M___.
=86%, ’Mcomml=75%’ A/[singlegoal =76%, p <.05.

In Experiment 4 we sought to conceptually replicate our find-
ings using another common choice scenario: preference for an ex-
treme option in a three item compromise choice set. We hypothesize
people will be more likely to choose an extreme option after being
primed with conflicting goals. As predicted, Conflict (vs. Control)
participants were more likely to resolve the choice by selecting an
extreme option, M. =55.1%, M =41.1%, p<.02.

The negative consequences of choice conflict are well docu-
mented (Emmons and King 1988, Riediger and Freund 2004). This
research examines whether a conflict mindset can have positive con-
sequences, and suggests that the traditional view of conflict as caus-
ing a paralytic flight from difficult choices may not tell the whole

story.
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SESSION OVERVIEW

Anthropomorphism occurs when people imbue nonhuman
agents (e.g. their pets) with humanlike characteristics, motivations,
intentions, or emotions. In marketing, companies often aid this
process of anthropomorphism by creating human-like representations
of their brands (e.g., the Michelin Man). Consumers are also known
to anthropomorphize brands (Delbaere, McQuarrie, and Phillips
2011; Puzakova, Kwak, and Rocereto 2012). However, the unique
effect of each of these is unknown as is the interaction of the two.
This special session attempts to answer this question. In doing so, it
advances our understanding of anthropomorphism in the marketing
context. The four papers offer new insights on the antecedents
and consequences of product anthropomorphism, document novel
effects of anthropomorphizing a product on consumer behavior, and
examine the mechanisms underlying these effects. This session has
implications for brand positioning, advertising, consumer well-being
and self-control.

The four papers focus on how anthropomorphism influences
consumer behavior and contribute to the literature from different
perspectives. First, Chen, Sengupta and Adaval use amotivation-based
framework to examine the antecedents of brand anthropomorphism.
They show that sociality and effectance motivation prompt
consumers to humanize brands and endow them with different
personalities. The personality traits that brands are endowed with are
often those that alleviate the underlying motivational needs. They
also provide implications for brand positioning by showing that
consumers with salient sociality (effectance) motivations indicate
higher willingness to pay when a brand emphasizes a sociality
(functionality) positioning. While the first paper documents the novel
antecedents of brand anthropomorphism, the next two papers stress

the consequences of anthropomorphizing products on consumer
preference. Chen, Wan and Levy examine how consumers respond to
products communicated in an anthropomorphic manner as a function
of their psychological state of being socially excluded or included.
They show that experiencing social exclusion increases consumers’
preference for anthropomorphized products, because these products
are perceived to provide an opportunity for social re-affiliation. Their
studies further demonstrate that this effect is diminished when the
brand exhibits a tough personality, which signals higher chance of
future rejection. Hsieh et al. take a different perspective to examine
different types of anthropomorphism in marketing communication
and their impact on consumer decision. Their studies reveal that
consumers with an interdependent self-construal are more likely to
purchase a brand that is anthropomorphized as a partner (vs. servant).
This effect occurs because partner brands exhibit an intention to
cooperate, which is consistent with the goals of the interdependent
self. Finally, Hur, Koo and Hofmann document negative effects of
anthropomorphizing products. They find that anthropomorphizing
tempting products hampers consumer self-control, because
consumers are less likely to identify self-control conflicts, leading to
higher chance to indulge in temptations.

Despite the fact that anthropomorphism is pervasive in marketing
communication, scholarly research about how anthropomorphism
influences consumer behavior is still at an early stage. The proposed
session will advance our understanding of the antecedents and
consequences of product and brand anthropomorphism and the
process by which consumers anthropomorphize products. By
offering new insights and implications, we believe that the special
session will stimulate discussion and future research on how to better
understand the motivations underlying anthropomorphism and its
consequences.

The Effects of Anthropomorphization on Brand
Personality Perceptions: A Motivational Account

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Anthropomorphism refers to the tendency that people have to
imbue nonhuman agents with humanlike characteristics, motiva-
tions, intentions, or emotions (Epley, Waytz, and Cacioppo 2007).
Past research suggests that consumers humanize objects such as
brands when they have access to human-like knowledge structures
while making brand judgments (Aggarwal and McGill 2007; Kim
and McGill 2011). In contrast to the cognitive perspective (i.e., the
influence of salient knowledge structures) that informs most of the
extant consumer literature in this area, the present research draws
on recent findings in psychology (Epley et al. 2007) to provide a
motivational account of anthropomorphism. This perspective argues
that the salience of certain motivations (e.g., a need for sociality and
a need for control or effectance over one’s environment) facilitates
the process of anthropomorphism. We apply Epley et al.’s framework
to a marketing context and, more importantly, advance the original
conceptualization by merging it with relevant insights from the brand
personality literature (e.g., Aaker 1997; Aaker, Vohs, and Mogilner
2010). Specifically, we argue that while sociality and effectance mo-
tives both lead consumers to humanize a brand, they differ in the type
of human-like traits that the brand is endowed with. We further posit
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that these different antecedents of brand humanizing have distinct
consequences on the effectiveness of brand positioning strategies.

Our conceptualization is based on the idea that different under-
lying motivations (such as the desire for sociality arising out of feel-
ings of loneliness or the desire for effectance arising out feelings of
not being in control) should yield different brand personality percep-
tions. Based on the idea of motivated perception (Balcetis and Dun-
ning 2006; Changizi and Hall 2001), we hypothesize that the specific
motivation that causes consumers to humanize a brand should lead
them to endow the brand with the particular human-like trait that
can alleviate the underlying need. According to Aaker (1997; Aaker
et al. 2010) consumers humanize brands along distinct personality
dimensions, such as excitement, competence, sincerity, etc. Con-
sider, for instance, two such brand personality traits: “warmth” and
“dependability”. Our theorizing predicts that consumers for whom
a sociality motivation has been made salient — e.g., via chronic or
momentarily induced loneliness —will think of the brand as a “warm”
person because doing so will help to alleviate loneliness. Therefore,
when compared to a baseline condition in which no such motiva-
tion has been made salient, those with a sociality motivation should
rate the brand higher on warmth but should show no difference in
dependability perceptions. The reverse should be true for consumers
with an effectance motivation, made salient either through chronic
or momentarily induced need for control. By thinking of the brand
as a “dependable” person, such consumers will be able to satisfy
their need for control. Accordingly, compared to a baseline condition
where no such motivation is salient, consumers with an effectance
motivation should rate the target brand higher on dependability — but
not on warmth.

Results from four studies provide convergent support for these
arguments, and their implications. Study 1 examined the basic prop-
osition that high sociality or effectance motivation can increase a
person’s tendency to humanize a brand. Participants first recalled a
personal experience that made them feel lonely (inducing a sociality
motive) or helpless (inducing an effectance motive). A third, base-
line condition, did not induce any such motive. Then, all participants
were asked to draw a picture of an unknown brand. The brand was
endowed with more human-like features given a salient sociality or
effectance motivation relative to the baseline condition.

In Study 2, participants first went through the same motivation
manipulation as in study 1. Next, they were exposed to an unknown
brand and were asked to indicate their perception of brand personal-
ity along three dimensions — warmth, dependability, and outdoorsy
(which was assessed as a control dimension). As predicted, lonely
(helpless) participants perceived the unknown brand to be warmer
(more dependable) than those in the baseline condition. No differ-
ences were obtained for the control “outdoorsy” dimension. Study
3 was identical to study 2 but replicated the above findings using
an open-ended measure in which participants spontaneously listed
human-like adjectives that best described the brand.

Finally, Study 4 both reinforced and built on our conceptu-
alization to examine a key consequence of anthropomorphization,
relating to the effectiveness of brand positioning. If an underlying
motivational need is met by a brand humanizing exercise, it should
remove the need to humanize a subsequent brand, rendering moti-
vational appeals for that brand ineffective. To test this, participants’
salient motivation (sociality/effectance/baseline) was manipulated
as before. Next, they were exposed to either a brand humanizing
task, or a geography task. The former task offered an opportunity
for participants to satisfy their salient motivational need through the
brand humanization, but the latter task did not. For the latter partici-
pants therefore, the initial motivation should remain salient. Next,

all participants were asked to evaluate a different product from the
one that they had previously humanized — a smart phone calendar
application called MyCalendar. This was described either as a great
social (functional) app that facilitates the user’s social (work). The
key dependent variable was willingness-to-pay (WTP) for this ap-
plication. Results revealed a three-way interaction involving motiva-
tion, opportunity to humanize, and brand positioning on WTP. As
expected, when participants had completed a brand humanization
task prior to the calendar evaluation task, their sociality/effectance
motivations were satisfied. Consequently, participants” WTP esti-
mates for MyCalendar were not influenced by brand positioning. In
contrast, the geography task had presumably left participants’ so-
ciality/ effectance motivations unfulfilled and these should remain
salient while performing the calendar evaluation task. In accord,
lonely participants indicated higher WTP when the ad for MyCal-
endar emphasized a sociality vs. a functionality positioning, with a
reverse pattern obtaining for helpless participants. All effects were
significant at p <.05.

In sum, this research uses a motivational-based framework to
provide a new look at both the antecedents and consequences of
brand anthropomorphism. In doing so, we advance basic theoretical
knowledge regarding the processes underlying brand anthropomor-
phism and offer insights into the brand personality literature.

Is She My New Friend? The Effect of Social Exclusion on
Consumer Preference for Anthropomorphized Products

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Anthropomorphism, defined as the tendency of seeing human
characteristics in non-human agents (Epley, Waytz, and Cacioppo
2007), is often used in marketing communications. For example,
marketers might create a human representation for its brand (e.g.,
the Energizer Man), or use human terms to describe products’
features in advertising. Past research has suggested that one major
motivation for people to anthropomorphize is the desire for social
affiliation (Epley et al. 2007). For instance, Epley et al. (2008)
found that participants who were primed to feel lonely, compared
with those in fear or control conditions, were more likely to describe
their pets using supportive anthropomorphic traits. However, it is not
clear how experiencing social exclusion, the state of being cut off,
ignored, or isolated by other individuals or social groups (Baumeister
et al. 2005; Williams 2007), will influence consumers’ preference for
products communicated in an anthropomorphic manner. The current
research examines this question.

Research in branding has suggested that people can form
relationships with products in a similar way to how they form
relationships with other people (Fournier 1998). Thus, when
socially excluded consumers see human characteristics in the
product, they may show more interest because connecting with the
anthropomorphized product represents an opportunity for social
affiliation. One’s interest in connecting with the product should
be exhibited in their product attitudes. Therefore, we predict that
socially excluded consumers, compared with socially included
consumers, will exhibit greater preferences for anthropomorphized
products, but not for non-anthropomorphized products.

However, excluded persons are needy but vulnerable (Maner
et al. 2007). They desire new social affiliation, but also want to
protect themselves from being rejected again. Downey and Feldman
(1996) found that people highly sensitive to rejection tended to
avoid social interactions and had more hostile intentions towards
others who they believe might reject them. These findings suggest
that excluded consumers may not exhibit greater preference for the



anthropomorphized products if the product is imbued with human
characteristics that imply the possibility of rejection. Some brand
personalities (Aaker 1997) may represent good opportunities for
social affiliation while others may not. For example, a friendly
personality depicts a kind and approachable image, whereas tough
personality describes a less approachable image. Since excluded
consumers would be reluctant to approach people with a tough
personality due to the fear of being rejected again, we expect
that these consumers would have similar reaction towards tough
anthropomorphized products. Seeing the product with tough brand
personality is expected to reduce their interest in having a relationship
with the product. This prediction is consistent with Epley et al.’s
(2008) finding that excluded participants did not describe their
pets using non-supportive anthropomorphic traits (e.g., devious)
more than participants in fear or control conditions. Therefore,
we hypothesize that social exclusion will increase preferences for
anthropomorphized brands that represent a friendly personality, but
not a tough personality.

Empirical results from three studies support our hypotheses.
Study 1 employs a 3 (social exclusion vs. social inclusion vs. control)
x 2 (anthropomorphism: human vs. object) between-subjects design.
Participants first recalled a recent experience in which they felt social
excluded, socially included, or a control condition in which they
were shopping in the supermarket. Then they were instructed to do
an ostensibly unrelated product survey in which an energizer battery
was presented for evaluation. The battery was communicated either
in human form (i.e., the energizer man image with a first person
introduction) or in object form (i.e., the pure object image with a
third person introduction). As predicted, excluded participants,
compared with those in inclusion and control conditions, provided
more favorable evaluations of an anthropomorphized battery, but not
a non-anthropomorphized battery.

Study 2 tested the moderating effect of brand personality on
excluded consumers’ attitude towards anthropomorphized products. A
2 (social exclusion: exclusion vs. inclusion) x 2 (anthropomorphism:
human vs. object) x 2 (brand personality: friendly vs. tough)
between-subjects design was employed. Participants first performed
a ball-tossing game online (Williams, Cheung and Choi 2000) that
manipulated social exclusion. Exclusion participants received far
less ball tosses from their partners than included participants did.
After completing the game, participants completed an ostensibly
irrelevant product survey in which they were asked to evaluate a
clock, which was presented either in first person with human facial
features, or in third person without human facial features. The clock
was described visually and verbally as either friendly or tough in its
personality. As expected, results in friendly conditions replicate the
finding in study 1, and this effect is diminished in tough conditions,
supporting the moderating role of brand personality.

Study 3 examined the underlying mechanism in a 2 (social
exclusion: exclusion vs. inclusion) x 2 (anthropomorphism:
human vs. object) between-subjects design. The brand personality
is manipulated within-subject in the choice task. Following
manipulation of social exclusion (rejection or acceptance of a friend
request in a social network website), participants provided thoughts
about two sub-brands of Walker mint candy: bright princess and
dark queen. The two sub-brands represent different personalities:
friendly and easy to approach versus cold and difficult to approach.
Participants were asked to describe what kind of person versus what
kind of product the brands are (Aggarwal and McGill 2012), which
manipulates anthropomorphism. Then participants were instructed
to choose one between the two candies. To test the underlying
mechanism, participants responded to a series of items including the
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extent to which the candy can become their new friend. As expected,
the choice share of friendly candy is significantly higher among
excluded participants who humanized the candy, compared to all
other three conditions. Results of mediation analysis supports that
the perceived social re-affiliation opportunity drives this effect.

In sum, this research demonstrates novel effects of using
anthropomorphism in marketing by showing when and what types of
anthropomorphism are effective in influencing consumer response.
We also identify new behavioral consequences of social exclusion,
and contribute to the branding literature by documenting new
antecedents of relationship building between consumers and brands.

When Consumers Meet Humanized Brands: Effect of
Self-construal on Brand Anthropomorphism

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Anthropomorphism is the attribution of humanlike
characteristics, motivations, intentions, and emotions to nonhuman
objects (Epley, Waytz, and Cacioppo 2007). It enables a brand to
assume a social role as a relationship partner (Fournier 1998), asin a
partnership, a fling (Aaker, Fournier, and Brasel 2004), an exchange,
a communality (Aggarwal 2004), etc. Our research investigates how
consumers with different self-construals exhibit differential purchase
intentions towards brands that assume different social roles.

Further, we attempt to understand the underlying process
by examining the different intentions underlying each social role
brands assume. Some consumers feel entitled to their needs being
met by brands and even demand special treatment thereof while
others display flexibility and accommodation in dealing with brands
when problems arise (Fournier 2009). In accord, we posit that
anthropomorphized brands aim/intend to satisfy consumers’ internal
needs and/or cooperate with consumers. In particular, we further
argue that a partner brand intends to cooperate with consumers as
well as satisfy their internal needs, while a servant brand’s intentions
are geared more towards satisfying consumers’ internal needs (Aaker
et al. 2004; Braun and Zaltman 2000; Aggarwal and McGill 2012).

Self-construal literature offers insight on how consumers with
different self-construals value different brand intentions. Self-
construal has been viewed as the extent to which an individual
perceives himself or herself as autonomous and independent of
others or as embedded within a broader social network comprising
of connection with others (Markus and Kitayama 1991). These
different self-construals are labeled independent and interdependent
respectively. Cooperating with others is an expression of and
enhancing the interdependent self, as doing so is conducive to
achieving the goal of fitting in. In contrast, expressing one’s inner
attributes and focusing on one’s needs is conforming with the
independent self, as doing so enables individuals to feel unique
and autonomous (Markus and Kitayama 1991). Consequently,
we predict that interdependents will prefer brands that exhibit a
cooperation intention and independents will prefer brands that intend
to satisfy consumers’ internal needs. Since partner brands exhibit
both intentions and servant brands intend to satisfy consumers’
internal needs, we expect that consumers with an interdependent
self-construal will express greater purchase intention for a partner
than for a servant brand, while independent consumers’ purchase
intention will be similar for the two.

Study 1 which tested this prediction was 2 (brand
anthropomorphism: servant vs. partner) x 2 (self-construal:
independent vs. interdependent). 104 undergraduate participants
(49 women, M = 21) from a US public university were randomly

age

assigned them to one of two anthropomorphism conditions. In the
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servant (vs. partner) condition, participants read that the HTC T5
brand (i.e. a fictitious brand under HTC) works for (vs. with) them
and helps them perform many tasks (e.g. navigate the road; adapted
from Aggarwal and McGill 2012). Purchase intention, the key
dependent variable, was elicited using 3 items (“I would like to buy
HTC T5,” “I would like to recommend HTC T5 to other people,” “I
would like to switch to HTC T5 from other smartphones”; a =.88).
Covariates and control variables included affect. Self-construal was
measured using the scale developed by Singelis (1994) towards the
end of the questionnaire. We found a significant two-way interaction
between anthropomorphized social role and self-construal (f = .55,
t=2.11, p <.05). Consumers with an interdependent self-construal
(one standard deviation above the mean) were more likely to
purchase the brand when the brand was described as a partner than
when it was described as a servant (Mparlnﬂ: 3.87vs. M =321,
t =2.06, p < .05); independents (one standard deviation below the
mean) were indifferent between a partner and a servant brand (Mpamler
=334vs. M =3.68;t=-1.03,p>.30).

We also investigate a boundary condition of the above effect.
Self~brand connection refers to the extent to which individuals have
incorporated a brand into their self-concept (Escalas 2003). Aaker
et al. (2004) have documented that partner quality is associated
with high self-connection. Thus, we theorize that when consumers
strongly identify with a brand (i.e., their self-brand connection is
high), the consumer-brand relationship resembles a partnership,
regardless of the brand’s perceived intention. Under such
circumstances, independents and interdependents will not display
differential preferences toward a brand. Specifically, we hypothesize
that the two-way interaction between self-construal and type of
brand anthropomorphism observed in study 1 will be restricted to
settings involving low, and not high, self-brand connection.

Study 2 tested this prediction and was a 2 (brand
anthropomorphism: partner vs. servant) x 2 (self-construal:
independent vs. interdependent) x 2 (self-brand connection: low vs.
high) design. 142 participants recruited from an online panel (68
women, M, = 34) were randomly assigned to an independent or
interdependent self-construal condition (Trafimow et al. 1991), and
one of two manipulations of anthropomorphized brand roles (partner
vs. servant) based on participants’ a) listing a laptop brand that is
like their partner (vs. servant), and b) explaining the partnership (vs.
service; adapted from Aggarwal and McGill 2012). Subsequently,
respondents indicated their purchase intention as earlier (a =.80),
responded to control and confounding measures, and finally to the
self-brand connection items (Escalas and Bettman 2005). We found
a three-way interaction between self-construal, anthropomorphized
brand roles, and self-brand connection (f = —.64, t = -2.93, p <
.01). Contrast analysis revealed that among consumers with a low
self-brand connection, those with an interdependent self-construal
were more likely to purchase the partner than the servant brand
(Mparmcr =580 vs. M =4.60; =420, p <.001), while those
with an independent self-construal were equally likely to purchase
the servant and the partner brands (Mparmer =525vs. M =5068;
t =—1.48, p > .13); consumers with a high self-brand connection
were equally likely to purchase the partner and the servant brands,
regardless of self-construal (ps > .3).

When Temptations Come Alive:
How Anthropomorphization Undermines Consumer
Self-Control

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Anthropomorphism is defined as imbuing the behavior of
nonhuman agents with humanlike characteristics, motivations,
intentions, or emotions (Epley, Waytz, and Cacioppo 2007). A major
conclusion from the extant research on anthropomorphism is that
anthropomorphizing non-human agents leads to more favorable
attitudes toward those agents (Epley et al. 2008; Gong 2008).
Moreover, previous consumer research has shown positive effects
of anthropomorphism in consumer contexts (Delbaere, McQuarrie,
and Phillips 2011); for example, consumers are less willing to
replace a product when they think about it in anthropomorphic terms
(Chandler and Schwarz 2010).

However, what if an anthropomorphized product is one’s
temptation? None of the prior research has specifically looked
at consumer self-control settings, that is, situations in which the
anthropomorphized object may be both desirable and at the same
time detrimental with regard to consumers’ self-control goals. For
instance, how would dieters respond to anthropomorphized high-
caloric cookies that hurt their long-term weight-loss goals?

We propose that anthropomorphization of temptation products
hampers consumer self-control by decreasing identification of a self-
control conflict. According to a number of formulations (Myrseth
and Fishbach 2009; Hofmann et al. 2012), successful self-control
rests on the concerted interplay of at least two internal processes:
the detection of conflict and the recruitment of control to adjust
thought, emotion, or behavior in accordance with one’s higher order
goals. Consequently, there are two main reasons for self-control
failure: a failure to detect motivational conflict in the first place;
and, once conflict is detected, a failure to muster up enough control
resources to resolve such motivational conflict. The focus of this
work is on the primary problem of conflict identification, and we
predict that anthropomorphizing temptation decreases the likelihood
of conflict identification. Anthropomorphized temptation could
be seen as having intentions to tempt people and as having more
control over people’s decisions (Waytz et al. 2010). When faced with
an anthropomorphized temptation, people may therefore undergo
a certain shift in their attributional focus away from an internal
attribution of responsibility towards an external attribution on the
tempting product itself. As a consequence of losing an internal focus,
people may become less likely to detect a self-control conflict and,
consequently, less likely to engage in consumer self-control.

Four studies tested our predictions with diverse
anthropomorphism manipulations and goal-contexts. Study 1
employed a 2 (temptation product: anthropomorphized (AM) versus
control) between-subject design. Participants evaluated high-caloric
cookies (tempting product) that were either in a humanlike shape
(AM) or in a round shape (control) and reported the extent to
which they identify self-control conflicts in consuming the cookies.
As predicted, participants in the AM condition felt less conflicted
toward eating cookies than those in the control condition.

Study 2 was designed to examine the effect of
anthropomorphizing a tempting product on conflict identification
and subsequent self-control behavior. The study employed a 2
(temptation product: AM versus control) between-subject design and
we used a similar manipulation of anthropomorphism to Study 1.
Participants were presented with photographs of the cookie products
that were either anthropomorphized or not, and rated how conflicted
they were about consuming the products. Upon completion of the



study, participants were offered to take candies (small chocolate
bars) as many as they wanted, serving as a measure of self-control.
As predicted, participants in the AM condition felt less conflicted
toward consuming the products, and took more candies than those in
the control condition.

As our theory assumes that the conflict people experience
toward consuming the product is part of the self-control process,
we predicted that anthropomorphism would not disrupt conflict
identification if people do not hold a higher-order goal that conflicts
with a target product. In Study 3, therefore, we manipulated the
salience of a higher-order goal, and tested whether this goal salience
moderates our effects. We employed a 2 (goal prime: focal versus
control) x 2 (temptation product: AM versus control) between-
subject design. To gain more confidence in our effects, we also moved
to a different goal context (academic goals for college students) and
employed a different manipulation of anthropomorphism by naming
the product and having it talk like a person. Participants were primed
with either a focal (academic) or a control goal (health/diet). They
then evaluated a temptation product (TV gadget) that was either
anthropomorphized or not, and reported self-control conflicts and
willingness to pay for the product. As predicted, when participants
were primed with the focal goal, those in the AM condition identified
less conflict and were willing to pay more for the product than those
in the control condition. In contrast, when participants were primed
with the control, unrelated goal, anthropomorphizing the product did
not yield any effect on self-control conflicts or willingness to pay.

Study 4 tested the underlying mechanism of our effects: people
make less internal attribution of their own possible behavior as they
shift responsibility to the temptation agent. In addition, we accessed
participants’ chronic dieting goal strength and tested whether
individual differences in goal strength would moderate the effect.
Thus, the study employed a 2 (temptation product: AM versus control)
between-subject design, with one self-report variable (dieting goal
strength). Participants reported self-control conflicts and degrees of
internal attribution toward consuming the cookie product, which was
either anthropomorphized or not. Lastly, they reported how often
they were on a diet. As predicted, we found a two-way interaction
on both conflict and internal attribution: the stronger participants’
dieting goals were, the less conflict they felt toward consuming
the cookie, and the less internal attribution they made about their
possible consumption, when the cookie was anthropomorphized
versus not. The decrease in internal attribution also mediated the
effect of anthropomorphism on conflict identification.

Taken  together, four studies demonstrate that
anthropomorphizing a tempting product decreases the likelihood of
identifying the product as temptation, which conflicts with a goal that
offers long-run benefits. Then, the decrease in conflict identification
leads to more indulgence in temptations and greater willingness to
purchase the product. So, what happens when your temptations come
alive? It could significantly harm your self-control.
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SESSION OVERVIEW

This session presents new research examining how people use
and respond to word-of-mouth (WOM) in order to achieve their so-
cial goals. With the rise of written, online recommendations that
function as word-of-mouth, we have the opportunity as a field to
analyze massive amounts of word-of-mouth data. The data present
exciting possibilities for new discoveries, but without a theoretical
framework or understanding of the goals that motivate people to pro-
duce WOM and those that influence their responses to it, we are more
likely to be overwhelmed than enlightened by such data. This ses-
sion presents four papers, each of which looks at how people produce
and respond to word-of-mouth to achieve their social goals.

The first paper, by Dr. Jonah Berger, presents a new goal di-
rected theoretical framework for understanding WOM, and the three
other papers each examine a different goal that can be achieved by
either the speaker or listener in a conversation about a particular
product or experience. By first presenting a theoretical framework
in the same session as three empirical papers, we are able to immedi-
ately address some of the questions and gaps in the literature that the
framework raises. In particular, Berger finds that there is a relative
lack of research on the causes of WOM and why people talk about
certain things rather than others.

Two of the three other papers examine the social goals of the
speaker and the third examines the social goals of the receiver. Ku-
mar and Gilovich and Wiener, Bettman, and Luce explicitly exam-
ine new motives for engaging in particular types of word-of-mouth
behavior. Kumar and Gilovich find that talking about experiences
fulfills the speaker’s goal for happiness better than does talking about
products, and so people talk about experiences more frequently than
they talk about products. Wiener, Bettman, and Luce examine con-
versation pieces, or products that produce questions and interest
from others, and find that people use unique, identity relevant and
publically displayed products to encourage conversations that enable
them to learn about their conversational partners, perhaps ultimately
enabling them to find like-minded friends or partners. Presented
together these papers suggest that conversation pieces blur the line
between product and experience and suggest that a social goals ap-
proach has much to tell us about this distinction.

Of course not only do speakers have social goals, but recipi-
ents of word-of-mouth have social goals as well. Alexander and

Moore examine how listeners may interpret word-of-mouth as social
pressure and how word-of-mouth may activate their goal to appear
competent to others. This goal may negatively influences how they
interact with a product and undermine new product usage.

Together these four papers suggest that the production of and
responses to word-of-mouth are quite strategic in pursuit of their so-
cial objectives. Given the apparently utility of word-of-mouth for
achieving social goals, is it possible that the desire to produce or have
a good response to another’s word-of-mouth may actually drive con-
sumption behavior so that a consumer might have the “right” thing
to say.

Word-of-Mouth and Interpersonal Communication:
An Organizing Framework and Directions for Future
Research

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

There is currently huge popular interest in word-of-mouth and
social media more broadly (e.g., Facebook and Twitter). But while
quantitative research has demonstrated the causal impact of word-of-
mouth on diffusion and sales, less is known about what drives word-
of-mouth and why people talk about certain things rather than others.

Why do certain products get more word-of-mouth? Why do cer-
tain rumors spread faster than others? And why does certain online
content go viral? Further, how does the audience people are com-
municating with, as well as the channel they are communicating
through, impact what gets shared?

This talk addresses these, and related questions, as it integrates
various research perspectives to shed light on the behavioral drivers
of word-of-mouth. It provides an integrative framework to organize
research on the causes and consequences of word-of-mouth and out-
lines additional questions that deserve further study.

In particular, I argue that interpersonal communication is goal
driven and serves five key functions. These include:

1.  Self-Presentation,

2. Emotion Regulation

3. Information Acquisition

4. Social Bonding

5. Persuading Others

Self-presentation refers to the fact that people often share word
of mouth to shape how others see them. This occurs through sharing
self-enhancing things, things that signal desired identities, or even
engaging in small talk to avoid sitting there in silence. Emotion
regulation refers to the fact that people often share word of mouth
to help manage or regulate their emotions. This includes venting,
seeking social support, reducing dissonance, facilitating sense mak-
ing, or encouraging rehearsal. Another important function of word
of mouth is information acquisition. Talking and sharing to seek
advice or figure out how to resolve problems. Word of mouth also
serves a social bonding function, allowing people to connect or bond
with others. Sharing can reduce feelings of loneliness and reinforce
shared view. Finally, people use word of mouth to persuade others to
their point of view.

It is worth noting that these goals are predominantly self-serv-
ing in nature. While communication almost always involves a re-
cipient, I will argue that word of mouth is mostly self-serving rather
other-serving. Though people certainly tune their message to their
audience, and some acts of transmission can be interpreted as altru-
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ism, these same behaviors can also be explained by self-serving mo-
tives (e.g., self-presentation or social bonding).

Finally, I will discuss how contextual factors, such as who peo-
ple are talking to and what channel they are talking across, moder-
ate these various motives. Talking to weak rather than strong ties,
for example, should lead self-presentation motives to have a greater
impact on transmission. But it is not only audience type that mat-
ters. Audience size may also play a role. Talking to larger audi-
ences boosts self-presentation by encouraging people to focus on the
self, while talking to smaller audiences may encourage sharing use-
ful information by encouraging people to focus on others. Different
channels should also play a role. Compared to oral communication
(e.g., face-to-face discussion), for example, written communication
(e.g., email or text) provides more time to construct and refine com-
munication, and, as a result, leads self-presentation motives to play a
greater role in transmission.

In sum, what we know about word of mouth is clearly dwarfed
by what we don’t know. That said, this talk will attempt to review
what we do know, provide a framework to organize this existing re-
search, and outline potential directions for future work in the area.

Talking About What You Did and What You Have: The
Differential Story Ultility of Experiential and Material
Purchases

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Imagine you just returned from a week in the Caribbean or sam-
pling the restaurants in New York City. How likely would you be to
tell others about your trip? Would the telling enhance your experi-
ence? Now imagine you spent a similar sum of money on a home
theater or some new living room furniture you’ve been eyeing. How
likely would you be to tell others about these purchases, and would
the telling increase how much enjoyment you get from them?

The research presented in this paper investigates one explana-
tion for the fact that experiential purchases bring us more happiness
than material purchases (Van Boven & Gilovich, 2003): consumers
talk more about their experiences than their possessions and derive
more value from doing so. Such conversations facilitate the re-living
of the experience in question, they encourage embellishment, and
they foster social connection—all of which serve to enhance enjoy-
ment of the original event. Seven studies demonstrate that people
are more inclined to talk about their experiences than their material
purchases and they derive more happiness from doing so; that taking
away the ability to talk about experiences (but not material goods)
would diminish the enjoyment they bring; and that being given the
opportunity to talk about experiences (but not material goods) in-
creases the satisfaction they bring.

In Study 1a, we examined whether consumers tend to talk more
about experiential purchases than material purchases. Ninety-six
participants were given a definition of either experiential or mate-
rial purchases, and then asked to list their most significant purchase
over the past five years in the category in question. Participants in-
dicated that they had talked more about experiential purchases, F(1,
94) = 12.54, p < 0.0001, and also indicated that they would be more
likely to talk about experiential purchases in a hypothetical situation
in which they had to make small talk, F(1, 94) = 15.46, p < 0.0001.
In Study 1b, we explored whether this difference could explain dif-
ferences in purchase satisfaction. Accordingly, 102 participants an-
swered the same questions as those in Study la, and also indicated
how much happiness they derived from their purchase. After rep-
licating our finding from Experiment la, t(100) = 2.78, p < 0.01,
and replicating the satisfaction findings from Van Boven & Gilovich

(2003), t(100) = 1.99, p = 0.05, purchase satisfaction was regressed
onto purchase condition and the talking composite. We found a sig-
nificant meditational relationship, Sobel Z = 2.42, p <0.02, suggest-
ing that experiential purchases make consumers happier than mate-
rial purchases, but this difference can be explained by the fact that
experiential purchases are more likely to be talked about.

In Studies 2a and 2b, we looked into whether talking about ex-
periential purchases boosts the teller’s happiness more than talking
about material purchases. One hundred four participants in Study 2a
were given a list of material and experiential purchases and asked
what portion of the happiness derived from each purchase came from
being able to talk about it. Participants reported that talking was a
more important element of the enjoyment of experiential purchases,
matched pairs t(103) = 4.80, p < 0.001. Experiment 2b was a close
replication of 2a, but instead of asking about the percentage of hap-
piness that came from talking about each purchase, 109 participants
rated on a Likert scale how much talking about the purchase added to
their overall enjoyment. As predicted, participants reported that talk-
ing about purchases with others added more to their enjoyment of
experiential purchases than material purchases, matched pairs t(108)
=6.18, p <0.0001.

One way to gauge the importance consumers attach to talking
about their purchases is to examine what happens when they don’t
have the opportunity to do so. That is, how much would not being
able to talk about a purchase diminish the enjoyment of it, and is this
amount different for experiential and material purchases? In Stud-
ies 3a and 3b, we hypothesized that consumers would be willing to
accept a lesser experience rather than have a more enjoyable experi-
ence they couldn’t talk about—but that they would be disinclined to
accept such a trade-off when it comes to material goods. In Study 3a,
98 participants provided the two purchases they would most want to
make within the categories of beach vacations (experiential) or elec-
tronic goods (material) and were then presented with a hypothetical
choice dilemma: they could either have their first choice, but without
being allowed to talk about it, or they could have their second choice
and be free to tell others about their purchase. Participants were more
likely to report wanting to switch to a lesser alternative that they
could talk about in the experiential condition than in the material
condition, ¥* (1, N=98), = 19.96, p < 0.001. In Study 3b, we repli-
cated this result, but instead of being restricted to the categories of
vacation destinations and gadgets, 98 participants made judgments
about purchases from their own lives, y? (1, N=98), = 3.86, p < 0.05.
Consumers seem willing to take a hedonic hit on the purchase itself
in order to be able to enjoy talking about experiences, something
they are less willing to do for material purchases.

In Study 4, we tested whether having participants talk about
their experiential purchases would increase their remembered enjoy-
ment of the purchases in question—but that talking about a material
purchase would not have a similar benefit. We asked 204 partici-
pants to recall the most recent vacation they had taken or the most
recent item of clothing or jewelry they had purchased. They spent
five minutes simply thinking about their purchase, or five minutes
talking to another participant about it. When then asked to rate how
much they liked their purchase, we found a significant purchase type
x type of activity interaction, F(1, 97) = 5.37, p <0.03, that indicated
that participants given an opportunity to talk about their vacations
reported higher levels of enjoyment than those who simply thought
about them, while no such beneficial effect of storytelling was pres-
ent for material purchases.



Conversation Pieces

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

People need people: they need people to talk to just for a
moment—on a coffee break at work or at a party—and they need
friends, people with whom they connect with more deeply (Bau-
meister & Leary, 1995). People invest time and effort in trying to
create these short and long term relationships, but previous research
has not examined how they may strategically enlist products to help
them to create new social connections. This paper attempts to exam-
ine this behavior through examining conversation pieces, or products
that produce questions and interest from others, literally ones that
start conversations.

Previous research has found indirect ways that products can be
used to achieve social goals. For example, excluded individuals may
substitute products for people (Mead, et al., 2011) or use products to
signal social status (Holt, 1998) or identity (Berger and Heath, 2007)
to others. However, these articles have only looked at people using
products for one-way communication rather than how products may
facilitate interaction with another person. Given that conversation is
a key way that people connect with each other, to study relationship
development it is necessary to examine people talking about prod-
ucts, not just displaying them.

The word-of-mouth literature studies these conversations but
focuses on their consequences for product liking or adoption rather
than for social relationships. What research there is on the social
motives for word-of-mouth suggests that it may not be motivated by
social goals, but merely by what is accessible in the speaker’s envi-
ronment (Berger and Schwartz, 2011). Other research has suggested
that they talk positively about products to self-enhance, to help oth-
ers, or to create feelings of excitement (Sundaram, Mitra, and Web-
ster, 1998). These goals may be rooted in a desire to have positive
social interactions with people, but the ability of word-of-mouth to
directly build relationships has not been studied. In this paper we
examine how people use conversation pieces to create conversations
and thus to facilitate the development of relationships.

Given the lack of previous research on conversation pieces,
study 1 examines their basic characteristics and the characteristics
of the people who frequently use them. In this study, participants
were asked to describe a wearable conversation piece that they had
and to rate it on a variety of different characteristics. This study and
the subsequent ones asked about wearable conversation pieces (as
opposed to furniture or art at a person’s home) because the user has
a choice of when to and when not to display the item, enabling us to
understand the user’s display motives.

In this study several common characteristics of conversation
pieces emerged. Qualitative analysis revealed that conversation
pieces tended to be souvenirs (a shirt from Cambodia), items relat-
ed to media (a Super Mario leather jacket), or simply “interesting”
pieces of clothing (a necklace mad out of zippers). Almost all of
the conversation pieces described were considered by their owners
to be noticeable, unusual, identity relevant, and well liked. Since
conversation pieces only inspire conversation if others notice them
and think that they are worth commenting on, it is not surprising that
they are noticeable and unusual.

Study 1 also examined the personality characteristics of people
who frequently use conversation pieces. We find that conversation
piece usage was relatively across all participants, but people who
are higher in extroversion, possession-self connection, and need for
uniqueness were more likely to use conversation pieces than those
lower in these characteristics. Despite the fact that almost all of the
conversation pieces described were clothing, jewelry or accessories,
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there were no differences in conversation piece usage between men
and women.

In study 2A we investigated the motives behind displaying a
conversation piece. In this study, participants answered open-ended
questions about why they wore their conversation pieces. Partici-
pants identified both long and short term goals that they felt their
conversation pieces helped them to achieve. Some conversation
pieces make the wearer an easier target for another person to ap-
proach and initiate a conversation with—"I like your dress” is a very
easy conversation starter. This enables the wearer to achieve a short
term goal of not being ignored at a party.

Other participants described using their conversation pieces to
achieve longer term goals, such as identifying which people they
meet might be good friends. As found in study 1, conversation piec-
es frequently are identity-relevant and communicate a person’s in-
terests or values. Therefore wearers can use them to identify which
other people share or approve of those interests and thus might be
potential friends. Approximately one third of participants reported
using their conversation pieces as a mechanism for deciding which
individuals they were interested in getting to know better. This is
exemplified by a quote from a 27 year old male who wears a Ninja
Turtles t-shirt and says, “If someone says that a Ninja Turtle shirt is
childish or stupid or lame I know that they don’t have the same kind
of sense of humor I do and we likely won’t get along.”

Study 2B followed up on the social motives behind conversa-
tion piece usage using an experimental design. Participants were
first asked to think of a conversation piece they had and then were
randomly assigned to have a goal to get to know new people or with
a goal to talk to their friends. People were significantly more likely
to wear their conversation piece when they had a relationship initia-
tion goal than when they did not, suggesting that people may use
conversation pieces to help them to cultivate relationships with new
people. This study provides evidence that part of the function of
conversation pieces is to create new social connections, and that
when this motive is not active they are less useful and so less likely
to be worn. In sum, in three studies we find evidence that people use
products, specifically conversation pieces, to help them achieve both
short and long term goals relevant to social connections.

You Gotta Try It! The Negative Side of Positive Word of
Mouth

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Word of mouth (WOM) is a fundamental process in the mar-
ketplace (Katz and Lazarsfeld 1955). Positive WOM can increase
consumer attitudes (Bone 1995), switching behavior (Wangenheim
and Bayon 2004), and trial and adoption of products (Arndt 1967);
negative WOM does the opposite, with attendant consequences
for firms (Chevalier and Mayzlin 2006). However, recent work
has demonstrated that sharing positive WOM can have unintended
negative consequences for the storyteller (Moore 2012). Building
on this work, we examine the potential downside of positive WOM
(PWOM) from the perspective of the receiver.

We ask whether receiving PWOM can ever be “bad” for con-
sumers, and examine when and why this might be the case. We focus
on the context of new products, where WOM is a key driver of dif-
fusion (Arndt 1967; Mahajan, Muller, and Bass 1990), and where
consumers might be particularly susceptible to the negative conse-
quences of positive recommendations, given the risk and uncertainty
surrounding new products (Taylor 1974; Herzenstein, Posavac, and
Brokus 2007; Hirunyawipada and Paswan 2006).
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Prior research shows that PWOM can elicit positive emotion by
providing useful information and reducing risk (Arndt, 1967; Mol-
dovan, Goldenberg, & Chattopadhyay, 2011; Murray, 1991; Soder-
lund & Rosengren, 2007). We make the novel prediction that PWOM
might also be perceived as social pressure to use the adopted prod-
uct competently and successfully, or else risk negative judgments
from the recommender (Berger & Heath, 2008; Cialdini, Kallgren, &
Reno, 1991; Schultz et al., 2007). Imagine a consumer who hears that
the latest smartphone is the best yet. While this information should
elicit positive emotion, we ask whether PWOM might also create so-
cial pressure for the consumer to have as positive an experience with
the phone as the recommender. This PWOM-induced social pressure
might elicit negative emotion such as worry or anxiety (Baumeister
& Tice, 1990; Berthoz, Armony, Blair, & Dolan, 2002), with poten-
tial consequences for the consumer’s intentions toward the recom-
mended product (Alexander, 2013; Wood & Moreau, 2006).

We explore when PWOM might elicit both positive and nega-
tive emotions in adopters and investigate the consequences of these
emotions for usage intentions. Since prior work suggests that PWOM
should consistently elicit positive emotion, we focus on identifying
conditions under which PWOM also elicits negative emotion. To do
so, we examine four moderating variables that should increase the
social pressure exerted by PWOM and thereby elicit negative emo-
tion in adopters.

Across three studies, we examine 1) volume of PWOM re-
ceived (study 1); 2) type of PWOM: whether PWOM is liking-based
or performance-based (studies 2 and 3); 3) social distance: whether
the recommender is close to or distant from the receiver (study 2);
4) product difficulty: whether the product is easy- or difficult-to-
use (study 3). We predict that when these moderators exert social
pressure to competently use a new product—when volume is high,
PWOM is performance-based, the recommender is close, and prod-
ucts are difficult-to-use—adopters receiving PWOM will feel nega-
tive as well as positive emotion.

In study 1, we examined how PWOM influenced emotions in a
sample of real consumers (N = 299) adopting one of 21 new techno-
logical products. We surveyed consumers within one week of acquir-
ing the new product and measured their receipt of PWOM and their
positive and negative emotions. We found that the more PWOM con-
sumers received about the product they adopted, the more positive
and the more negative emotions they felt about this newly acquired
product. However, study 1 is correlational, and consumers do not
always receive WOM in such quantities. Thus, our next two stud-
ies use a controlled lab setting to explore additional moderators that
might elicit negative emotion in single episodes of PWOM.

In study 2, we examined how social pressure affects negative
emotion after receiving PWOM from a single consumer. We held
product difficulty constant and manipulated type of PWOM and
social distance. Undergraduates imagined receiving liking-based
(participants were told their friends were “addicted” to the product)
or performance-based PWOM (participants were told their friends
were “masters” at using the product) from a close or distant social
other (a friend or an exchange student). To ensure that our results
were due to the social pressure exerted by PWOM, rather than to re-
ceipt of new information, we also manipulated whether participants
adopted the app because of the PWOM or on their own initiative.
This resulted in a 2 (type of PWOM: liking or performance) by 2
(social distance: close or distant) by 2 (adoption influence: own or
other) design. We predicted that only in the other-adoption condi-
tion would performance-based PWOM from close others exert social
pressure and therefore elicit negative. As expected, there were no
significant effects on negative emotion in the own-adoption or in the

liking-based PWOM conditions. However, as predicted, in the other-
adoption conditions, participants who received performance-based
PWOM felt more negative emotion when this recommendation came
from a close compared to a distant other.

In study 3, undergraduate participants were informed that their
school was adopting video editing software for use in class proj-
ects, and that the software was generally regarded as either easy- or
difficult-to-use. They then imagined receiving PWOM from a close
friend, who said the software was “incredibly cool”, and that they
were either addicted to (liking-based PWOM) or masters at us-
ing it (performance-based PWOM). Thus, study 3 was a 2 (type of
PWOM: liking or performance) by 2 (difficulty: easy or difficult) be-
tween-subjects design. We predicted that negative emotion would be
elicited only when performance-based WOM was received about a
difficult-to-use product. Consistent with this prediction, positive and
negative emotions were simultaneously elicited only in the difficult-
to-use conditions when participants received a performance-based
WOM recommendation; type of PWOM did not influence emotions
in the easy-to-use conditions. In this study, we also measured usage
intentions. We found that positive emotion increased, while negative
emotion decreased, usage intentions. We also found that negative
emotion mediated the relationship between our social pressure vari-
ables (type of PWOM and difficulty) and usage intentions.

In sum, in one field survey and two lab studies, we find evi-
dence of a downside of PWOM; PWOM can eclicit negative as well
as positive emotions in new product adopters, and negative emotions
undermine adopters’ usage intentions.
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SESSION OVERVIEW

Consumers and firms communicate their intentions through a
variety of language uses. Instances of such language uses may be
pronoun use (‘I/we will consider your complaint’), negation (‘It
wasn’t expensive’), figurative language (‘It’s the Ferrari of vacuum
cleaners’), or language abstraction (‘That perfume smells fresh/is
nice’). Recently emerging work on linguistic behavior in marketing
(Kronrod, Grinstein and Wathieu 2012a, 2012b; Moore 2012; Patrick
and Hagvedt, 2010; Schellekens, Verlegh and Smidts 2010) has di-
rected a spotlight to questions of language use and its effect in mar-
keting communication.

The current session is, figuratively speaking, a ray of this spot-
light. In this session we intend to make a difference, bringing a new
breeze of research to the attention of our research community. We
will present works, all of which investigate phenomena in market-
ing linguistics, hoping the session will stimulate wide discussion of
consumers’ and firms’ talk and what effects it has. The papers in this
session are all closely tied around language use of consumers and
firms. All four deal with the question: how do variations in language
use affect consumers?

Verlegh and Beukeboom investigate the effect of negation in
WOM and find that consumers use negation (e.g. ‘it didn’t take long”)
when they describe experiences inconsistent with their expectations;
receivers of negation interpret this as a signal of unexpected product
performance. Kronrod and Danziger examine the use of figurative
language in communication originating from users (WOM) or firms
(ads) and show how the source (WOM or ads) moderates the effect
of figurative language on product evaluations and choice, for hedonic
and utilitarian options. Schellekens, Verlegh and Smidts also com-
pare WOM to firm communication and demonstrate that the use of

abstract (vs. concrete) language in product referrals from sales agents
activates more persuasion knowledge than when it comes from other
consumers. Finally, Packard, Moore and McFerran find that when
firm service agents use “I” rather than “you” or “we” in responding
to customer inquiries and complaints, customer purchases increase
up to one year after the interaction, due to elevated perceptions of the
employee’s agency and empathy.

Together, the works in this session represent the growing inter-
est in linguistic behavior of firms and consumers. The issues inves-
tigated in each of the papers have clear implications for consumers
and marketers, as language is a natural component of almost any
communication in marketing. Although these papers are tightly con-
nected in their focus on language use in marketplace communication,
they display variety of approaches and topics that will stimulate ad-
ditional research into the role of language in marketing and consumer
behavior. The combination of novel concept and a strongly increas-
ing interest in linguistic issues in consumer behavior should warrant
a wide interest for this session at ACR 2013.

A Negation Bias in Word of Mouth: How Negations
Reveal and Maintain Expectancies about Brands and
Products

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Consumers like to talk about their product experiences with oth-
ers. This word of mouth (WOM) can have a strong impact on product
evaluations and sales (e.g., Chevalier & Mayzlin 2006), both prac-
titioners and academics have great interest in understanding its ef-
fects and underlying mechanisms. Although research on WOM has a
long history, dating back to the seminal work of Katz and Lazarsfeld
(1955), academics have only recently begun to examine language use
(Moore 2012; Schellekens, Verlegh & Smidts, 2010). Findings sug-
gest that consumers implicitly reveal much information “in between
the lines” of their WOM messages. Such formulation differences
may for instance reveal speakers’ a priori brand expectations when
they describe a product experience. Of particular interest is the use of
negations. The Negation Bias (Beukeboom, Finkenauer & Wigbol-
dus, 2010) demonstrates that negations usage (e.g., not stupid, rather
than smart) is more pronounced when (stereotypic) expectancies
are violated, compared to when expectancies are confirmed For in-
stance, garbage men performing poorly on IQ-tests is stereotypically
expected and likely described as “stupid”, for professors this would
be unexpected and described as “not smart”. Importantly, negations
lead message recipients to infer that the described experience was an
exception, caused by situational circumstances (Beukeboom et al.,
2010).

In two experiments, we examined the existence of a negation
bias in WOM. We expect that negations are used more often in de-
scriptions of expectancy inconsistent than consistent product expe-
riences. We also expect that receivers can “decode” these implicit
communications: a speaker’s use of negations leads the receiver to
infer that the described experience is an exception to the rule. The
use of negations in inconsistent situations will dampen the impact of
WOM on receivers, serving to maintain a brand’s positive or nega-
tive reputation, even in the face of WOM disconfirming that reputa-
tion.

Advances in Consumer Research
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Experiment 1 examined whether people are more likely to use
negations when they describe product experiences that are inconsis-
tent (versus consistent) with their a priori brand expectations. Partici-
pants were presented with WOM vignettes that varied according to a
mixed 2 (positive/negative brand expectation) x 2 (positive/negative
experience) x 5 (vignettes) design. To manipulate expectations, we
used pretested brands scoring either high or low on a focal attribute.
For example, a customer received slow (versus fast) service in a Hil-
ton (versus Ibis) Hotel. We created five vignettes for each condition.
Each participant saw all five different vignettes within one condition.
This was analyzed as a within-subjects factor.

Following Beukeboom et al. (2010), participants rated how
well each experience was described by a negation or an affirmation
(e.g., “the service was not fast/ slow”). After rating all five experi-
ences, they were again presented on a separate page, and participants
rated the expectedness of each experience.

A mixed model ANOVA revealed the predicted expectation
x valence interaction, for both dependent variables (F(1,115)>9;
p<.01): for positive experiences, negations were rated more appli-
cable when participants held low (versus high) expectations, and
for negative experiences, negations were rated less applicable when
participants held low expectations. Effects were mediated (Hayes,
2012) by perceived expectedness: the /ess expected an experience,
the more applicable participants rated the negations, and the /ess ap-
plicable they rated affirmations.

Experiment 2 examined whether a speaker’s use of negations
indeed leads receivers to infer that the experience was unexpected.
Participants (N=123) read a scenario in which a friend commented
on his suitcase. This comment was varied in a 2 (valence: positive/
negative) x 2 (description: negation/affirmation) between-subjects
design. We measured participants’ inferences about (1) the expected-
ness of the experience, (2) the speaker’s surprise with the experience
(3) the speaker’s expectations before the experience, and (4) speaker
evaluation of the experience.

As predicted, participants inferred that the experience was
less expected and more surprising when the speaker used negations
versus affirmations (both F(1,119)> 4, p<.05). Interactions with
valence were non-significant. For inferences about the speaker’s a
priori expectations we do predict an interaction: negations in de-
scriptions of negative experiences (“not fast”) signal a positive a
priori expectation, but the opposite is true for positive experiences
(“not slow”). Indeed, we found a (marginally) significant interac-
tion (F(1,119)=3.55, p=.06): the effect was significant (p<.05) for
negative experiences, and directionally consistent for positive ex-
periences.

Importantly, we found no significant effects of negations on
inferences about the speaker’s evaluations. After all, negations do
not communicate whether an experience was positive or negative.
They do, however, communicate whether it was (un)expected, and
whether it confirmed the speaker’s expectations. In this manner, ne-
gations provide a subtle mechanism for communicating and main-
taining brand reputations.

Wii Will Rock You! The Role of Figurative Language in
Word of Mouth

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Research in advertising has studied the persuasive effect of
figurative language. Figurative language is the use of words and ex-
pressions to convey an additional connotation beyond that of their
lexical meaning (Fogelin 1988). Instances of figurative language
may be, among others, metaphor (The Ferrari of vacuum cleaners),
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word play (Don t leave without a good buy), idiomatic expressions
(My car’s a lemon), hyperbole (the service person was a cell phone
professor) or imitating sounds (7This teacher is wrrrufff, meaning a
tough teacher, or ouch!, meaning I was offended).

The common finding and general conviction is that figurative
language evokes positive affect and attitudes across contexts (Mc-
Quarrie and Mick 1999, 2003; McQuarrie and Phillips 2005; Phillips
and McQuarrie 2009). In contrast, we suggest that figurative lan-
guage in user generated content is effective only in certain contexts.
We propose that this context sensitivity results from a difference in
the conversational norms regarding advertising and consumer gener-
ated content. For example, consumers often perceive ads to be bi-
ased, persuasive attempts (Sweldens, Van Osselaer, and Janiszewski,
2010). By contrast, user-generated content is generally perceived
as an objective sharing of opinions (Moore 2012; Schellekens, Ver-
legh, and Smidts 2010; Sen and Lerman 2007). Thus, conversational
norms regarding persuasive text may include expectations for lin-
guistic tactics and artful word play. Conversely, the norms of using
figures of speech in user generated content may not be governed by
a general expectation of the text to be persuasive, but rather of it to
reflect a sincere opinion.

Because of these differences we suggest consumers have a dif-
ferent set of conversational norms and expectations regarding ad-
vertising and user generated content. Namely, it is typical for, and
expected of, advertising communication to be exaggerated and
emotionally intensified. Therefore, figurative language is gener-
ally normative for advertising (Campbell and Kirmani 2000; Rot-
feld and Torzoll 1980; Simonson and Holbrook 1993; Toncar and
Fetscherin 2012; Xu and Wyer 2010). But user generated content is
a form of natural language in interpersonal communication. There-
fore language perception and language choice may be governed by
considerations that differ from those in advertising, particularly in
their crucial dependence on the context of conversation (Grice 1975;
Schwarz 1996; Sperber and Wilson 1995).

We base our reasoning on psycholinguistic literature that dem-
onstrates a positive link between emotional intensity and use of figu-
rative language (Bryant and Gibbs 2002; Caillies and Butcher 2007;
Fussell and Moss 1998; Zemanova 2007). We then suggest hedonic
and utilitarian consumption as contexts commonly associated with
emotional and rational attitudes, respectively (e.g. Alba and Williams
2013; Chaudhuri and Ligas 2006; Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000).
Building on these literatures, we propose figurative language is more
conversationally normative, and therefore more effective, in hedonic
consumption than in utilitarian consumption. Following the reason-
ing whereby communication norms govern not only perception, but
also language choice, we then test and find support for the prediction
that consumers also use figurative language more in descriptions of
hedonic consumption rather than utilitarian consumption.

In our studies we focus on the conditions that invoke the use of
figurative language in consumption context and the conditions that
increase the effectiveness of figurative language in WOM. In study 1
we contrast the effectiveness of figurative language in ads versus in
WOM. Participants read a description of a hotel for either a business
or a vacation purpose, which was presented as if taken from an ad or
from a consumer review. The description was either figurative (e.g.
The service is like on a king’s reception) or literal (e.g. The service
is very professional). Results comparing ads to reviews suggest it
is conversationally normative for figurative language to be used in
advertisements for both hedonic and utilitarian product descriptions,
and therefore the effectiveness of figurative language is similar for
both types of product. However, figurative language is less norma-
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tive, and therefore less effective, in utilitarian product descriptions
provided by consumers (F(1,334) = 4.2, p <.05).

In study 2 we examined the effects of figurative language on
real consequential consumer decisions. After reading figurative or
literal reviews of the same store, which contained both hedonic and
utilitarian products, participants were asked to choose hedonic or
utilitarian products as a reward for participation in the experiment.
Participants who read reviews containing figurative language chose
more hedonic products as prizes than participants who read reviews
that did not contain figurative language (t = 5.0, p<.001).

Study 3 involves natural data analysis. We analyzed product re-
view headlines from www.Amazon.com. We find higher frequency
of figurative language in hedonic product reviews, compared with
utilitarian product reviews (£(1,21) = 15.8, p < .05). Our analysis
also shows that in reviews of hedonic products more extreme prod-
uct evaluations employ more figurative language, while in reviews
of utilitarian products review extremity does not moderate use of
figurative language (£, ,,=18.4,p <.001).

Finally, in study 4 participants use liquid soap for either a util-
itarian purpose (washing a spoon) or a hedonic purpose (blowing
bubbles) and compose reviews of the products. Linguistic analysis
of the reviews shows higher figurativeness of reviews for the soap
when used to blow bubbles (#(1,88) =2.12, p <.05).

This work contributes to consumer research by exploring an un-
derrepresented aspect of online consumer communication — use and
effects of language. This work also contributes to research of com-
munication and psycholinguistics by being the first to investigate the
effect of figurative language in natural communication. Finally, we
propose a new theoretical explanation for the link between figura-
tiveness and emotion, introducing conversational norms.

How Language Signals Persuasion: Concrete and
Abstract Language in Product Referrals from
Consumers and Firms

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Nowadays it’s becoming more difficult to detect if a product
review or referral is made by another customer (without self-interest
in advertising a product), or by someone with a commercial interest
(advertisement, word-of-mouth marketing). Consider raving prod-
uct reviews on Amazon.com or emails with product offerings from
Facebook friends. What could be sincere word of mouth could also
be a marketing scheme. One way to figure out the sincerity of the
communication situation is to examine the language use in product
referrals.

While psycholinguistics in marketing communication has re-
ceived much attention from academics (for overview see Lowrey,
2007), language use in word of mouth only recently gained popular-
ity (e.g., Moore 2012). Building on the linguistic category model
(Semin & Fiedler 1988), Schellekens et al. (2010) have studied
the use and effects of abstract versus concrete language in word of
mouth. According to this model, an event can be described at dif-
ferent levels of abstraction. For example, the low fuel consump-
tion of the Toyota Prius may be described as “the Prius use little
gas” (concrete) or “the Prius is eco-friendly” (abstract). The use
of abstract language describes the information as general and stable
(“traitlike”), while concrete descriptions contain verifiable informa-
tion on product functioning. Schellekens et al. (2010) showed that
receivers of word of mouth are receptive to the use of abstract versus
concrete language. They found that senders of positive (negative)
word of mouth were perceived to be more positive (negative) about
a brand if they use more abstract language, and that consumers who

receive word of mouth are persuaded more when the sender uses
more abstract language. The current studies extend prior research
on language abstraction and examine the role of communication set-
ting (commercial vs. non commercial). The studies suggest that com-
munication setting moderates the impact of language abstraction on
consumers through the activation of persuasion knowledge. Persua-
sion knowledge refers to consumers’ assumptions and beliefs about
persuasion and marketers’ motives, strategies, and tactics (Campbell
& Kirmani, 2000; Friestad & Wright, 1994).

We argue that environmental cues in a communication set-
ting can moderate the effect of language abstraction on persuasion
knowledge of consumers, which in turn could affect product attitude
and buying intention. More specifically, an environmental cue (e.g.,
advice giver has a sales motivation) could trigger consumers to be
suspicious and attentive to persuasion cues. Since language can be
used as a subtle mechanism to signal more information than the lit-
eral meaning of a message, suspicious consumers could scrutinize
language use. Previous research showed that abstract (vs. concrete)
descriptions are used more when trying to be persuasive (Schelle-
kens, Verlegh & Smidts, 2012). Sales personnel is expected to try
to convince customers to buy products and therefore might be ex-
pected to use more abstract (vs. concrete) language when describ-
ing products. Thus, positive product referrals framed abstractly (vs.
concretely) from a sender with a commercial motive may be seen
as more manipulative and incite more persuasion knowledge. On
the contrary, without environmental cues indicating a commercial
motive (i.e., word-of-mouth communication) we have no reason to
expect a difference is the activated persuasion knowledge between
abstract and concrete language use in referrals.

In Study 1, we manipulated the communication context (source
of referral: commercial vs. non-commercial) and language abstrac-
tion of referral (concrete vs. abstract) between subject design. Partic-
ipants read a scenario in which a person (‘Sandra’) was shopping in a
perfumery when she heard a referral about a new perfume (‘Spring’).
Half of the participants were told that this referral was given by a
sales person, while the other half were told it was given by another
customer. The product referral was either described concretely as
‘Spring smells fresh’ or abstractly as ‘Spring is a nice perfume’. The
participants rated the goal of the communication from trying to (1)
inform me about ‘Spring’ perfume to (9) persuade me into buying,
and the interest of the speaker from (1) help Sandra to (9) own inter-
est (Campbell, 1999; 2007). Next, participants indicated the speak-
ers persuasion motives on four nine-point items (0=.816): not ma-
nipulative/manipulative, sincere/insincere, honest/dishonest, and not
pushy/pushy (Campbell & Kirmani, 2000).

As predicted, when a sales agents describes a product referral
abstractly (vs. concretely), this leads to inferring the speaker as try-
ing to sell a product (7.34 vs. 6.23, #(130)=6.04, p=.015), serving his
own interest (6.66 vs. 5.94, #(130)=2.86, p=.10), and having persua-
sion motives (i.e., being seen as more manipulative and pushy and
less sincere and honest) (5.61 vs. 4.89, #(130)=5.34, p=.022). On the
contrary, in line with our expectations the language abstraction of
referrals from another customer has no effect on persuasion knowl-
edge (all £’s<1).

In study 2, we focused on the intervening construct, suspicious-
ness, which we activated by informing all participants that some
of the product referrals of the study were written with a motive to
be persuasive. We thus examined whether consumers who have a
reason to be suspicious about the source of a referral associate the
use of abstract (vs. concrete) language with a persuasion motive. We
presented participants with five different product descriptions which
were either abstract or concrete. For each description they were
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asked to indicate on a nine-point scale whether they thought that
the referral was given by (1) a friend or (9) a company agent. The
concrete description of the household appliance was for example
“this appliance works good” and the abstract version was “this appli-
ance is good”. As expected, abstract (vs. concrete) statements were
more strongly linked to salespersons than to friends (5.03 vs. 4.09,
F(1,46)=10.77, p<.01).

The present studies extend the prior work by Schellekens and
colleagues (2010), and show that the use of abstract language does
not necessarily lead to more persuasive referrals. The two stud-
ies show that the use of abstract language may trigger persuasion
knowledge, especially in commercial contexts. The findings add to
the growing body of knowledge on the impact of language on per-
suasion, and help us understand how language abstraction affects
consumers differently in different contexts. They also add the use
of (abstract) language to the list of factors that are known to activate
persuasion knowledge, which may provide fertile ground for future
research in this area.

Putting the Customer Second: Pronouns in Customer-
Firm Interactions

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Recent work has demonstrated the importance of specific word
use in influencing consumer behavior. This emerging body of work
has examined the impact of language use on consumer senders and
receivers of word of mouth (Moore 2012; Patrick and Hagvedt,
2010; Schellekens, Verlegh and Smidts 2010) and advertising (Sela,
Wheeler and Sarial-Abi 2012). Yet there is little work examining the
impact of firm employee language on consumers, particularly in the
context of service interactions.

Firms, however, are starting to pay attention to interaction con-
tent, particularly when it comes to training and evaluating front-line
employees. For example, Apple has “stop words” that employees are
prohibited from saying to customers (Chen 2011). In contrast, online
retailer Zappos does not have scripts for its agents, allowing each
to create a “personal emotional connection” with customers (Hsieh
2010). Despite their different philosophies on language use, both
Apple and Zappos recognize the importance of measuring and man-
aging what is said between customers and employees. In this vein,
we offer an empirical examination of the behavioral consequences
of language use in service interactions. While prior research on ser-
vice interactions often examines how actions taken by firm agents
(e.g. apologies, compensation; e.g. DeMatos et al. 2007; Rust and
Chung 2006) influence customer attitudes and/or behaviors, we are
unaware of research assessing how their words might affect the same
outcomes.

Our conceptual focus is on pronoun use, as pronouns are an
important psychological indicator (Pennebaker 2011) and have been
found to impact brand information processing (Bitner 1990; Sela et
al. 2010). Further, it is not clear which pronouns firm agents should
use in their interactions with customers. Managerial theory suggests
that firm agents should talk about “you” (the customer) in interac-
tions, thereby “putting the customer first” (Basch 2003, Evenson
2011). This tenet is corroborated by findings from linguistic psychol-
ogy that demonstrate “you” pronouns can convey a focus on and
desire to satisfy an interaction partner (e.g., Ickes, Reidhead and Pat-
terson 1986).

In contrast, we predict that more self-centered firm agent lan-
guage—represented by heavier use of “I” pronouns—may be par-
ticularly effective. Some support for this prediction comes from re-
search suggesting that “I” pronouns indicate agency (e.g., Ahearn
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2001; Pennebaker 2011) and socially-shared concerns (i.e., empathy;
Campbell and Pennebaker 2003). Our research thus examines the
impact of firm-agent use of “I” (vs. “you”) pronouns on customer
attitudes and behaviors, with perceived firm-agent agency and em-
pathy as potential mediators of this relationship. We leverage a lin-
guistic analysis package (LIWC; Pennebaker, Booth, and Francis
2007) that identifies the proportion of words used in 70 linguistic
and psychological categories, including pronoun sub-groups (e.g.,
the “I”” sub-group includes “I’'m”, “me”, “my”).

Study 1 examined which pronouns firms prioritize in practice.
We constructed two emails—a customer question and a complaint—
and sent these to a random sample (N = 20) of the top 100 Internet
retailers (https://www.internetretailer.com/top500). Consistent with
the tenet of “putting the customer first” we found, for example, that
while “you” pronouns appeared in 100% of firm responses, “I”” pro-
nouns were present in only a minority (27%). It appears that firm
agents indeed focus on the customer (vs. themselves) in these inter-
actions. But is this necessarily ideal?

In Study 2, a controlled experiment examined the impact of
firm agent pronoun use on customer satisfaction, with perceptions
of firm agent agency and empathy as mediators. Participants (N =
376) imagined they had engaged in one of eight versions of a cus-
tomer-firm interaction in a 2 (customer inquiry: complaint, question)
x 4 (firm response: I, we!, you, control) between-subjects design.
Versions of the firm response varied the preponderance of pronoun
use only, with no change in meaning. After reading the interaction,
participants reported their satisfaction with the interaction and their
perceptions of firm agent agency and empathy. Regardless of inter-
action type (question or complaint), the “I” condition resulted in
higher customer satisfaction than the “you”, “we”, or control condi-
tions. Bootstrap tests confirmed parallel mediation of the “I” effect
by participant perceptions of firm-agent agency and empathy.

In our third study, we leveraged a unique dataset from a large
online retailer to examine whether firm agent pronoun use has real
behavioral consequences. The data is comprised of over 1,100 unique
interactions (6,500 emails) between customers and firm agents over
a one-year period and includes each customer’s purchase data for a
one year period pre/post their interactions. Similar to our Study 1
findings, firm agent use of “you” pronouns was higher than the use
of “I”” pronouns (91% vs. 28% of emails). More importantly, control-
ling for a large number of alternative explanations and covariates
(e.g., customer pronoun use, pre-interaction purchases, complaint
dummy, compensation dummy, # of emails in interaction, customer
anger, demographics), we found that firm agent use of “I”” pronouns
(but not “you” or “we”) was linked to a significant increase in post-
interaction purchases at one-year and shorter time intervals.

This research opens the door to further examinations of lan-
guage use in customer-firm interactions. We show that while firms
appear to prioritize the customer through the use of “you” pronouns,
the use of “I”” pronouns have a greater positive impact on customer
satisfaction and purchase behavior. Our analysis sheds light on how
firms might leverage the linguistic content of customer-firm commu-
nications (e.g. email, blogs, social networks, etc.) to improve their
use of language in these interactions, thereby enhancing customer
relationships.

1 We also assessed “we” pronouns as a third relevant pronoun group,
but refrain from extensive discussion of “we” here for brevity. Judge coding
found that over 98% of firm agent use of “we” referred to “firm + agent”, not
“firm + customer” or “agent + customer.” “We” was thus the primary non-
customer pronoun used by firm agents. “We” pronouns were ineffective in
relation to customer satisfaction (negative impact of “we” vs. “I”, null “we”
vs. control) and purchases (null or negative impact for “we”).
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SESSION OVERVIEW

The purpose of this session is to integrate investigations on con-
sumer neuroscience and neuromarketing—that is, the study of brain
function associated with consumers’ judgments and choices—(e.g.,
Plassmann, Yoon, Feinberg, & Shiv, 2011; Reimann, Schilke, Weber,
Neuhaus, & Zaichkowsky, 2011; Smidts, 2002) with transformative
consumer research—that is, research on how to increase consumers’
welfare and quality of life (Ozanne, 2013). This session will high-
light contemporary research in this new domain of transformative
consumer neuroscience—which we define as “utilizing neuroscien-
tific insights and methodologies to improve consumers’ judgments,
choices, and overall well-being”—and stimulate discussion on future
research. The four papers in this session make important contribu-
tions in areas such as aging and decision making (Koestner, Hedg-
cock, Halfmann, & Denburg), craving and snacking behavior (Lu
& Dubé), encoding of intangible characteristics of rewards (Chen,
Hsu, & Nelson), and incentivizing consumers to choose less food
(Reimann, Maclnnis, & Bechara). In Paper 1, Koestner, Hedgcock,
Halfmann, and Denburg study the neurobiology behind consumer
vulnerability, particularly the brain activation patterns of older adults
viewing deceptive and non-deceptive advertisements. The authors
found that decreased activation in a region of the prefrontal cortex
critical for complex decision making was associated with greater
vulnerability. In Paper 2, Lu and Dubé link a lab measurement of
neurocognition components involved in motivated behaviors with
large-scale field observations of eating behavior. The authors found
that snacking and the predictive power of craving on snacking vary
between restrained and unrestrained eaters under the operation of
different motivational and executive control processes. In Paper 3,
Chen, Hsu, and Nelson advance current understanding of value rep-
resentation by studying how the brain represents the intangible char-
acteristics of goods, specifically branding. The authors found that by
using machine learning techniques together with Aaker’s brand per-
sonality scale, they can predict, from brain activity, pairs of previous-

ly unseen brands with accuracies significantly above chance. Finally,
in Paper 4, Reimann, Maclnnis, and Bechara establish that offering
non-food rewards (lottery tickets, toys) bundled with smaller food por-
tions as an alternative to full-portion meals can substantially decrease
chosen portion sizes. The authors explain this effect by a “common
reward currency” at the brain level. All four papers incorporate dif-
ferent neuroimaging and neuropsychological measurements to study
imperative questions on consumers’ decision making and well-being.

Scamming Depression Era Elders: Neuroanatomical
Basis for Poor Decision Making Among Older Adults

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Deceiving the elderly is not a new problem, but it is one that has
been growing in prevalence. To illustrate, financial abuse of elders
aged 65 and older has risen from a low of 8% in 1950 to an as-
tounding 20% in 2010 (Infogroup / ORC, 2010; Kemp, 2005). These
recent statistics may even underestimate the extent of the problem,
with only 1 in 25 cases being reported (Wasik, 2000). Financial loss-
es due to elder fraud are considerable. Estimates have placed losses
at $2.6 billion in 2008, rising to $2.9 billion in 2011 (MetLife, 2011).
Sadly, these numbers do not take into account the devastation fraud
can have on the elderly and their families, often wiping out entire
savings and years of work in a single action, not to mention the nega-
tive psychological effects.

The neurobiology behind elder fraud has received very little at-
tention from researchers, but there is a sizeable literature in cognitive
neuroscience that can be used to generate hypotheses. To illustrate,
multiple studies have lent support to the idea of the “frontal aging
hypothesis”, which states that the frontal lobe of the brain undergoes
the greatest amount of age-related decline in the context of healthy
aging (West, 1996). Also, lesion studies have demonstrated that the
prefrontal cortex, and specifically the ventromedial prefrontal cor-
tex, is crucial to real-world decision making (Bechara et al., 2000).
Most directly, a recent study conducted by our research group dem-
onstrated that patients with acquired ventromedial prefrontal cortex
lesions displayed greater vulnerability to advertisements with mis-
leading and deceptive content than both normal comparison and pa-
tients with brain damage outside the prefrontal sector (Asp, Manzel,
Koestner, Denburg, & Tranel, 2012). Combined, these studies led us
to hypothesize that older adults who were vulnerable to consumer
fraud would have abnormal brain activation in ventromedial prefron-
tal cortex and insular cortex while viewing advertisements.

The older adult participants were recruited from a registry com-
piled in the Department of Neurology, University of lowa College of
Medicine. Thirty-two participants, age 62 to 88 years, participated;
however, the data from one participant was excluded secondary to
malfunction during the functional magnetic resonance imaging ses-
sion, resulting in 31 final participants (52% female; M, =768, 5D
= 7.0 years). Participants were scanned using a Siemens 3T magnetic
resonance imaging scanner with 12-channel head coil. Data analy-
sis was completed using the Brain Voyager QX software package.
Stimuli were created based on six advertisements deemed deceptive
by the Federal Trade Commission (FTC, 1998). We created decep-
tive and non-deceptive versions of each advertisement. While in the
scanner, participants were shown three deceptive and three non-
deceptive advertisements. Outside of the scanner, each participant
completed a questionnaire that assessed their comprehension of the
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advertisement’s content as well as their purchase intentions for each
of the advertised products. During an earlier testing session, all par-
ticipants completed a battery of neurocognitive evaluations and the
Iowa Gambling Task (IGT; Bechara, 2007), a laboratory measure of
decision making under uncertainty.

From the questionnaire data, we utilized participants’ compre-
hension ratings of the three deceptive advertisements to create two
groups based on their susceptibility to being deceived: “vulnerable”
(n=16) and “non-vulnerable” (n = 15). These two groups did not dif-
fer with regard to demographic variables (age, education, sex distri-
bution) or cognitive variables (intellect, attention/working memory,
language, visuospatial, anterograde memory, executive functioning)
(all ps > .05). Vulnerable participants had less activation in the ven-
tromedial prefrontal cortex when viewing both deceptive and non-
deceptive advertisements than non-vulnerable participants (p < .05).
We also observed that brain activation in the ventromedial prefrontal
cortex was inversely correlated with personality trait Trustworthi-
ness (a measure of “gullibility” from the NEO Five-Factor Inven-
tory) (p < .05). Finally, brain activation in insular cortex correlated
with lowa Gambling Task performance such that laboratory decision
making was positively associated with insular activation (p < .01).
Interestingly, poorer laboratory decision making performance was
predictive of greater activation for deceptive advertisements con-
trasted against non-deceptive advertisements (p < .05).

These findings provide some of the first evidence for differen-
tial neural patterns of brain activation to deceptive advertisements
among older adults in relation to consumer vulnerability, personal-
ity traits, and decision making performance. Overall, older partici-
pants demonstrating greater susceptibility to deceptive advertising,
higher gullibility, or lower financial decision making performance
displayed less activation in brain regions crucial to decision making
and emotional processing, suggesting that prefrontal brain regions,
such as the ventromedial prefrontal cortex and insular cortex, may be
integral to the protection of the older consumer from fraud.

Linking Individual Differences in Motivational and
Executive Control Neurocognition to Real World Craving
and Snacking Behavior: The Case of Restrained and
Unrestrained Eaters

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Background

Recent neuroscience research has generated detailed models of
brain circuits involved in reward processing, decision-making, and
self-control to understand may motivated behaviors, including eating
(Dagher, 2012). However, research thus far has typically considered
neurocognition components, one at a time (Vainik, Dagher, Dubé¢, &
Fellows, 2013), divorced from the complexity of brain and real-life
environment (Hammond et al., 2012). Thus, it is important to bridge
the current knowledge of brain from neuroscience lab to real-world
eating, sparking the transformation in individual behaviors, market-
ing practices, and public health policy (Dubé et al., 2008); Lab mea-
surements of individual neurocognition should be empirically linked
with field observations of eating to explore: which neurocognitive
components are engaged in real-life eating; and how individual dif-
ferences in neurocognition are related to eating as responses to inter-
nal (e.g., hunger or craving) and external cues (food cues).

Research Aims and Hypotheses
At any given point of time, eating is jointly determined by
neurocognition components that combine homeostatic (e.g., hun-

ger), motivational (e.g., attentional bias to food cues and incentive
salience in working memory) and executive control (e.g., inhibitory
control and mental flexibility) processes (Dagher, 2012). Many but
not all food consumptions result from yielding to craving, which has
been attributed to a combination of inhibition over responses to re-
warding cue, poor mental flexibility, and resulting incentive salience
in working memory (Kavanagh, Andrade, & May, 2005). Individual
differences in these motivational and executive control processes can
be traced both at neurocognitive (Affective Shifting Task, AST; Mur-
phy et al., 1999) and behavioral levels (restrained and unrestrained
eating; Herman & Polivy, 1984).

Presuming individuals are constantly being exposed to high-
caloric highly-rewarding food (HRF) cues, this study aims to exam-
ine the expectation that a person’s likelihood of having HRF snacks,
after hunger being controlled, will be predicted by the presence of
craving. At individual level, we further expect that both snacking and
the predictive power of craving on snacking vary between restrained
and unrestrained eaters under the operation of different motivational
and executive control processes. Restrained eaters are self-trained to
heavily rely on their inhibitory control to regulate eating (Stroebe,
Mensink, Aarts, Schut, & Kruglanski, 2008). As their goal is to re-
sist the temptation of HREF, its related information persists and is
elaborated in working memory resulting heightened craving (Polivy,
Coleman, & Herman, 2005). Therefore, we expect restrained eaters
with relatively better inhibitory control would be more vulnerable to
HREF eating. Mental flexibility is the cognitive ability of intentionally
directing attention to facilitate the switch between tasks with differ-
ent cognitive rules (Cserjési, Molnar, Luminet, & Lénard, 2007), and
is one of the critical neurocognition components to resist the tempta-
tion of rewarding cues (Mobbs, Iglesias, Golay, & Van der Linden,
2011). Unrestrained eaters do not particularly intend to regulate eat-
ing beyond homeostatic processes (LeBel, Lu, & Dubé, 2008); while
HRF cues catch their attention, they may or may not want to shift
attention away depending on their contextual goal (e.g. whether they
are hungry). But if they do, we expect that a stronger mental flex-
ibility would contribute to resist HRF eating.

Method

In laboratory, 109 non-obese adult women performed AST.
Restrained and unrestrained eaters were identified by restraint-scale
(Polivy, Herman, & Warsh, 1978). They subsequently participated in
an experience-sampling study (Reis & Gable, 2000) reporting their
hunger feeling, HRF craving and snacking 6times/day in a ten-day
period.

In AST, English words were presented, one for each trial, on a
computer screen. In half of trials, participants were asked to quick-
ly respond to positive English words (rewarding cues) and ignore
neutral words; in the other half of trials, the rule was reversed. The
rule-switches were structurally arranged. For each participant, AST
indicators were obtained to assess her neurocognition components:
Attentional bias was reflected in one’s superior responsiveness to re-
warding cues than to neutral stimuli. Inhibitory control was assessed
by performance in the trials that responses to rewarding cues have to
be stopped. And mental flexibility was assessed by the magnitude of
decrement in task performance due to rule-switching.

To link individual AST indicators with HRF snacking reported
in the experience-sampling study, data was analyzed by a general-
ized hierarchical linear model with two-level specification (see Ap-
pendix). At episode-level, HRF snacking (Yes/No) was explained by
context variables (hunger and time) and HRF craving (Yes/No). At
individual-level, the individual differences in HRF snacking likeli-
hood and the predictive power of craving were further explained by



AST indicators, restraint-group (Restrained/Unrestrained eaters),
and their interactions.

Major Findings

Consistent with our expectations, at episode-level, after con-
trolling for hunger (p < .001), HRF craving was positively associ-
ated with snacking (p = .04). At individual level, both restrained and
unrestrained eaters’ HRF snacking likelihood was positively related
to their AST indicator of attentional bias to rewarding stimuli (ps <
.02).

Differences in both snacking likelihood and the predictive
power of craving emerged in the neurocognitive processes that were
expected to vary between restrained and unrestrained eaters. Spe-
cifically for unrestrained eaters, better mental flexibility was directly
associated with lower HRF snacking likelihood (»p = .001). In terms
of the predictive power of craving, stronger attentional bias was as-
sociated with higher likelihood that snacking had been triggered by
craving (p = .03), while better mental flexibility was associated with
lower triggering power of craving (p < .001). These results suggest
that unrestrained eaters’ ability of directing attention helped them to
attend to activities other than eating. As of restrained eaters, neither
inhibitory control nor mental flexibility could directly account for
HRF snacking likelihood. But the better restrained eaters were at
inhibitory control, the more likely was it that snacking was triggered
by craving. Neither difference in their attentional bias nor mental
flexibility affected the triggering power of craving on eating.

The pattern of results suggests that it is possible to examine
the pathways by which neurocognition components impact real-life
motivated behavior. Results also highlight that mental flexibility is
a natural contributor to healthier food choices for a large segment of
population. Future research should not only bring these results back
to neuro-imagery labs but also examine the possibility that restrained
eaters could be trained to foster mental flexibility.

Appendix

Episode Level Model

Snack (Y/N) = P, + P *(Craving) + P *(Hunger ) +
P *(weekend) + PJ.*(TJ.)

Where, Craving and Snack are dummy variables with HRF
craving or snacking being denoted as 1, otherwise 0. Hunger (t-1) is
a continues variable (0-150), which is group centered. Weekend is a
dummy variable indicating weekend and holidays as 1. T, (j=2-6) are
dummy variables indicating the time of the day.

Individual Level Model

P, = B, (Unrestrained) + B (Restrained) + B, (Unrestrained *
AST indicators) + B (Restrained * AST indicators) + u,

P, = B, (Unrestrained) + B, (Restrained) + B, (Unrestrained *
AST indicators) + B, (Restrained * AST indicators)

P, =B, (Unrestrained) + B, (Restrained)

P3 = B3O

Where, P is the coefficient indicating an individual overall
HRF snacking, that is, the probability to take HRF snack without
craving being reported on the same episode. P, is further explained
by Restrained (a dummy variable: restrained eater as 1, otherwise 0),
a set of AST indicators, and the interaction between Restrained and
AST indicators.

P, is the coefficient indicating how likely a participant followed
her craving to take snack (the predictive power of HRF craving),
which is further explained by Restrained, a set of AST indicators,
and the interaction between Restrained and AST indicators.
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Identifying Symbols of the Consumer Marketplace from
Human Brain Activity

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Consumer neuroscience seeks to understand how consumer de-
cisions are shaped by marketing actions. Recent research, guided by
formal economic models, has made rapid progress in understand-
ing the neural basis of value representation. These idealized mod-
els, however, rely on well-defined and stable preferences in a human
population that is famously fickle, and prone to influence from subtle
signals like brands, which may be unrelated to intrinsic value. An
understanding of these influences is therefore critical for both our
understanding of consumer decision-making, as well as potential
real-world applications.

The twin challenges in this work are the need to (1) capture, in
controlled laboratory conditions, some tractable set of stimuli from
consumer daily life, and (2) to characterize, using quantitative, theo-
retically-grounded measures, the underlying mental representations.
Here we bring together research in consumer behavior and decision
neuroscience to understand how these intangible characteristics are
represented in the brain. Specifically, we investigated the neural ba-
sis of brand perception by building on the well established semantic
associations related to brands, widely known as “brand personality.”
Brands are tractable and nearly inexhaustible. Frequently they are
instantly recognizable, and emotionally and behaviorally evocative.
Perhaps most importantly, brands have been nearly exhaustively
studied. Research in consumer behavior in particular, has developed
arich framework for characterizing consumers’ perceptions and atti-
tudes toward brands, how they are formed, and factors that influence
them (American Marketing Association 2012).

Historically, neuroimaging studies systematically map brain
regions to experimental manipulations of cognitive states and/or be-
havior. In consumer neuroscience, for example, there have been sev-
eral studies that have investigated brain regions that respond differ-
entially to branded vs. unbranded items, or when making inferences
about brands vs. about people (Yoon, Gutchess, Feinberg, & Polk
2006; Schaefer & Rotte 2007). Our experiment, in contrast, asks the
question, “What type of information about brands (or other aspects
of the consumer experience) is contained in the brain regions that
respond to brands?” We do so by studying the neural responses to
brands by combining functional neuroimaging of brand perception
with a quantitative model of an important aspect of brand percep-
tion—the brand’s personality.

A total of 18 participants underwent functional magnetic reso-
nance imaging (fMRI) while being shown a set of 45 of logos of
well-known brands in a passive viewing task. Prior to the experi-
ment, they were instructed to think about the characteristics and
personalities of the brands. To access the latent perceptions of our
participants, we used a measure of brand personality developed in
Aaker (1997). Following the experiment, participants were asked
to complete, for each brand, the 42 item brand personality scale, as
well as familiarity and preference, for a total of 1,980 ratings per
participant. The total time for completion of the experiment was ap-
proximately 3 hours, and they were paid $70 upon completion of the
experiment.

This widely used and validated factor analytic system, which
has been cited more than 2,000 times, posits that brand personality
can be described as a set of five orthogonal personality dimensions:
sincerity, excitement, competence, sophistication and ruggedness.
With the dimensions of brand personality, we decompose each brand
as the composition of these factors, using them as the measure of the
mental contents of brands.
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We first found that activity in the striatum is correlated with
brand preference ratings. This is a region of the brain known to re-
spond to primary and secondary rewards, and is consistent with the
idea that our brains respond to preferences of abstract objects such
as brands. Then, we found that activity in the temporal-parietal junc-
tion (TPJ) is correlated with the brand personality index. This brain
region has been hypothesized to be a general brain region of think-
ing about people and intentions (Saxe, 2006). This provides the first
evidence that a significant proportion of variance in brain responses
to brands can be captured by the brand personality construct.

Next, we used multi-voxel pattern analysis to predict the cog-
nitive states of the participant using their neural responses to the
brands and their latent associations (Haxby & Gobbini 2011; Nas-
elaris, Pregner, Kay, Oliver, & Gallant 2009). To train the model,
we reconstruct the relationship between the personality dimensions
and the brain activation. With those we were able to predict the brain
activations associated with the brands outside the training set. Once
trained, we evaluated our model by comparing the predicted fMRI
images and the actual data. Our model successfully distinguished
pairs of previously unseen brands with accuracies significantly high-
er than chance. Similarly, we are able to test whether we can recon-
struct which brands participants are viewing by using the physical
feature of the logos, such as shape, color, and text, as well as using
the brand personality model. This can be interpreted as a more strin-
gent test of whether neural representation of brands is sufficiently
captured by the brand personality construct.

Understanding the neural basis of consumer psychology and
behavior has important managerial, financial, and ethical implica-
tions. Here we investigate whether and how the brain represents a
specific construct—brand personality—that has excellent psycho-
metric properties and is widely studied in consumer behavior. Be-
yond branding, this research represents a novel attempt to overcome
the conceptual and technical challenges in bridging the mind and
the brain, and how our brains deal with the astonishing diversity of
goods and services afforded by the modern economy.

Reward Substitution: Incentivizing Consumers to Choose
Smaller Portion Sizes

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

In many societies, food has become abundant and calorie-rich.
A pandemic of obesity has ensued, with high costs to governments,
businesses, and consumers. The medical sciences’ remedy to this is-
sue seems deceptively simple: Consumers should eat less (Lamberg,
2006). However, this advice is easier to give than to follow or en-
force in societies that value having freedom and a variety of avail-
able options. One stream of research shows that—without altering
satiation—smaller portion sizes can drastically decrease the overall
quantity of food consumed (e.g., Geier, Rozin, & Doros, 2006; Rolls,
Roe, & Meengs, 2006; Rozin, Kabnick, Pete, Fischler, & Shields,
2003). This notion of decreasing food intake by altering portion sizes
has been investigated in several different yet related variants such as
smaller assortment sizes (Kahn & Wansink, 2004; Redden & Hoch,
2009; Rolls et al., 1981), smaller package sizes (Scott, Nowlis, Man-
del, & Morales, 2008; Wansink, 1996; Wansink & Kim, 2005; Wan-
sink & Park, 2001), taller and more slender food containers (Wansink
& Van Ittersum, 2003), and smaller bowls and plates (Van Ittersum &
Wansink, 2012; Wansink & Cheney, 2005; Wansink, Van Ittersum, &
Painter, 2006).

However, extant research has largely missed addressing the is-
sue of how consumers can be incentivized to choose such smaller
portions—a highly relevant question in a world of “family-sized”

cereal cartons (Wansink & Van Ittersum, 2007), all-you-can-eat buf-
fets (Wansink & Payne, 2008), and restaurants where tempting “su-
per-sized” meals are offered ubiquitously (e.g., Hill & Peters, 1998;
Nestle, 2003; Nielsen & Popkin, 2003). Moreover, from a business
perspective, recent marketing research has shown that some profit-
maximizing firms have dropped smaller portion sizes from their port-
folios and menus because of decreased demand (Sharpe, Staelin, &
Huber, 2008) and that introducing smaller food packages to the mar-
ketplace may only be profitable for firms under specific circumstances
(Jain, 2012). This raises the question whether firms should actively
offer such smaller packages and risk loosing profitability.

In order to answer these important questions and fill this unfore-
seen gap in the extant literature on food choice and consumption, the
present research introduces a novel food offering that promotes eating
less, possibly without hurting food manufacturers’ and restaurants’
profitability. This food offering entails half-sized meals paired with
non-food rewards such as a lottery ticket or a small toy (at the same
price than a full-sized meal). Four studies establish and validate a
novel food choice effect, which we termed “reward substitution.” For
the purpose of this research, we define reward substitution as the ex-
change of parts of a (food) reward with another (non-food) reward. As
such, we follow the established definition of rewards being positive
reinforcers, which are sometimes also referred to as incentive stimuli
(Schultz, 2000).

In Study 1 of the present research, initial evidence for the re-
ward substitution effect is provided in a children population. Study
2 replicated the effect among an adult sample and further shows that
the effect does not wear-off over time, even as consumers became
familiar with the product. Because self-reported satiety/hunger did
not moderate the reward substitution effect in Studies 1 and 2, we
manipulated consumers’ satiety levels in Study 3 and found mod-
eration of the reward substitution effect by manipulated satiety. In
Study 4, we investigated the underlying neurophysiological process
associated with choosing the half-sized meal with the non-food re-
ward compared to choosing regular full-sized meals without such
non-food rewards. Recent neuroimaging research has independently
shown brain activation in the same brain system—the striatum—for
distinct rewards such as food (Berridge, 1996), money (Knutson,
Adams, Fong, & Hommer, 2001), beautiful faces (Aharon et al.,
2001), and aesthetic packages (Reimann, Zaichkowsky, Neuhaus,
Bender, & Weber, 2010). Our research builds on the idea of a com-
mon neural currency (Montague & Berns, 2002; Schultz, Dayan, &
Montague, 1997; Wise, 1978) to see whether the combination of a
small food portion and a non-food reward would attract activation in
the striatum as does a large food portion alone.

Taken together, the findings from these four studies present a
comprehensive examination of the reward substitution effect that
contributes to the extant literature on consumer food choice by show-
ing that attempts of promoting the choice of smaller food portions (1)
can be behaviorally effective, (2) is moderated and even intensified
by manipulated but not self-reported satiety, and thus, may be par-
ticularly effective in food-abundant societies in which consumers are
generally satiated, and (3) attracts the same neurophysiological pro-
cess, if non-food rewards are offered as partial substitutes for food.
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SESSION OVERVIEW

In what ways are a consumer’s day to day emotional experi-
ences and self-control dilemmas related to each other? Research
has established that when consumers succeed (fail) at self-control,
positive (negative) emotion is experienced in response (Carver and
Scheier 1998). However, an overview of the literature shows that it is
less clear when emotion will work to facilitate versus impede a con-
sumer’s willingness to overcome a self-control dilemma (Winterich
and Haws 2011). Understanding how emotion influences self-control
requires focusing on the specific emotion experienced, as each dis-
crete emotion activates unique cognitive and motivational proper-
ties that can change depending on the context (Tamir, Mitchell, and
Gross 2008). In this session, we will focus specifically on how vari-
ous discrete emotions influence aspects of the self, to then influence
a consumer’s self-control.

The first paper, (Han, Agrawal, Poor, and Duhachek), shows how
emotions create “situational selves” that shift preferences for certain
types of information as a means of affirming one’s self. Specifically,
they find that angry (versus shameful) people become more likely to
exhibit increased counter-argumentation to inconsistent (consistent)
information which affirms one’s self and leads to subsequent boosts
in self-control. The second paper, (Allard and White), demonstrates
that guilt (relative to sadness) leads to increased self-control by in-
creasing the desire to engage in self-improvement rather than mood
repair. This increased desire to self-improve is hypothesized to oc-
cur because guilt is experienced in response to violations of self-
standards. The third paper, (Garg and Nenkov), suggests that sadness
(relative to anger) leads to greater self-focus which decreases self-
control efforts via indulgent consumption. In addition, they explore
whether the increased indulgent consumption brought on by sadness
attenuates if people are encouraged to shift their focus away from
the self and towards others. The fourth and final paper, (Salerno,
Laran, and Janiszewski), explores how certain experiences of pride
are more likely to be perceived as a reliable experience which then
influences self-control. Specifically, they find that in the absence of
an active goal, pride that emerges from a stable behavioral pattern or

success at a high effort task is interpreted as diagnostic of a person’s
self-concept and leads to increased self-control efforts.

Thus, the objective of this session is to address two key ques-
tions: (1) what are the ways in which various specific emotions effect
aspects of the self and (2) what are the downstream consequences for
a consumer’s ability to exert self-control? This research is important
as it comes at a time in which the costs of self-control failure are
higher than ever before, reflected in consumer overspending (Bau-
meister 2002), weight gain and obesity (Sharpe, Staelin, and Huber
2008), and addiction (Grant et al. 2010). We expect ACR attendees
interested in the topics of emotion, the self, and self-control to be
our primary audience with the session also being of general interest
given the scope of theoretical constructs covered.

The Downstream Consequences of Incidental Emotions
and Preference Inconsistent Information

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Consumers are constantly exposed to information, which some-
times conflicts with current preferences. Research has shown that
consumers typically resist preference-inconsistent information (e.g.,
Kunda 1990; Chen and Chaiken 1999) by discounting, ignoring, or
selectively processing it in a way that reinforces pre-existing beliefs
(e.g., Jain and Maheswaran 2000). Recent research has also high-
lighted the importance of consumers’ affective state, showing that
emotions with differing valence and agency can influence decision-
making after exposure to preference consistent versus inconsistent
information (Agrawal, Han, and Duhachek 2012). The purpose of
the present research is to tie together research on preference inconsis-
tent information and emotional appraisals to explore the downstream
consequences of emotions and appraisal (in)consistent messaging,
specifically in terms of self-control. We employ the appraisal-tenden-
cy framework (e.g., Lerner and Keltner 2000; 2001; Lerner and Tie-
dens 2006) and self-affirmation theory (Sherman and Cohen 2006) to
show that emotions of the same valence (e.g., shame and anger) can
have different effects on self-control following confrontation with
either preference consistent or inconsistent information.

According to self-affirmation theory, people are motivated to
maintain the integrity of the self, where integrity is defined as a
sense that one is a good and appropriate person (Sherman and Cohen
2006). We argue that incidental emotions create a situational self,
such that the appraisal tendencies associated with an emotion can in-
fluence perceived “appropriateness” when presented with preference
consistent or inconsistent information and this can activate the need
to self-affirm. The appraisal tendency for shameful individuals is that
they have transgressed an aspiration or ideal (Tangney 1991). Thus,
to the extent that preference consistent information is considered a
threat to this situational self (I’'m wrong but you’re telling me I'm
right), the individual will try to affirm the self by counter-arguing the
message. The appraisal tendency for angry individuals is an offense
against the self (Lazarus 1991); to the extent that preference incon-
sistent information is perceived as a threat to this situational self (I'm
right, but you’re telling me I’m wrong), the individual will try to af-
firm the self by counter-arguing the message. Altogether, we predict
that preference inconsistent (consistent) information is perceived as a
threat to the situational self-identity of angry (shameful) individuals
because it is at odds with the emotion’s respective appraisal. In an

Advances in Consumer Research
Volume 41, ©2013



50 / Examining the “Me” in Emotion: How Emotion and Different Aspects of the Self Influence Self-Control

act of self-affirmation, angry (shameful) individuals will exhibit in-
creased counter-argumentation toward this inconsistent (consistent)
information. Such self-affirmation should boost subsequent self-con-
trol (Schmeichel and Vohs 2009). We tested these predictions across
three studies.

In study one, we tested the predicted interaction using a 2 (emo-
tion: anger, shame) x 2 (preference consistency: consistent, incon-
sistent) between subjects design (N = 118). First, the target emo-
tions were primed using an emotional recall task that induced either
anger or shame (cf., Robinson and Clore 2001). Next, preference
consistency was manipulated using a two-part procedure adapted
from previous research (Jain and Maheswaran 2000). In part one,
subjects read a description of two different products. To form a
moderately strong preference for Product A, subjects were told that
scientific testing showed that Product A was superior to Product B
on five out of eight product attributes. In part two, subjects were
shown evaluations from actual users of both products and randomly
assigned to either a preference consistent or inconsistent condition.
In the consistent (inconsistent) condition, subjects were told that the
percentage of respondents who felt Product A (B) performed better
than Product B (A) was much higher than those who felt Product B
(A) performed better. Self-control was measured by asking subjects’
snack preference on a seven-point scale anchored by: 1 = chocolate
cake, 7 = apple. As predicted, the results revealed that in the prefer-
ence consistent condition, subjects exhibited more self-control when
they felt shame versus anger (p < .05). In contrast, subjects in the
preference inconsistent condition exhibited more self-control when
they felt anger versus shame (p < .05).

In study two, we sought to replicate these results and also pro-
vide process evidence (N = 167). The design and procedure mir-
rored that of study one, except that subjects were asked to provide
cognitive responses after exposure to the product evaluations in
part two of the preference consistency manipulation. These cog-
nitive responses were then coded to reflect the proposed mediator,
counter-argumentation. The results replicated those found in study
one: subjects in the preference consistent condition exhibited more
self-control when they felt shame versus anger (p < .05), but subjects
in the preference inconsistent condition exhibited more self-control
when they felt anger versus shame (p < .05). Further, counter-argu-
mentation was shown to mediate this relationship, such that angry
(shameful) subjects expressed more counter-argumentation toward
inconsistent (consistent) information, which in turn boosted subse-
quent self-control.

In study three, we sought converging evidence for our theory by
including a trait measure of self-control. The design and procedure
mirrored that of study one, with two exceptions. First, situational
self-control was captured using a behavioral measure in which sub-
jects were allowed to eat freely from a bowl of chocolates. Fewer
chocolates consumed indicated greater self-control. Second, trait
self-control was measured using Puri’s (1996) Consumer Impulsive-
ness Scale (CIS). Subjects that scored above (below) the median on
the reverse-scored prudence subscale and on the hedonic subscale of
the CIS were classified as prudents (hedonics) (N = 152). According
to our theoretical model, we would expect that the effects found in
studies one and two would be amplified (attenuated) among hedon-
ics (prudents) because these individuals are chronically low (high)
in self-control. The results were consistent with these predictions,
revealing the predicted three-way interaction between emotion,
preference consistency, and trait self-control (p < .05). Specifically,
hedonics exposed to preference inconsistent information exhibited
more self-control when they were angry versus shameful (p < .05),
while hedonics exposed to preference consistent information exhib-

ited more self-control when they were shameful versus angry (p <
.05). This pattern was attenuated among prudents.

Taken together, this research shows that emotions of the same
valence (e.g., shame and anger) can have different effects on self-
control following confrontation with preference consistent/inconsis-
tent information. These results have implications for marketers and
consumers alike.

Failing to Meet the Standards: How Guilt Triggers
Preferences for Unrelated Self-Improvement Products

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Guilt has traditionally been described as a self-conscious emo-
tion stemming from some violation of normatively held standard of
behavior (Basil, Ridgeway, and Basil 2006; Heidenreich 1968) and is
often viewed as an interpersonal emotion arising from concerns over
a transgression against others (Baumeister, Stillwell, and Heatherton
1994). This research examines a novel downstream consequence of
guilt, namely, preferences for self-improvement products in domains
unrelated to the source of the guilt.

Previous work on the downstream consequences of guilt has
largely examined two types of outcomes. First, the experience of
guilt leads individuals to engage in actions allowing for direct repa-
ration of the wrong-doing (e.g., Dahl, Honea, and Manchanda 2005;
Frijda, Kuipers, and ter Schure 1989). Second, guilt can lead to out-
of-domain downstream consequences wherein the activation of guilt
in one context can lead to prosocial behaviors in a second context
(Konecni 1972; Regan et al. 1972). In other words, research suggests
that people can take direct or indirect means of resolving guilt. Such
behaviors have been attributed to resolving the negative emotions as-
sociated with guilt by repairing the mood or engaging in impression
management (Cialdini et al. 1987).

We alternatively suggest that guilt can activate a desire for self-
improvement. Drawing on past work suggesting that falling short of
one’s own personal standards can activate guilt (Higgins 1987; Pelo-
za, White, and Shang 2013), we propose that guilt activation make
salient one’s failure to meet important self-standards. As a result,
consumers will exhibit self-improvement strivings. When options to
engage in moral actions to directly or indirectly alleviate guilt in the
prosocial domain are not available, we predict that activating guilt in
one domain leads to increased preferences for consumption choices
geared toward general self-improvement in subsequent unrelated
domains.

Our approach draws from a recent body of literature focus-
ing on improving our understanding of the distinct motivational
outcomes of specific emotions (Griskevicius, Shiota, and Nowlis
2010; Wilcox, Kramer, and Sen 2011; Winterich and Haws 2011) to
compare the effects of guilt with those of sadness — an emotion of
similar valence, intensity, and certainty about its source — and of neu-
tral emotional states on consumption preferences. More specifically,
we compare two strategies for regulating negative emotional states,
preferences for self-improvement and mood-management options.
We thus compare the typically more effortful and future oriented
process of making changes to the self with the process of regulating
one’s mood. We present four experiments investigating this spillover
effect.

Study 1 uses a 3(emotion: guilt vs. sadness vs. neutral) be-
tween x 2(goal type: self-improvement vs. mood-management vs.
control) within, mixed-model design. Participants recalled an event
that either made them feel particularly guilty, sad, or recalled a neu-
tral event. In an ostensibly separate study, they were asked to help
evaluating upcoming book titles in the “100 Tips to...” series. Par-



ticipants evaluated the titles “Becoming Your Best Self” as the self-
improvement option, “Improving Your Mood” as the mood-manage-
ment option, and other control titles (e.g., “Exploring Italy”). Results
support the predicted interaction between the emotion recalled and
the goal associated with each title. Participants in the guilt condi-
tion rated the self-improvement title higher than participants in the
sadness or control condition. No significant difference was observed
for the other titles. Study 2 uses a 2(emotion: guilt vs. sadness) be-
tween x 2(social-comparison Type: upward vs. downward) within,
mixed-model design. It provides additional support for the effect by
testing how participants’ affective state influences agreement with
alternative measures of self-improvement and mood-management
desires. After performing a recall procedure similar to study 1, par-
ticipants rated their agreement with both upward (self-improvement)
and downward (mood-management) social-comparison behaviors.
Participants in the guilt condition agreed more with upward social-
comparison behaviors than those in the sadness condition. No differ-
ence was observed for downward social-comparison.

Study 3 uses a 2(emotion: guilt vs. sadness) between x 2(goal
type: self-improvement vs. mood-management) within, mixed-mod-
el design. This study provides support for our theoretical framework
by examining the mediating role of self-improvement motives. Af-
ter engaging in a recall procedure similar to study 1, participants
evaluated two functional music album titles. Participants in the guilt
condition evaluated more positively than the ones in the sadness con-
dition the self-improvement choice titled “Music to Improve Your
Self,” which was recommended to “create the optimal environment
for mastering new skills.” Ratings were not significantly different
between conditions for the mood-management title “Music to Im-
prove Your Mood,” which was recommended to “lift up mind, body,
and spirit.” A difference score comparing participants’ ratings of
each title also supported the notion of a relative preference for self-
improvement over mood-management consumption. This relation-
ship was mediated by participants’ self-improvement motivations.

Study 4 uses a 2(emotion: guilt vs. sadness) x 2(self-theory:
incremental vs. entity) between-subjects design. It extends our un-
derstanding of the phenomenon by highlighting the importance of
believing in one’s ability to change. We posit that individuals who
view their self as being malleable and improvable will be particular-
ly likely to pursue self-improvement products in another domain af-
ter experiencing guilt. We examined the impact of self-theory (Chiu,
Hong, and Dweck 1997) or the extent to which participants believed
the self to be stable (i.e., entity theory) or malleable (i.e., incremental
theory) on subsequent product choices. Participants were asked to
select three samples from two functional teas: the self-improvement
“Get Smart” tea or the mood-management “Get Happy” tea. Results
support the predicted interaction between emotion and self-theory
on consumers’ choices of self-improvement over mood-management
products. Among participants in the guilt condition, incremental the-
orists made more self-improvement choices than entity theorists. No
such difference was observed in the sadness condition.

Taken together, the results of the four studies provide con-
verging evidence that activation of guilt can subsequently lead to
preferences for self-improvement consumption choices in unrelated
domains. This relationship is driven by the activation of a general
desire for self-improvement and contingent upon people’s belief that
the self can be improved over time.
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‘I’ versus ‘You’: Self-focus as a Mediator of Emotion
Effects on Self-control

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Anecdotal evidence has suggested that behavior and consump-
tion are related with the emotion that a person is experiencing. In-
deed, research on incidental or ambient emotions has discovered the
pervasive tendency of emotions to carry over from one situation to
another, coloring behavior in unrelated tasks (e.g., Keltner and Le-
rmer 2010; Loewenstein and Lerner 2003). Among emotions, sadness
is unique because of two important reasons. First, although nega-
tive, sadness does not conform to the standard predictions based on
its emotional valence. Based on a valence-based model, one would
predict that negative emotions, including sadness, will trigger gen-
eralized negative assessments of the environment and lead one to
perceive the world in negative ways. In contrast, sadness actually
triggers positive valuation of new products, as measured by willing-
ness to pay (Lerner, Small, and Loewenstein 2004). Second, the
carryover effect of sadness drives consumption behavior across di-
verse domains. In the domain of eating, for example, sadness (rela-
tive to happiness) leads to increased consumption of tasty, fattening
food products, such as buttered popcorn and M&M candies (Garg,
Wansink, and Inman 2007; Garg and Lerner 2013). In the domain of
consumer transactions, sadness (relative to a neutral state) increases
the amount people spend to purchase items (Lerner et al. 2004).

One of the factors implicated in the sadness-consumption rela-
tionship is the enhanced self-focus that sadness engenders. Cryder
et al. (2008) found that this increased self-focus was tied to higher
willingness to pay for a new product (water bottle). However, these
authors focused on just acquisition of a new product rather than gen-
eralized indulgent (hedonic) consumption across domains.

In the present research, we hypothesize that the self- versus
other-focus associated with emotions and its effect on consumption
might hold more generally across emotions. In our studies we exam-
ine two specific, negative emotions — anger and sadness. We focus
on the ‘self” because based on the appraisal tendency framework it
connects with one of the key dimensions - self-responsibility - differ-
entiating emotions and their subsequent effects (Lerner and Keltner
2000; Smith and Ellsworth 1985). Self-responsibility refers to the
degree to which one feels responsible for what is happening in the
situation.

Understanding the differences in the effects of anger and sad-
ness is important as they are two of the most common negative emo-
tions associated with consumption experiences (Garg, Inman, and
Mittal 2005). From a theoretical perspective as well, anger and sad-
ness are very interesting, because even though both have a nega-
tive valence, they arise from different appraisal tendencies that lead
to differential impact on a subject’s degree of self-responsibility
(Smith and Ellsworth 1985). Whereas, a heightened sense of self-
responsibility characterizes sadness, anger is associated with others
being responsible for the situation (Lerner and Keltner 2000; Smith
and Ellsworth 1985). Thus, whether anger and sadness lead to sys-
tematic differences in self-control relevant consumption becomes an
important question to examine. The answers will broaden our un-
derstanding of the relationships between emotions and consumption
in general; well beyond our current knowledge that is limited to the
sadness-consumption links.

The current research also examines whether outcome elabora-
tion moderates the emotion-consumption link. Extant research has
established the beneficial effects of considering the potential future
outcomes for effective self-control in the present (e.g., Baumeister
and Heatherton 1996; Nenkov, Inman, and Hulland 2008). Prior re-
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search, however, has not differentiated between different outcome
elaboration approaches. We argue that elaborating on the potential
outcomes of a behavior for the self versus others would moderate
the relationship between emotions and consumption. We predict that
since the self-focus associated with sadness drives its detrimental
effects on self-control, switching the focus on others, rather than the
self (e.g., by reminding participants about the potential effects of
their behavior on others) could attenuate these effects.

To test our hypotheses, we conduct a series of three studies
to examine whether anger and sadness are associated with varying
levels of self-focus and whether this differential self-focus results
in systematic shifts in preferences for hedonic options (Study 1);
whether manipulating the focus of outcome elaboration (to empha-
size the self vs. others) can alter the extent to which sad and angry
individuals opt for hedonic options (Study 2); and finally whether
self-focus and outcome elaboration can influence the amount of he-
donic food product (M&Ms) consumed rather than simply shifting
preferences for hedonic options, as in Studies 1 and 2 (Study 3).

Study 1 tested the hypothesis that sadness leads to a higher self-
focus as compared to anger, and that this enhanced self-focus medi-
ates the link between emotion and preference for hedonic options.
We examined two consumer domains — preference for healthy versus
hedonic food and preference for time spent on a utilitarian versus
hedonic task. A 2 (emotion: sad, angry) x 2 (preference: food, time
spent) between-subjects design was implemented to test the hypoth-
eses of the study. Results find that sad individuals are significantly
more self-focused than angry individuals and tend to prefer hedonic
options across both domains. Also as predicted, this differential self-
focus mediates the relationship between emotion and preference for
hedonic options.

Study 2 aims to show that the focus of outcome elaboration -
self vs. others — moderates the influence of emotions on preference
for hedonic options. Study 2 uses a 3 (emotion: sad, angry, neutral)
x 2 (outcome elaboration: self, others) between-subjects design. We
expect that outcome elaboration would succeed in overriding the ef-
fect of sadness on preference for hedonic consumption only when it
is focused on others (rather than self).

The final study seeks to replicate and extend the results of Stud-
ies 1 and 2 in the domain of actual food consumption (Garg et al.
2007; Garg and Lerner 2013). This study would test our predictions
in a well-tested domain to bolster the reliability of our results and
would move from examining simple preferences to actual behavior.

Overall, this research aims to provide critical insight into the
theoretical moderators and mediators underlying the emotion-hedon-
ic consumption relationship. This will have important implications
for the strategies employed to attenuate the influence of contextual
factors such as emotions because of the negative consequences of
unbidden consumption.

The Influence of Pride Diagnosticity on Self-Control

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Pride is a self-conscious emotion shown to generate apprais-
als of increased self-worth, which can have a diametric influence on
self-control efforts. In some instances, pride’s increased self-worth
can encourage people to exert self-control (Patrick, Chun, and Ma-
clnnis 2009; Williams and DeSteno 2008). In other instances, this
same sense of self-worth can foster a “license to sin” and lead to
self-control lapses (Wilcox, Kramer, and Sen 2011; Winterich and
Haws 2011). Thus, understanding when pride assists versus impedes
self-control may depend on the consideration of other moderating
factors.

This research proposes that the influence of incidental pride on
self-control is a function of (1) whether the experienced pride is per-
ceived to provide diagnostic information about how to behave and,
(2) a person’s present goal state. We find that two antecedents (i.e.,
the circumstances that were responsible for the pride) determine
when pride is diagnostic: stability and effort. Stability is pride expe-
rienced as a function of how frequently an accomplishment is made
within a domain. Effort is pride experienced as a function of the dif-
ficulty level of an accomplishment within a domain. When pride is
high (versus low) in stability or effort in one domain, it should be
perceived as diagnostic for what to do in other domains. This is be-
cause pride high in stability (effort) pertains to an accomplishment
requiring persistence (overcoming difficulty). Such an accomplish-
ment should be more trustworthy for what to do in other domains
because persistence (overcoming difficulty) is applicable to attaining
self-control success across all domains (Freund and Riediger 2006,
Williams and DeSteno 2008).

We predicted that the effect diagnostic pride has on self-control
will depend on one’s current goal state. When no regulatory goal
is active, diagnostic pride should be used to make inferences about
one’s self-concept (i.e., “The event that made me proud is part of
who I am”). To the extent that opportunities (i.c., means) are avail-
able to pursue in other self-control domains important to an indi-
vidual, diagnostic pride should increase self-control. However, when
a regulatory goal is active, pride should become diagnostic to goal
pursuit and supersede adjustments to the self-concept (Wheeler, De-
Marree, and Petty 2007). Goal-pursuit relies on feedback for control;
such that when progress is insufficient (sufficient), goal pursuit is in-
creased (decreased) (Fishbach and Dhar 2005). Since the experience
of diagnostic pride occurs in response to success in one’s long-term
goals, pride should signal that the person is effective at regulatory
behavior and to deemphasize the importance of the goal. Thus, di-
agnostic pride should lead to an inference that enough progress has
been made toward the active goal (i.e., “The event that made me
proud is enough of an accomplishment for now”) and decrease self-
control.

We tested our hypotheses in three studies. Studies 1A and 1B
used a two (regulatory goal: inactive vs. active) x two (pride expe-
rience: nondiagnostic vs. diagnostic) between-subjects design. The
studies were identical in design and procedure except that each study
manipulated one pride antecedent. Study 1A (1B) manipulated pride
diagnosticity using the stability (effort) pride antecedent, where pride
high in stability (effort) was diagnostic while pride low in stability
(effort) was nondiagnostic. Participants first completed a lexical de-
cision task that either primed the regulatory goal of being virtuous
or no goal. Then participants responded to a hypothetical scenario
that either evoked diagnostic or nondiagnostic pride. In study 1A
(stability), participants in the nondiagnostic (diagnostic) pride condi-
tion were told to think about a single past experience (common past
experiences) in which they were proud of eating healthy. In study 1B
(effort), participants in the nondiagnostic (diagnostic) pride condi-
tion were told to think about a time in which they were proud of
an A they received with very little effort (a great deal of effort) on
their part. Lastly, participants completed a task purportedly related to
everyday decisions but was actually our dependent measure for self-
control. Participants made 15 total decisions, where each decision
had two possible options, and one option was always more virtuous
than the other. Results showed that when no regulatory goal was ac-
tive, diagnostic pride led to a greater number of virtuous decisions
made compared to nondiagnostic pride. However, when a regulatory
goal was active, diagnostic pride led to a lower number of virtuous
decisions made compared to nondiagnostic pride.



Study 2 builds upon studies 1A and 1B, showing that the per-
ceived diagnosticity of pride is critical to predicting how pride will
influence self-control. The study’s design was modified to include
a manipulation which made the concept of nondiagnosticity either
salient or non-salient, using a two (nondiagnosticity salience: low
vs. high) x two (regulatory goal: inactive vs. active) X two (pride
experience: nondiagnostic vs. diagnostic) between-subjects design.
First, participants completed the priming task from study 1, with the
regulatory goal changed to savings. Next, participants completed the
pride manipulation from study 1A. Then, participants completed a
task supposedly related to reading comprehension but in truth ma-
nipulated nondiagnosticity salience. In the low salience condition,
participants read about a new bird exhibit at the local zoo. In the high
salience condition, participants read about a new book that highlight-
ed the importance of “not using success in one area of their lives to
infer what they should do in other areas.” Lastly, participants com-
pleted a budgeting task and indicated how much they would save for
the upcoming month, which served as our dependent measure for
self-control. When nondiagnosticity salience was low, the pattern of
saving intent replicated study 1. However, when nondiagnosticity
salience was high, differences in pride experience attenuated, where
only participants in the active regulatory goal condition exhibited
greater saving intentions than those in the inactive regulatory goal
condition.

Collectively, these studies show that the effect of pride on self-
control is jointly determined by the diagnosticity of the pride experi-
ence and the presence (versus absence) of regulatory goals. As such,
the findings contribute to our understanding of how emotions influ-
ence self-control, with important implications for consumer motiva-
tion and wellbeing.
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Making the Best of Uncertainty: The Role of Message Framing, Processing Style, and Risk
Aggregation

Chair: Alison Jing Xu, University of Toronto, Canada

Paper #1: The Influence of Framing on Willingness to Pay as an
Explanation of the Uncertainty Effect
Yang Yang, Carnegie Mellon University, USA
Joachim Vosgerau, Tilburg University, The Netherlands
George Loewenstein, Carnegie Mellon University, USA

Paper #2: The Role of Cognition in Uncertainty Aversion: When
Less Thought Leads to More Rational Choices

Kelly Goldsmith, Northwestern University, USA

On Amir, University of California, San Diego, USA

Paper #3: Psychological Risk Aggregation: Selling Products of
Uncertain Qualities with Probabilistic Promotions

Mengze Shi, University of Toronto, Canada

Alison Jing Xu, University of Toronto, Canada

SESSION OVERVIEW

The literature on judgment and decision making has long fo-
cused on the disutility of uncertainty. The certainty effect for exam-
ple, first evidenced in the Allais paradox (Allias 1953), suggests that
people overweight certain outcomes relative to probable outcomes
(Kahneman and Tversky 2000). In general, people are risk averse
in gains—they prefer a sure gain to a lottery of gains with the same
expected value (Kahneman and Tversky 1979). In an extreme dem-
onstration of risk aversion, Gneezy, List, and Wu (2006) showed that
risky prospects are valued less than their worst outcome. Recently,
however, researchers have begun to explore conditions under which
consumers embrace uncertainty. For example, Goldsmith and Amir
(2010) found that in the absence of thoughtful consideration, innate
optimism drives consumers to respond to uncertain promotions and
certain promotions with the best outcomes equally favorably, al-
though the expected benefits of uncertain promotions are lower.

The current session brings together three papers each exploring
a way to maximize the utility of uncertainty or minimize its disutility.
Across the three papers, we discuss (a) how to frame risky prospects
to increase willingness-to-pay; (b) which information processing
strategy to use to decrease uncertainty aversion; and (c¢) how con-
sumers aggregate promotion and product risk to minimize overall
risk aversion.

The first paper by Yang, Vosgerau, and Loewenstein explores
the influence of framing on consumers’ valuation of a risky prospect.
In particular, framing a risky prospect as “uncertain gift” compared
to “lottery” substantially increases consumers’ willingness to pay for
the prospect. Although framing does not change consumers’ subjec-
tive value of the risky prospect, the “uncertain gift” frame evokes a
higher reference price than “lottery” frame which increases WTP.
The second paper by Goldsmith and Amir compares effects of intui-
tive processing versus deliberative processing on people’s tendency
to avoid uncertainty. The results suggest that intuitive processing
actually decreases uncertainty aversion, and thus increases one’s
likelihood of making a rational choice in contexts where uncertainty
aversion usually biases choices. The first three papers focus on peo-
ple’s reactions to a single source risk. The final paper by Shi and Xu
extends the scope of investigation by looking into how consumers
make decisions when companies market products of uncertain quali-
ties with probabilistic promotions. In this case, consumers aggregate
two independent sources of risks (product and promotion risks) and
evaluate them jointly. The results show that product risk and promo-

tion risk interact in determining joint risk evaluation — it is amplified
when consumers perceive salient contrasts between the sizes of two
risks.

Introductory remarks will briefly review the previous research
on risk aversion and uncertainty aversion and emphasis will be
placed on recent discoveries on the positive influence of uncertainty.
Each speaker will discuss the theoretical perspective from which the
findings are grounded. The last 10 minutes of the session will be
devoted to summarizing the factors that have been examined in ex-
ploring the upside of uncertainty and encouraging the speakers and
the audience to generate new theoretical perspectives that may high-
light avenues for future research. In line with the theme of ACR of
“making a difference,” this session will aim to provide an overview
of emerging findings that are built on previous work on risk aversion
and uncertainty aversion but also make a difference by exploring the
promises of uncertain environment.

We expect this session will be of interest to a broad audience at
ACR. Given that risk aversion is one of the most prominent finding
in consumer judgment and decision making, insights into when con-
sumers embrace risk and uncertainty provides new opportunities for
consumers, retailers, and manufacturers.

The Influence of Framing on Willingness to Pay as an
Explanation of the Uncertainty Effect

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Gneezy, List, and Wu (2006) documented the intriguing uncer-
tainty effect (UE) where risky prospects are valued less than their
worst outcome. For example, people are willing to pay an average
of $26 for a $50 gift certificate, but only $16 for a lottery that would
pay either a $50 or a $100 gift certificate with equal probability. The
psychological mechanism underlying this effect is still unknown.
Keren and Willemsen (2009) claimed that participants simply misun-
derstood the instructions in the lottery condition. Simonsohn (2009)
carefully ensured participants’ correct understanding and reliably
replicated the effect, proposing that the uncertainty effect denotes a
direct form of risk aversion.

This extreme form of risk aversion appears even more peculiar
given that in the marketing domain researchers have documented
the opposite. Goldsmith and Amir (2010) examined the effect of un-
certainty on promotions and found that risky prospects framed as a
free gift could be more attractive than their expected value. Why do
people exhibit extreme risk-aversion in the situations examined in
the research documenting the UE, but extreme risk-seeking for seem-
ingly closely equivalent risky choices in the domain of consumer
research? In a series of 9 studies, we show that framing a risky pros-
pect as a “lottery ticket” as opposed to an “uncertain gift certificate”
substantially reduces WTP, because the lottery frame evokes a lower
reference price, but people value the risky prospect equally under
both frames.

In Experiments 1 and 2, we show that when a risky prospect
is described as a “lottery” as opposed to an “uncertain gift”, WTP
is substantially reduced causing the UE. In Experiment 2, for ex-
ample, we orthogonally manipulated framing (a lottery ticket vs. a
gift certificate) and uncertainty (certain vs. uncertain). Framing a
risky prospect as a lottery ticket—no matter whether it was certain or
uncertain—substantially decreased WTP. Thus, the uncertainty effect
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only occurred when the uncertain item was framed as a lottery ticket
and the certain item was framed as a gift certificate.

In Experiments 3A and 3B we replicated the framing effect, and
tested four possible explanations - subjective uncertainty, processing
fluency, negative attitudes toward lottery tickets, and anchoring. The
procedure in these studies was identical to that in the previous stud-
ies; additionally, participants also indicated how much uncertainty
they felt in this offer (subjective uncertainty), how difficult the of-
fer was to understand (fluency), and their attitude toward lotteries.
Finally, we also asked participants to indicate the typical price of a
lottery ticket either before or after they indicated their WTP to test
whether WTP is anchored on typical lottery ticket prices. Neither
subjective uncertainty, fluency, attitudes towards lotteries nor an-
choring were related to WTP.

In Experiments 4-6 we manipulated aleatory uncertainty, men-
tal representations of uncertainty, and anticipated disappointment.
While we replicated the previously found framing effect in all three
studies, none of the uncertainty and disappointment manipulations
had an effect on WTP.

Experiments 7 and 8 test a reference price account of the UE
that was inspired by Weaver and Frederick’s (2012) reference price
theory of the endowment effect. According to this account, the lot-
tery frame may evoke a lower reference price than the gift certificate
frame.

One prediction that follows from this account is that if the lot-
tery ticket frame evokes a lower reference price than the uncertain
gift certificate frame, setting an explicit reference price under both
frames should lead to an assimilation of WTP to that reference price.
In Experiment 7, we manipulated the presence of a reference price
by telling half of the participants that the majority of participants in
previous studies had been willing to pay $35 for the risky prospect
($35 is the median WTP across framing conditions in our experi-
ments). In the control conditions no reference price was mentioned.
As predicted, we found that the differences in willingness to pay
(WTP) disappeared when the same reference price was set for both
frames.

The reference price account also allows for another elegant pre-
diction. According to Weaver and Frederick (2012), people are not
willing to pay more than the reference price (7, i.e., the market value)
even when they subjectively value (v) the good more, because this
would constitute a bad deal. Formally, WTP = min (s v). WTA, how-
ever, is equal to the maximum of the reference price and valuations,
and should not thus be affected by the low reference price under the
lottery frame. Formally, WTA = max (7, v). This suggests: WTA, in
contrast to WTP, should not be affected by the framing manipulation.
In Experiment 8, we test this prediction by manipulating the frame
(lottery vs. gift certificate) and endowment status buyer vs. seller.
Consistent with the reference price account, results show that lottery
framing reduces WTP but not WTA.

Experiment 9 and 10 examine whether our finding can be gen-
eralized to other frames, such as “raffle”, “gamble”, “coin flip” and
“voucher”. Consistent with the reference price account, we found
that “raffle”, “gamble”, “coin flip” frames significantly reduced WTP
compared to “voucher” frame. No UE effect was observed when the
frame of the risky prospect and its worst outcome matched. We also
found that framing had a greater impact on WTP than on WTA.

Concluding, in a series of 11 studies we demonstrate that fram-
ing influences WTP and thus explains the UE. We rule out a host of
possible explanations for the framing effect on WTP, and find evi-
dence consistent with a reference price account.
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The Role of Cognition in Uncertainty Aversion: When
Less Thought Leads to More Rational Choices

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Human beings often strive to be rational and consistent in their
decision making. As a result, a great deal of academic research has
been devoted to understanding the decision strategies that promote
rational choices across different contexts. Prior work has identified
two distinct processing styles used in decision resolution: conscious
deliberation, which draws attention to the decision, and intuitive re-
sponding, which relies more on “gut” responses. The belief that care-
fully considering one’s decision should improve decision-outcomes
has been advocated for centuries and some academic research sup-
ports the merits of such behavior; however, to our knowledge, no
work to date has tested the implications that promoting (versus in-
hibiting) consideration of one’s decision has for one’s likelihood of
making rational choices in contexts involving uncertainty.

A large body of academic work demonstrates that people pre-
fer certain over uncertain benefits, even showing that a preference
for certainty can lead to violations of expected utility theory. The
seminal demonstration of such a violation is the Allais Paradox (Al-
lais 1953). This paradox reveals that when individuals are presented
with sequential choices between gambles, the majority violates the
independence axiom, failing to treat the potential outcomes within
the gambles as independent in part because uncertain gains are less
tolerable when certain gains are available. We build on this work by
testing the effect of processing style on this paradigm. In so doing,
we are able to test if and how directing resources (e.g., cognitive fo-
cus) towards decisions involving uncertainty affects one’s likelihood
of making a rational choice.

Recent research suggests that careful consideration of one’s
decision may increase uncertainty aversion (Goldsmith and Amir
2010). If this is the case, manipulations that inhibit such consider-
ations (e.g., by directing cognitive resources away from the decision)
may increase rationality in contexts where uncertainty aversion has
been shown to bias outcomes (e.g., the Allais Paradox). Experiment
1 tested this directly by manipulating cognitive load and testing indi-
viduals’ likelihood of demonstrating the Allais Paradox and revealed
that participants were less likely to demonstrate the Allais Paradox
when under cognitive load (P, , =37%; P, =27%; p<.05). If the
Allais Paradox occurs in part because of uncertainty aversion, these
results imply that under cognitive load, uncertainty aversion decreas-
es, thus resulting in more rational choices in this context. If true,
then when the decision context promotes consideration, participants
should be more likely to demonstrate the paradox, as compared to
when it does not. Prior research suggests that individuals naturally
consider gambles with higher-stakes outcomes (e.g., higher in mon-
etary value) more than those offering low-stakes rewards (Goldsmith
and Amir 2010). We utilized this value manipulation in order to test
for a conceptual replication of our effect and observed that partici-
pants were significantly less likely to demonstrate the Allais Paradox
when the gambles were of low-value (21%) as compared to high-
value (38%; p<.001). Experiment 3 replicates this pattern of results
in a different domain by manipulating if participants were asked to
“think carefully” about uncertain rewards prior to rating their attrac-
tiveness. In line with our predictions, we observe that directing atten-
tion towards the uncertain rewards made them less attractive (p<.05).

Decision making under risk and uncertainty has been at the
forefront of social scientific investigation for five decades. We build
on this work by shedding light on the relationship between process-
ing style and uncertainty aversion. Our experiments offer conver-
gent evidence demonstrating that consideration increases uncertainty
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aversion, relative to more intuitive processing, which can decrease
one’s likelihood of making a rational choice in contexts where uncer-
tainty aversion commonly biases choices (e.g., the Allais Paradox).
We conclude with a discussion of the theoretical and practical impli-
cations for these findings.

Psychological Risk Aggregation: Selling Products of
Uncertain Qualities with Probabilistic Promotions

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Companies often market products of uncertain qualities with
probabilistic promotions (e.g., 50% chance of getting 15% off; 50%
chance of getting 45% off). A product provides uncertain qualities
to consumers either because it is new to the market or because the
product is inherently risky (e.g., investment products). When such
products with uncertain qualities are promoted with probabilistic re-
wards, consumers need to aggregate two sources of risks (product
and promotion risks) and evaluate them jointly to decide the attrac-
tiveness of the deal package. This paper studies consumers’ psycho-
logical reactions to aggregated risks from independent sources. Our
paper extends the existing literature on probabilistic promotions that
has focused on consumer responses to the uncertain nature of the
probabilistic promotions, comparing their performance relative to
fixed promotions (Goldsmith and Amir 2010, Mazar, Shampanier,
and Ariely 2012) or exploring the optimal design of reward structure
(Kalra and Shi 2010). Most of the existing studies, by examining
either established brands such as Nike athletic shoes, Amazon gift
cards, and M&M’s or hypothetical ones, have neglected the potential
performance uncertainty in the products being promoted.

We develop a theoretical framework for joint risk evaluation
that incorporates three factors: risk aversion, probability weight-
ing, and contrast effects. First, risk aversion is the core concept in
normative economics theory, which suggests that decision makers
evaluate a two-risk prospect by computing the expected value of its
outcomes. Assuming that people are risk aversive, this model pre-
dicts that people should prefer fixed promotion over probabilistic
promotions, and for any given product promoted by a probabilis-
tic promotion, the joint evaluation of the two-risk prospect should
monotonically decrease as the risk of the probabilistic promotion
increases. Second, prospect theory assumes that people may over-
weigh favorable outcomes and they are risk-aversive. When proba-
bilistic promotion involves low risk, since people may overweigh
the more favorable outcome in the reward package, the joint evalu-
ation of the two-risk prospect can be greater than a fixed promotion
with no risk. However, as promotion risk continues to increase, risk-
aversion will overshadow positive-outcome-overweighting and lead
to decrease in joint evaluation. Note that both frameworks assume
that promotion risk and product risk independently influence joint
evaluation. No direct interactive effect between two sources of risks
is predicted. Finally, we extend above two frameworks with a joint-
risk evaluation model to accommodate the contrast effect that may
occur when aggregating two independent sources of risks (a promo-
tion risk and a product risk). Specifically, when people perceive a
large and a small risk prospect simultaneously, the larger risk is more
salient and becomes the focus of attention. The smaller risk serves
as the reference of comparison. Contrasting the large risk against the
small risk amplifies the perceived size of the large risk. As a result,
perception of joint risks is higher and joint evaluation is lower when
the differences between the two risk prospects are sufficiently large
to produce a contrast effect.

In two experiments, we manipulate the size of product risk (be-
tween-subject) as well as the size of promotion risk (within-subject)

and investigate how consumers make joint evaluations of the two-
risk prospect in two diverse contexts. In the first experiment, product
risk was manipulated by the variance of mutual funds’ annual returns
in the past (high vs. low). The size of promotion risk was manipulated
through the spread between large and small rewards (7 levels from
low to high): the larger the spread, the higher the promotion risk.
The probability of getting either reward is 50%. Joint evaluation of
this two-risk prospect was measured by the likelihood of choosing
the mutual fund over a fixed-income fund with no promotion. The
results revealed an interactive effect of product risk and promotion
risk. First, inconsistent with the predictions of normative economic
theory, the joint evaluation of the two-risk prospect did not decrease
with reward spread monotonically. When the product risk was high,
the joint evaluation dropped sharply when a low risk promotion was
introduced, but then bounced as promotion risk increased to a higher
level. Monotonic decreasing trend was observed when the promotion
risk increased from the medium to high levels. This drop-bounce-
drop trend was also in contradiction to the bounce-drop-drop trend
predicted by single risk Prospect Theory. Second, when the product
had low risks, introducing a small promotion risk had little impact
on the joint evaluation. However, as the promotion risk increased
from the medium level to high level, joint evaluation dropped dra-
matically.

The second experiment manipulated product risk by using three
types — radically-new, incrementally-new, and established — of prod-
ucts in the airline industry (high vs. low vs. no risk; between-sub-
ject). The quality of a flight service would be uncertain when it is a
new flight route offered by an established airline; and the uncertainty
would be even higher when the new service route was offered by a
newly founded airline. In contrast, the established product involves
minimal quality uncertainty. Again, the size of promotion risk was
manipulated through the spread between large and small rewards (7
levels from low to high). Joint evaluation of the target product was
measured by indicating the matching price for a competing product
that make the target and the competing products equally attractive.
Again, the interactive effect of product risk and promotion risk sup-
ported the joint evaluation model.

Our results suggest that we should extend the commonly ap-
plied single-risk prospect theory models by explicitly accounting for
psychological interactions between two sources of risks when they
are evaluated jointly. The joint risk evaluation model developed in
this paper offers one approach to incorporate such contrast effects
between two risks.
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SESSION OVERVIEW

Creativity has been defined as the generation of ideas, insights
or problem solutions that are both new and useful (Amabile 1983;
Sternberg and Lubart 1999). Consumers themselves engage in vari-
ous problem solving activities and enjoy creative outputs in a wide
range of contexts. In today’s society, perhaps more than ever, cre-
ativity prevails as part of our everyday consumption environment.
Whether sharing an idea in an online community, engaging in a craft
project or creating a customized product, consumers value creative
outcomes. It is no surprise then that over the past several decades, re-
searchers have delved in understanding the antecedents and effects of
consumer creativity. Recently however, most research in consumer
creativity has focused on studying the effects of situational variables,
such as external constraints (Moreau and Dahl 2005), involvement
(Burroughs and Mick 2004), noise (Mehta et al. 2012), spaciousness
(Meyers-Levy and Zhu 2007) on creativity.

The proposed session aims to diverge from this trend. This ses-
sion brings together four papers that examine a more human side
of creativity. First paper (Herd and Mehta) furthers current under-
standing of empathic design and teases apart the differential effects
of empathy and perspective taking on creativity. Specifically, this
paper demonstrates that empathy leads to higher levels of shared
identity which then leads to more creative product outcomes. The
second paper (Sellier and Dahl) examines the role of ethics in con-
sumer creativity. Building upon recent research which demonstrates
that higher creativity can lead to more unethical behavior, this work
shows that an ethical (or a moral) mindset can lead to higher creativ-
ity. Hence, looking at things from a positive perspective this paper
suggests that “good”, can also boost creativity. The third paper in the
session (Yang and Chattopadhyay) recognizes mortality salience and
its influence on creativity. This research considers dire situations that
can make death salient. The authors find that such thought processes
can hamper divergent thinking, resulting in lower creativity of the
generated ideas. Finally, the fourth paper (Tu and Argo) investigates
the effect of consumers’ social comparisons and evaluation expecta-
tions on creative outcomes. This paper shows that when consumers’
creative outcomes are expected to be compared based on an indi-
vidual’s own ability level, it’ll lead to higher level of creativity as it’ll
enhance competition and involvement in the given creativity task.

However, when the social comparison is based on the creativity out-
come itself, it will negatively affect creative performance.

In sum, this proposed session examines a wide range of theoret-
ical constructs (empathy, social comparison, morality, mortality) and
their distinct influences on creative performance. All four paper pa-
pers in the session enhance current understanding of consumer cre-
ativity and provide cutting edge insights into how consumers’ subtle
psychological variables can either enhance or inhibit creativity.
Thus, we believe that this session in itself presents a coherent theme
that will appeal to a wide range of consumer behavior researchers.

Heart Versus Head: Examining Differential Effects of
Empathy Versus Perspective Taking on Creative Product
Design

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

The extant literature in product innovation and creativity has
treated the constructs of empathy and perspective taking interchange-
ably (e.g., Dahl et al. 1999). Yet, recent literature suggests they are
theoretically different processes (e.g., Davis et al. 1987; Galinsky et
al. 2008).

Perspective taking is a cognitive process by which one imagines
how another person thinks (Batson et al. 2007; Dahl et al. 1999). By
taking another’s perspective, consumers are able to “put themselves
in the shoes” of a target. This process allows them to better anticipate
the behavior and reactions of others (e.g., Davis 1983). Empathy, on
the other hand, is an affective process that involves the adoption of
another’s feelings (e.g., Batson et al. 2007; Escalas and Stern 2003).
Importantly, perspective taking and empathy have been shown to in-
duce differences in the way the self is construed. Perspective taking
involves taking another’s perspective, but allows one to maintain an
individual sel