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Time and Decisions: Attention Based Perspective on Temporal Effects in Judgment and Choice1. Tradeoff Conflict: The Effect of

Inconsequential Common Rewards on Intertemporal and Risky ChoiceOleg Urminsky (Columbia University) and Ran Kivetz

(Columbia University) This paper demonstrates that adding an immediate common reward to intertemporal choices between sooner-

smaller and later-larger rewards systematically increases the preference for the later-larger rewards, which violates the monotonicity

assumption of extant discounting models. We argue that the common reward reduces intrapersonal conflict, allowing for realization of

both magnitude and immediacy objectives. A series of studies replicates the effect across a range magnitudes and delays of reward,

rules out alternative explanations, replicates the effect of adding a common reward while holding constant the overall net present value

of the offered rewards, and extends the findings from intertemporal to risky choice.2. Time Insensitivity: The Impact of Time Pressure

and Attention on Discounting of Near and Far Future Jane E. J. Ebert (University of Minnesota) and Drazen Prelec (Massachusetts

Institute of Technology)We propose that the temporal dimension is preferentially fragile, such that valuations are insufficiently

sensitive to temporal variation, and such sensitivity as exists is exceptionally malleable. In four experiments we show that subjects’

sensitivity to time can be easily compromised (Studies1 and 2) or enhanced (Studies 3a and 3b) such that subjects who are more

sensitive to time show relatively less discounting of the near future and more discounting of the far future. Notably, the same

sensitivity enhancement manipulations on another dimension (money) show little effect, suggesting that, unlike the temporal

dimension, the money dimension is naturally carefully attended.3. Time Horizon Neglect: Prospective Duration Insensitivity in

Consumer PreferenceGal Zauberman (The University of North Carolina- Chapel Hill), James R. Bettman (Duke University) and Selin

A. Malkoc (The University of North Carolina- Chapel Hill) Consumers often make decisions about events that occur over time.

Building upon the ideas from philosophy of time, we argue that consumers are not sensitive to the duration over which events take

place. That is, consumers display time horizon neglect. Three experiments test this idea in two important consumption contexts:

choice of retailers with different costs over time and decisions about consumption timing. We show that participants do not

incorporate duration into their decisions unless this dimension is made accessible: When duration is primed, preferences were less

similar between short and long time horizons (experiment 2), and hyperbolic discounting was reduced (experiment 3).
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SPECIAL SESSION SUMMARY

Time and Decisions: Attention Based Perspective on Temporal Effects in Judgment and
Choice

Selin Malkoc, The University of North Carolina- Chapel Hill

SESSION OVERVIEW
Consumers are constantly faced with decisions about the

timing of their consumption. These decisions involve tradeoffs
between costs and benefits that are distributed over time, and are
prevalent in almost every consumption context. How consumers
make such decisions has been of interest to researchers from several
disciplines. Prior research has consistently shown that people have
a bias toward the present (e.g., Thaler 1981). That is, individuals
overweight the near outcomes compared to the later outcomes. This
pattern of behavior has been attributed to impulsivity (Loewenstein
1996), to differences in cognitive representations between near and
future events (e.g., Trope and Liberman 2003; Zauberman and
Lynch 2005) or to an individual difference in time orientation (e.g.,
Zimbardo and Boyd 1999). The three papers in this special session
propose a different mechanism that leads to present-biased and time
inconsistent preferences. Specifically, these papers offer a novel
attention-based process to account for consumer preferences over
time and demonstrate that drawing attention to the “time” compo-
nent of the decisions moderates intertemporal preferences.

First paper, by Urminsky and Kivetz show that preferences
favoring smaller-sooner outcomes over larger-later ones can be
altered if the options are coupled with an immediate, but common
outcome. Their results indicate that when an immediate outcome is
added to both options, consumers are more willing to wait for a
larger reward. Importantly, segregating the common immediate
reward from the options eliminates this effect, indicating that
drawing attention to the timing of common reward helps facilitate
a reduction in tradeoff conflict, reducing present bias.

Second paper, by Ebert and Prelec, examines the role of
attention to future time in time inconsistent preferences. They show
that making mental resources available during decision making
increases attention to future time, attenuating the hyperbolic pattern
in consumers’ preferences. Their results consistently show that
with greater mental resources and greater attention to future,
individuals show relatively less discounting of near outcomes and
relatively more discounting of far outcomes, leading to increased
time consistency in preferences.

Third paper, by Zauberman, Bettman and Malkoc, shows that
consumers do not naturally consider the duration over which
decisions take place, unless it is made accessible. Authors demon-
strate that consumers use succession cues (i.e., number of transac-
tions) and are insensitive to duration cues. However they display
heightened sensitivity to the time horizon when duration is made
accessible. Authors further demonstrate that present-biased prefer-
ences can also be attributable to time horizon neglect, by showing
that making duration accessible decreases this tendency.

Collectively, the papers in this session provide new insights
about the cognitive psychological mechanisms underlying con-
sumers’ time-inconsistent preferences and offer an attention based
process as a novel explanation. This perspective is distinct from the
previous explanations, which focused on affective or cognitive
differences regarding time, but assumed no changes in attention to
time.

Following presentations, Drazen Prelec, the session discus-
sant, provided an overview of how these papers inform and qualify
the findings of previous research, as well as noting some of the ways

in which the session offers diverging perspectives on intertemporal
preferences.

EXTENDED ABSTRACTS

“The Effect of Common Rewards on Tradeoff Conflict: The
Case of Inter-temporal and Risky Choice”

Oleg Urminsky and Ran Kivetz
Consumers often face timing decisions involving tradeoffs

between smaller-valued outcomes that would be acquired sooner
and higher-valued outcomes that would require waiting a longer
time. Such choices represent an interpersonal conflict between the
opposing goals of immediacy and magnitude of gain. The literature
on intertemporal choice models this tradeoff using systematic
discounting functions to account for the effect of time delay on
utility. As an alternative to the normative exponential discounting
model, Strotz (1956; see also Ainsle 1975) proposed the hyperbolic
discount function to account for intertemporal preference reversals.
The hyperbolic discounting model was extended to account for the
magnitude effect (Thaler 1981, Loewenstein and Prelec 1992) and
for the asymmetry between speed-up and delay of gains (Loewenstein
1988). These models generally assume that utility is a monotoni-
cally increasing function of amount and immediacy (but see
Loewenstein and Prelec 1993; Kivetz and Simonson 2002).

In this paper, we demonstrate a systematic bias in intertemporal
choices that violates prior models of consumer time discounting.
We consider a fundamental choice between two outcomes involv-
ing a tradeoff between the timing and magnitude of gains, such as
choosing between: (a) $400 in one week, (b) $1000 in one year.

We show that in such choices between a sooner-smaller
reward and a later-larger reward, the addition of a common reward
to both options (shown below) systematically alters consumer
preference. (a) $100 in 3 days and $400 in one week, (b) $100 in 3
days and $1000 in one year.

In a series of studies we had subjects make a single choice,
either with or without a common reward (manipulated between
subjects), and we demonstrate that the addition of the common
reward to both options significantly increases choices of the later-
larger reward. We argue that this effect occurs because the common
reward disrupts the tendency to adapt to the more psychologically
proximal option (Hoch and Loewenstein 1991), in this case the
sooner-smaller reward. When adaptation is disrupted, the absence
of experienced loss aversion favors the more psychologically
distant later-larger option. This common reward effect represents a
violation of the principle of separable additivity in discounting,
which underlies both exponential and hyperbolic discounting.

In the first study, conducted in the lab with a student sample,
we demonstrate the effect of a common reward on intertemporal
trade-offs across a range of sooner-smaller and later-larger amounts.
We find a significant increase in choices of the later-larger reward
when both options are bundled with an early common reward. This
finding was then successfully replicated in a second study and
extended to a wider range of reward sizes, using a large sample of
over 3000 consumers. In this second study, we also confirmed that
common reward effect is robust, holding across a variety of demo-
graphic groups.
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In a third study among consumers, we employed a series of
tests designed to rule out alternative explanations for the observed
bridge effect. First, we demonstrate that the results cannot be
attributed to the magnitude effect in hyperbolic discounting. Sec-
ond, we show that segregating the common reward in the text of the
question eliminates the effect. Specifically, when we inform con-
sumers that they will receive the common reward regardless of their
choice and then have them make a choice between sooner-smaller
and later-larger rewards, consumer preferences are unaffected by
the common reward. This is a violation of the invariance axiom and
suggests that the common reward reduces the experienced conflict
between the options (rather than relaxes a liquidity constraint.)

In a fourth study, we demonstrate that the common reward
effect can be induced in a way that holds constant the net present
value of the proffered rewards. Specifically, we show that, for a
reasonable empirical range of interest rates, a common reward can
be introduced while proportionately reducing the amounts of the
sooner-smaller and later-larger rewards, enhancing preference for
the later-larger reward. Therefore, an institution providing a choice
between two payoffs (e.g. two bonds) can restructure the payoffs
and shift preference for the later-larger payoff without changing (or
even reducing) the net present value of its expenditures.

In a series of additional studies, we provide further evidence
that the common reward effect operates by disrupting a process of
adaptation to the sooner-smaller reward and loss aversion relative
to that reference point. We show that increasing psychological
distance of both options (by making rewards uncertain) debiases the
common reward effect. Further, we show that endowing partici-
pants with the sooner-smaller option enhances the common-reward
effect, while endowing participants with the larger-later reward
debiases the effect. Finally, we show that a trait measure of delay
aversion predicts the common reward effect, with only delay averse
participants exhibiting the common reward effect.

Lastly, we note that a body of literature has demonstrated the
underlying commonalities between uncertainty and delay (e.g.
Prelec and Loewenstein 1991; Rachlin at al 1991). Accordingly, in
a series of studies, we extend the common reward effect to the
domain of risky choice. Consumers made choices between a
smaller lottery reward with a higher probability of winning and
larger lottery reward with a lower probability of winning. Consum-
ers who made a choice between the two options bundled with a
small certain common reward were more likely to choose the larger-
riskier lottery than those whose choice options did not include the
common reward. This effect was debiased when the common
reward was segregated in the text of the question. We argue that this
effect is due to a similar process, in which the common reward
disrupts the process of adaptation to the smaller-more certain
option. In three studies, we provide evidence that the common
reward effect for risky choice is moderated by temporal distance,
endowment and the loss aversion trait.

“Time Insensitivity: The Impact of Time Pressure and
Attention on Discounting of Near and Far Future”

Jane E. J. Ebert and Drazen Prelec
It is a basic finding in economics and psychology that people

heavily discount future events relative to the present (Gately 1980;
Loewenstein and Thaler 1989), and we can see evidence of it in
many areas of our lives. In financial decisions, people fail to save
adequately in the present for the distant prospect of their retirement
(Laibson 1998). They fail to take proper care of their health–putting
off exercise, eating unhealthy snacks, avoiding vaccinations or the
dentist, smoking a cigarette or having unprotected sex. An influen-
tial explanation of high temporal discounting is that people would

discount less if only they applied more mental effort and resources.
In this paper, we suggest an alternative hypothesis: that people

are naturally somewhat insensitive to time and discount “casually”.
This means they discount heavily for the near future, but show
relatively little discrimination between times in the more distant
future. We predict that both mental effort and resources and
attention to future time will have a similar effect, increasing time-
sensitivity with reduced discounting for the near future and in-
creased discrimination of more distant future times. One potentially
surprising consequence of this hypothesis is that, while mental
effort and attention to future time should reduce discounting for the
near future, they may actually increase discounting for the more
distant future. Overall, the result is increased time-consistency, i.e.,
a discount function that is less hyperbolic, moving closer to the
exponential discounting norm.

In this paper we test this hypothesis that mental effort and
resources and attention to future time result in increased time-
sensitivity and hence a more time-consistent, i.e., less hyperbolic
and more exponential discounting function. Under conditions of
restricted mental resources or with less attention to future time
people are likely to be time-insensitive: overdiscounting near future
events and underdiscounting distant future events.

We use three types of experimental manipulation to test our
hypothesis. The first restricts the time available for judgment.
(Time pressure has frequently been used in judgment research as a
mental resources manipulation (Gilbert 2002)). In experiment 1,
participants valued a set of hypothetical restaurant certificates that
vary on several attributes including future time. Some participants
completed this task while under time pressure, while others had
extended time. We applied conjoint analysis to analyze the influ-
ence of the future time and other attributes in participants’ valua-
tions of the restaurant certificates. (Sultan and Winer (1993) is, to
our knowledge, the only previous application of conjoint analysis
to discounting.) Consistent with our hypothesis, our analyses re-
vealed a Future time X Valuation time interaction where partici-
pants with restricted time for evaluating the certificates showed
relatively more discounting in the near future and relatively less
discounting in the far future compared to those with extended time
for evaluating the certificates. Furthermore, while participants in
both conditions showed hyperbolic temporal discounting, the dis-
counting for those with extended time was more time-consistent or
“rational” (i.e., it was more exponential). Thus, we also identified
a moderator of hyperbolic temporal discounting, a fundamental
tendency shown by people and other animals, while also confirm-
ing the robustness of this tendency.

The second type of manipulation, employed in experiments 2
and 3, compared between-subjects and within-subject judgments of
present value. The premise here is that a within-subject design
highlights the time dimension, drawing attention to it. (Griffin,
Dunning and Ross (1990) and Abele and Petzwold (1998) use a
similar presentation mode method to manipulate the salience of a
dimension.) Finally, in experiment 4, we manipulated subjects’
attention to the future time dimension directly using explicit in-
structions.

The results of these 3 experiments (Experiments 2-4) were
consistent with those of Experiment 1. In each experiment there was
a significant interaction between the primary experimental manipu-
lation (effort or attention) and future time. Compared to those
subjects in the lower mental resources or attention conditions,
subjects in the higher mental resource or attention conditions
showed relatively lower discounting of near future rewards and
higher discounting of far future rewards. Put another way, those
subjects with greater mental resources and attention to future time



690 / Time and Decisions: Attention Based Perspective on Temporal Effects in Judgment and Choice

showed greater sensitivity to future time. Also, as in Experiment 1,
while participants in both conditions showed hyperbolic temporal
discounting, those participants in the higher mental resource or
attention conditions were more time-consistent or exponential in
their discounting.

The difference in time-sensitivity was also tested more for-
mally in experiments 1 and 4, where the constant-proportion
hyperbolic function fitted to the data gave a significantly higher
time-sensitivity constant for the data of the higher resource or
attention subjects than for the lower resource or attention subjects.
The time-sensitivity constants obtained for the two attention condi-
tions in experiments 2 and 3 showed a corresponding directional
difference, i.e., a higher time-sensitivity constant for the higher
attention subjects than for lower attention subjects, but it was not
possible to test this difference statistically in these experiments.

It comes as no great surprise that people become more sensi-
tive to a dimension when it is made more salient for them. What is
more surprising is the effect of their attention to the dimension of
future time on their valuations. We might expect that people would
show less discounting for all future times, consistent with previous
explanations of heavy discounting, or that they might simply weigh
the time dimension more heavily in their valuations of the future
resulting in greater discounting for all future times. However, the
increase in sensitivity resulted instead in less discounting for some
times (the near future) and greater discounting for others (the far
future). Furthermore, these experiments demonstrated the moder-
ating effect of mental resources and attention on hyperbolic tempo-
ral discounting. To our knowledge this research and that by
Zauberman and his colleagues (also presented in this Special
Session proposal) provide the first demonstrations of moderation of
this fundamental and important human tendency.

“Time Horizon Neglect: Prospective Duration Insensitivity in
Consumer Preference”

Gal Zauberman, James R. Bettman and Selin A. Malkoc
Consumers often make decisions about events that occur over

time. For instance, in choosing between two online pharmacies,
consumers may consider setup costs, how long they intend to use
the service, and their expected frequency of future transactions. A
consideration of prospective duration is necessary in these in-
stances. However, attempts to understand how consumers’ percep-
tions of duration itself (i.e., the time horizon over which a decision
takes place) affect their intertemporal preferences have been lim-
ited. The focal issue for our research is to understand the degree to
which consumers are sensitive to the time duration relevant to their
decisions and what factors influence such sensitivity.

Building upon ideas from philosophy and psychology of time
(Heidegger [1924] 1992), we hypothesize that in forming their
preferences, consumers make use of the cues that represent succes-
sion (i.e., number of transactions within a period) and are not
sensitive to the duration over which events take place. That is,
consumers display time horizon neglect. Such insensitivity to time
horizon can be attenuated, however. Prior research has demon-
strated making duration more salient increases participants’ judg-
ments of elapsed time (Block and Zakay 1997, 2001). We expect the
same attention-based mechanism to affect the way that prospective
duration is incorporated into preferences and hypothesize that
making duration more accessible not only increases attention given
to time horizon in making decisions, but also helps consumers to
display more consistent preferences over time.

We test these ideas in two contexts: decisions about selecting
between providers with different types of costs over time and
consumption timing decisions. In a set of three experiments, we

show that consumers neglect time horizon unless they are primed to
think about prospective duration, and that this tendency has impli-
cations for intertemporal preferences. In experiments 1 and 2,
participants had to select between two online retailers that differ in
their relative cost structure. Each provider was defined by two
temporally distinct time cost categories: a one-time initial setup
cost and ongoing usage costs that apply every time a transaction
takes place (Zauberman 2003). Assuming no delay discounting, in
our experimental setup, a short time horizon or a small frequency of
favors the low setup and high usage cost retailer. But in the long
term or with high frequency, the reverse is true.

Experiment 1 (N=112) tested the question of consumer sensi-
tivity to time horizon when frequency cues are present in the
decision context. Time horizon (3 vs. 12 mos.) and purchase
frequency (3 vs. 12 purchases) were manipulated orthogonally.
Participants choose between two retailers described above and
responded to a subtle manipulation check of time processing by
answering “how likely is it that a new superior on-line retailer
would enter the marketplace in that time frame?”. The analysis
produced a main effect of time horizon manipulation on the ma-
nipulation check (F(1, 108)=16.78, p<.0001), indicating that par-
ticipants indeed understood the manipulation. The results also
showed that time horizon over which multiple transactions were
expected to occur had no affect on choice (χ2 (1)=0.04, p=.85) and
attractiveness of the high setup option (F(1, 108)=.03, p=.87).
Instead, frequency of purchase influenced the preferences (F(1,
108)=24.31, p<.0001) and choice (χ2 (1)=19.05, p <.0001). Thus,
the data support the idea that consumers select the low initial cost
option because they attend more to frequency cues than to time
horizon.

Experiment 2 used a similar task but added a supraliminal
priming manipulation of duration accessibility, holding purchase
frequency constant. Time horizon (3 and 12 mos.) and priming
(control vs. duration) were manipulated between subjects. Priming
was implemented by having participants estimate either the dura-
tion of seven activities (duration-prime) or the number of calories
contained in seven food items (control-prime). We find the ex-
pected 2-way interaction (F(1, 103)=.47, p=.50), indicating that in
the control condition, time horizon had no effect on preferences for
the high-setup option (t(1, 51)=-.62, p=.54) (replicating experiment
1), but had an increased effect on preferences when duration is
primed t(1, 52)=2.38, p=.02). Our results suggest that it is not that
individuals lack the ability to take duration into account, but that
people normally do not attend to it.

Experiment 3 was aimed at extending our findings to situa-
tions where duration is the only available cue (i.e., timing decisions)
and tests the moderating role of duration accessibility in stability of
preferences over time. Specifically, we examine whether priming
duration would moderate one of the most robust effects in research
on intertemporal choice, hyperbolic discounting. We employed the
supraliminal priming task used in the previous experiment, but used
a common intertemporal preference task in which participants
indicate their preference for the timing the usage of a $75 gift
certificate as a function of time delay. Both priming (duration vs.
control) and time horizon (1 vs. 3 mos.) was manipulated between-
subjects. The analysis provided the expected 2-way interaction,
demonstrating that the degree of hyperbolic discounting is dimin-
ished when duration is primed (F(1, 188)=3.96, p<.05). This
experiment shows that even in the absence of succession cues,
consumers neglect time horizon but making duration accessible
attenuates this tendency.

In sum, we show that participants reacted to the number of
events (experiment 1) and were insensitive to the time horizon in
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many circumstances (experiments 1, 2 and 3). Experiment 1 shows
that participants were aware of the differences in time horizon
(manipulation check), but did not incorporate duration into their
decisions. Experiments 2 and 3 confirmed that when time horizon
is not accessible (the control-prime), participants are insensitive to
time horizon; however, when duration is primed, they display
heightened sensitivity to future time horizon. Thus, it appears that
people do not naturally consider prospective duration unless it is
made more accessible. We suggest that the recent trend in incorpo-
rating psychologically accurate individual behavior into economic
models of intertemporal choice would benefit from considering
individuals’ insensitivity to prospective time horizon.
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SPECIAL SESSION SUMMARY

Investigating Neural Correlates of Consumer Judgments
Jim Bettman, Duke University

Carolyn Yoon, University of Michigan

SESSION OVERVIEW
The past decade has seen a virtual explosion of research in the

cognitive and social neurosciences that is transforming our under-
standing of mental functioning and human behavior. Imaging
technology allows us to directly observe and report the brain
activity of individuals engaged in a variety of experimental tasks,
and to study psychological constructs and processes at the neural
level. This offers the potential to move us closer to a coherent
understanding of everyday thoughts, emotions, decisions, and
behavior.

In particular, functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI)
has become increasingly accessible to investigators, and offers a
powerful platform for answering research questions across a wide
range of academic disciplines, to complement more traditional
methods of inquiry (see, for example, Smidts (2002) and Zaltman
(2003) in marketing; Camerer, Loewenstein & Prelec (2005) in
economics). Despite the potential benefits associated with fMRI,
few consumer research studies have as yet adopted it. The main
goals of this session are to bring together three fMRI papers that
demonstrate the usefulness of neuroimaging to study consumer
behavior and decision making, and to encourage the use of fMRI to
inform and complement findings from behavioral studies.

The papers in this session focused on different task domains
and, consequently, separate (albeit interrelated) neural regions. The
first paper, “Relative vs. Absolute Rewards: Evidence from Experi-
mental Tasks and Neuroimaging,” by Dan Ariely, Gregory Berns,
Rosa Chávez-Eakle, and Nina Mazar, dealt with an important issue
in behavioral decision theory. Prior work raised the hypotheses that
the nucleus accumbens, sublenticular extended amygdala, amygdala,
and hypothalamus may produce responses related to reward (Aharon
et al., 2001). In the current paper, the authors examined the activity
in these neural regions in order to better understand the way reward
is encoded in the brain. In particular, they tested how relative versus
absolute reward values produce differential behavioral responses
and activate the limbic areas of the brain. They manipulated the
mixture of positive and negative stimuli using a “keypressing”
paradigm in a set of behavioral and fMRI studies, and found
converging evidence that individuals have high sensitivity to rela-
tive, but not absolute, rewards.

In the second paper, “Why Celebrities are Effective: Brain
Mechanisms of Effective Advertising,” Vasily Klucharev, Guillen
Fernandez, and Ale Smidts tackled the issue of whether neural
regions are differentially activated during judgments of products
that are featured with celebrities either with or without expertise
relevant to the product. Recent behavioral research on celebrity
presenters has suggested that their effectiveness critically depends
on celebrities having a readily perceivable ‘expertise hook’ with
respect to the product they are endorsing. In line with behavioral
results, they found better memory and higher purchase intentions
for products paired with the expert celebrity than non-expert
celebrity. This ‘expertise hook’ effect on brain activity was exam-
ined in an event-related fMRI study. Whereas activity in a distrib-
uted network of prefrontal and cingulate cortex was associated with
buying intention for everyday products, differential activation in
dorsal posterior cingulate cortex reflected negative subjective evalu-
ation of the product. They further found that the effect of ‘expertise

hook’ on buying intention was mediated by an evolutionarily old
emotional neuronal network (i.e., orbitofrontal cortex).

The third paper, “A fMRI Study of Neural Dissociations
between Brand and Person Judgments,” by Carolyn Yoon, Angela
Gutchess, Fred Feinberg, and Thad Polk, investigated whether a
common presumption in the field–that descriptors for human and
for brand ‘personality’ are essentially interchangeable–is sup-
ported at the neural level. Individuals are readily able, when asked,
to indicate the degree to which various trait adjectives are descrip-
tive of a target object or brand. The authors suggested that because
assessments of products’ qualities and attributes have thus far been
universally carried out using this sort of protocol, it is of fundamen-
tal importance to determine whether qualities ascribed to brands
(and more generally, everyday objects) are processed as they are in
their typical, human-related usages. In an event-related fMRI study,
they compared personality judgments of self relevant and non-self
relevant brands and persons and obtained neural dissociations.
Specifically, greater activation in the medial prefrontal cortex
region obtained for person judgments; for brand judgments, activa-
tion was greater in the left inferior prefrontal cortex, an area known
to be involved in object processing. Based on these findings, they
cautioned against the tendency to view the processing of products
and brands as being akin to that of humans.

Finally, Richard Gonzalez led a discussion on how each of the
three papers provided insights about processes underlying con-
sumer judgment that would be difficult or impossible to obtain
using standard behavioral research methods (e.g., experiments,
participant observations, surveys). He discussed how neuroimaging
is expected to play an increasingly larger role in understanding
psychological and social processes. The next decade will undoubt-
edly see rapid growth in the adoption of neuroimaging methods by
consumer researchers.
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