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SPECIAL SESSION SUMMARY

Instant Choices versus Slow-Developing Preferences: How Preferences Form and Change
over Time

Wendy Liu, University of California Los Angeles, USA

SESSION OVERVIEW
By now it is accepted in consumer research that preferences

are not innate, but instead are constructed in specific contexts
(Bettman, Luce and Payne 1998). This view is amply evidenced in
research demonstrating the instantaneous processes of preference
construction, such as how people use information contained in a
decision context to make choices. What is less understood, how-
ever, are preference construction processes that take place over
time. That is, instead of making instant choices, people often
develop preferences over time. How are preferences developed
over time, and what are the characteristics of such processes? This
session presents four papers that consider the dynamic course of
preferences. Two of the papers–Amir and Levav, and Hoeffler et
al.–focus on preference learning and change during the process of
making multiple, successive choices and evaluations. The other
two papers–Dijksterhuis, and Liu–discuss preference development
during extended decision-making occasions.

Amir and Levav study how people develop preferences from
making choices. They distinguish between learning of tradeoffs
between conflicting attributes and learning a preference within a
given context. They find that when people are forced to tradeoff
attributes, they are more likely to develop preferences that are stable
across contexts. In contrast, when people choose within contexts
that avoid tradeoffs, they form a preference for that context only and
show less preference stability across different contexts. The latter
point suggests that sometimes repeated choices of the same option
do not mean that a subjective attribute value has been learned, but
that the decision-maker has simply learned that he or she prefers an
option within a certain context. Hoeffler et al. investigate the impact
of experience with options on preference learning by juxtaposing
intensiveness (number of repetitions) and extensiveness (variety of
options) in experience with options, and show that extensiveness
leads to greater learning and better developed preferences for the
products.

The next two projects turn to preference development in
extended decision-making episodes. Liu examines the changes in
preferences that occur when the consideration of the options is
interrupted. Specifically, an interrupting interval causes changes in
the processing of the options such that greater attention is given to
the desirability rather than feasibility of the options, resulting in
preferences drifting towards attractive but less feasible options
such as high-risk high-return, and high-quality high-price options.
Dijksterhuis on the other hand notes that over time, people may
have the opportunity to process options offline, i.e., through non-
conscious processes. The author contrasts conscious contemplation
and non-conscious processing, and demonstrate periods of non-
conscious processing can result in preferences for objectively
superior options, and greater satisfaction over time.

The four projects together seek to present new perspectives on
consumer preferences by focusing on the dynamic dimension of
preference formation and change.

EXTENDED ABSTRACTS

“Choice Construction versus Preference Construction: The
Instability of Preferences Learned in Context”

On Amir, University of California San Diego
Jonathan Levav, Columbia University

A relatively common interpretation of preference stability is
that it reflects a condition in which the decision-maker has learned
the value he or she places on each attribute. A consumer with stable
preferences is, by this view, less likely to fall “prey” to the influence
of contextual variables on choice. In this paper we argue that
preference stability does not necessarily reflect a process of learn-
ing tradeoffs or some understanding of one’s subjective value for
attributes. Instead, we suggest that when preferences are learned in
context, e.g., when repeated choices are made from a set that
includes an asymmetrically dominated (decoy) option, people
simply learn their preference for generic properties of a choice set,
rather than their preferences about the attributes themselves. We
call this choice construction. In contrast, if a person is asked to make
repeated choices between two options, he or she will be forced to
make a tradeoff between one attribute and the other. This process
will induce preference construction, and should yield preferences
that are stable across contexts.

Our experiments included two phases for all participants. In
the first phase, the “tradeoff learning task,” participants made six
successive choices between equally priced options that varied only
on two attributes; every choice required a tradeoff between these
attributes. Each successive set of options became increasingly
stronger along one attribute rather than the other, thus requiring
increasingly difficult tradeoffs.

Experiment 1’s tradeoff learning task was structured in one of
three ways. In the control (Binary Choice) condition participants
made repeated choices between two options. In the Attraction
condition participants made repeated choices between the same two
options plus a third, asymmetrically dominated decoy option. In the
Compromise condition the third option included an attribute level
combination that placed it exactly between the attribute level
combinations of the binary set. The objective of the Attraction and
Compromise conditions was to create a choice situation in which
participants would be more likely to use contextual cues to make
their decision, rather than having to learn their subjective attribute
importance weights.

The learning task was followed by a filler task and then a
“target choice phase.” The target choice in all experiments pre-
sented participants with three options in an attraction effect setup.
The choice set included options representing a trade-off more
extreme than the last decision of the learning phase. In order to test
for preference stability, the decoy was set to be asymmetrically
dominated by the option at the opposite extreme from the participant’s
last selection in the learning phase (i.e., their sixth decision). We
assumed that this last selection reflected a strong preference for one
attribute over the other. Our key dependent variable was whether
participants were “tempted” by the decoy, and thus “switched”
away from their previously preferred attribute combination. We
expected that participants in the Attraction and Compromise con-
ditions would switch more than their control condition counterparts
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because the trinary choice sets would enable them to develop a
preference for contextual cues rather than engage in the difficult act
of trading-off one attribute for another. We also asked participants
to indicate how strongly they preferred their chosen (target) option
on a one to nine scale. We expected strength of preference to be
greater for participants in the control condition because their
preferences should be relatively more stable than experimental
condition participants.

Our predicted data pattern emerged as expected. The propor-
tion of participants who were “lured” by the decoy in the final, target
choice was significantly lower in the control condition (31.2%
switched) than either the Attraction (47.3%) or Compromise (59.3%)
conditions. Additionally, mean preference strength was greater for
non-switchers than switchers. This pattern becomes more extreme
when we differentiate those participants who fell prey to the context
from those who did not.

In our second experiment we confirm our interpretation that
participants in our binary conditions learned trade-off values but
that trinary condition participants did not. In this experiment we
replicate the Binary Choice and Attraction condition procedures
from Experiment 1, but also add a pair of similar conditions where
we manipulate the difficult of learning trade-offs in the experiment’s
learning phase by presenting participants ranges of attribute values,
rather than a precise number (e.g., “restaurant food quality: 3-3.5
stars”). We find that in both range conditions—Binary and Attrac-
tion—participants are more likely to be tempted by the decoy in the
target choice. That is, when attributes are described in ranges, the
Binary condition participants behave like those in the trinary
condition. We argue that this is because the range manipulation
made attribute trade-off learning more difficult, which ultimately
led to less stable preferences.

In our third experiment we demonstrate that when participants
are prodded to pay special attention to the tradeoffs inherent in their
choices, they produce more stable preferences even when the
choices are made in (a trinary choice) context. We replicate our the
procedure and basic result from the Binary and Attraction condi-
tions of experiments 1 and 2, but find relatively high and equal
preference stability irrespective of the presence of a contextual cue
in the choice set when we give the simple instruction to pay special
attention to the tradeoffs among the attributes. Thus, in study 1 we
present the finding that preferences are less stable when learning in
context. In study 2 we are able to exacerbate this difference, and in
study 3 we are able to attenuate the difference. Throughout we
replicate the basic difference between choice and preference con-
struction that we find initially in study 1.

In summary, we present evidence distinguishing preference
construction from choice construction. This perspective offers a
new approach to understanding the persistence of context effects.
Finally, we propose a more nuanced way to think about what
choices imply about underlying preferences.

“Preference Exploration and Learning: The Role of
Intensiveness and Extensiveness of Experience”

Steve Hoeffler, University of North Carolina
Dan Ariely, Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Pat West, Ohio State University
Rod Duclos, University of North Carolina

“Not alone age matures one, but breadth of experience and
depth of reflection.” —Ross (1948, p. 214)

People’s preferences change dramatically over time. In most
cases, the changes are too slow to draw attention, but when people
look back at their past preferences, they sometimes find it shocking

to realize how much they have changed. These changes occur in
most consumption domains. In addition, they include aspects for
which people both increased and decreased their liking over time.
A few examples of such changes are realizing that grilled cheese
sandwiches are no longer the culinary ideal, developing a taste for
beer, and looking forward to visiting a modern art museum. Yet
knowing that preferences change is different from understanding
how and why they change.

Prior research has focused on two broad classes of factors that
exert influence on preference learning. One class of factors (e.g.,
biology and exposure) has a direct influence, whereby preferences
respond to lower-order forces such as biological adaptation and
sensory feedback. The second class of factors (e.g., informational
goals and social learning) has an indirect influence, whereby
preferences are subject to higher-order forces such as cognitive
representations of (un)desirable end states. Both classes are impor-
tant because they relate to the way a person learns about and
constructs preferences. Despite the wide range of literature cov-
ered, however, we found a dearth of research on the role of breadth
of experience in the preference formation process. Thus, we attempt
to remedy this shortcoming by refining/partitioning the “experi-
ence” construct by introducing two new subconstructs: intensive-
ness and extensiveness of experience.

We succinctly define intensiveness of experience as the amount
or frequency with which a person has been exposed to a product
category. Alternatively, we define extensiveness of experience as
the breadth or the variety of exposure a person has accumulated in
a product environment throughout his or her consumption history.
Intensiveness and extensiveness of experience are likely to be
positively correlated in the real world, yet they need not accrue
simultaneously. As suggested previously, it is possible to develop
one aspect of experience (e.g., intensiveness) without necessarily
enriching the other (e.g., extensiveness).

In light of this argument, we contend that a person’s preference
formation will be influenced by the nature of prior experience.
More specifically, the primary goal of this research (studies 1-2) is
to examine whether preference learning (as indicated by the ability
to identify, predict, and appreciate higher-quality products) is
afforded more readily by intensiveness or extensiveness of experi-
ence. Our secondary goal is to identify some of the factors and
mechanisms impacting extensiveness of experience and preference
exploration (studies 3-5).

In study 1, to examine the relationship between experience and
preference learning, we surveyed the intensiveness (e.g., number of
years drinking beer, and number of beers consumed in a typical
week) and extensiveness (e.g., number of brands regularly con-
sumed, number of beer types experienced, and number of brands
experienced) of experience of our research participants. Following
this initial questionnaire, we tested participants’ knowledge of the
category in a series of semantic tasks. From the performance
exhibited on these tasks, we inferred the amount of preference
learning accrued over time. We find that, while intensiveness of
experience could not predict preference learning, extensiveness of
experience did. Participants with higher breadth were better able to
discriminate quality, knew a greater number of countries legiti-
mately famous for producing high-quality beer, and were better
able to estimate the alcohol content of beers.

In study 2, we used similar questions to estimate intensiveness
and extensiveness of experience, but adopted a new set of depen-
dent variables. In addition to the semantic measures of preference
learning, we used sensory measures (e.g., blind test tastes). Again,
we find that high-extensiveness participants were better able to
identify and appreciate high-quality products and accurately pre-
dict their preferences than low-extensiveness participants. Inten-
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siveness of experience, on the other hand, did not confer any
benefit. To the extent that preferences are the product of both
sensory and semantic knowledge, we infer that extensiveness of
experience enhances both understanding of the product category
and preference learning.

After identifying the advantages associated with extensive-
ness of experience, we next examine three mechanisms impacting
the decision to experiment with novel alternatives in the real world.
We use the term “preference exploration” to describe the very
selection of novel options and the corresponding increase in people’s
extensiveness of experience. So what are the factors that affect
preference exploration?

The first factor we identify is the availability of a quality signal
favoring novel options. In study 3, participants who were led to
believe that novel juices (e.g., tamarind, guanabana, maracuja, and
guava) were more popular in a foreign country were more likely to
select those juices for trial. The second factor is the similarity of an
advocate of a novel option. In study 4, when a similar model (i.e.,
a person of same age and gender) promoted the selection of a novel
option, participants were more likely to demonstrate a willingness
to try the item. The third factor is the favorability of a novel
experience. In study 5, participants who had a negative initial
experience with a novel juice were more likely to stay with familiar
options in subsequent trials.

Far from construing intensiveness and extensiveness of expe-
rience as ends of one continuum, we present these constructs as two
correlated, but potentially separable, dimensions along which indi-
vidual experiences vary. Furthermore, we believe that both con-
structs can sometimes interact to influence the preference forma-
tion process. Finally, inspired by recent research in neuroscience
(Munakata and O’Reilly 2003), we conjecture that, to the extent that
preferences are the product of both semantic and sensory knowl-
edge, intensiveness can play a preference-solidifying role by strength-
ening the linkages between the knowledge acquired through sen-
sory exploration and that acquired through semantic exploration.

“The Effect of Decision Interruption and Suspension on
Preferences”

Wendy Liu, University of California Los Angeles
Previous research in judgment and decision making has mainly

focused on decisions made in one continuous manner—the person
is presented with a choice, thinks through it, and selects the course
of action. However, in real life, decisions are often interrupted or
suspended. For example, a multitasking manager may be juggling
several issues on the same work day. Thus when he/she faces a
decision problem, he/she may need to attend to other businesses
before returning to make the decision. Similarly, a consumer may
be considering a purchase, but may sit on the decision for some time
while pursuing other things in life.

Do interruptions and suspensions in decision making change
people’s preferences? In this research, I focus on the change in
information processing due to an interruption or suspension. Spe-
cifically, I propose two modes of attribute processing, namely,
compulsory processing versus voluntary processing, and argue that
when a decision is considered for the first time, the attributes of
options are processed under compulsory mode such that they
receive attention proportional to their perceived relevance to the
decision. However, an interruption stops this processing, and when
the decision resumes, the processing of the problem switches from
compulsory mode to voluntary mode–upon a “revisit” to the prob-
lem, people (unintentionally) become more focused on aspects of
the problem they are more naturally drawn to. In particular, I
propose that compared to compulsory processing in which an
option’s desirability (benefits, rewards) and feasibility (costs, con-

straints) are equally relevant, people voluntarily give greater atten-
tion to the desirability of options, and less attention to the feasibility
of options, resulting in systematic shifts in preferences. I examine
this possibility in two decision contexts, namely, risky choice, and
price-quality tradeoffs, and show that an interruption or suspension
makes people more risk-seeking, and more likely to choose high-
price high-quality options.

Study 1 examines the effect of decision suspension on risky
choice. Participants were given 6 decisions involving one option
with a larger but less probable gain and another with a smaller but
more probable (sometimes sure) gain. Consistent with prior re-
search, winning is desirable, while the probability of winning
indicates its feasibility (Sagristano, Trope and Liberman 2002). For
each decision, half the participants were told that they should first
learn about the choice, but not make a decision; instead they would
turn to a different task. The interrupting filler task asked the
participants to count backwards (e.g., “count backwards by 4 from
92 to 8”), typing down each step to make sure they followed
instructions. Upon completion of the filler task, they were shown
the risky choice again and asked to make a decision. The other half
completed the filler task prior to the risky choice (thus equating any
potential “priming” effect of fillers), and then made the choice at
once without suspending it. In all 6 decisions, those who suspended
their decisions were more likely to choose the risky option; the
increases range from 7% to 14%, pooled average=10%, p<.005.
Further analysis shows that the total amount of time spent on the
decisions did not differ between conditions, and did not account for
the effect.

Study 2 extends the result of study 1 on risky choice to
unexpected interruptions. Specifically, this computerized study
controls the process of reading about the options and deciding, by
introducing information about the options gradually. After the last
option’s information was presented, the no-interruption subjects
spent an average of 8 seconds to come up with a decision. The
interruption subjects were interrupted unexpectedly 3 seconds after
the last information was presented (and hence have not made up
their mind) and were asked to perform a filler task. Again, when
they resumed, they were more likely to choose the riskier option
(increase=23%, p<.005).

Study 3 conceptually extends the effect of interruption to
another domain, namely, price-quality tradeoff. Because high qual-
ity is desirable while price serves as a feasibility constraint, inter-
ruption shifted preferences towards the high-quality high-price
option over the low-quality low-price option (increase=8%, p<.05).
Further analysis suggests consistent with the underlying mecha-
nism of voluntary attention to desirability, the effect is stronger for
hedonic products (11% increase) than for utilitarian products (4%
increase), the later being instrumental to other goals but lack
desirability in and of themselves.

In summary, this research examines the effect of decision
interruption and suspension on preferences, and demonstrates a
shift towards desirable but less feasible options due to a switch from
compulsory to voluntary mode of information processing. This
research has significant implications for marketers and consumers.

“New Insights on the Benefits of Unconscious Thought”
Ap Dijksterhuis, University of Amsterdam

Common knowledge dictates that conscious deliberation is
the best strategy for making choices. Thorough contemplation, it is
usually argued, leads to choices that are objectively better. We show
that choosers can also engage in unconscious thought: After people
have gathered information about various choice alternatives, they
leave the development of a preference for one of the alternatives to
the unconscious. In lay terms, people can “sleep on it”. We present
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research showing that unconscious thought is often superior to
conscious thought. In addition, we present research that sheds more
light on how unconscious thought works, and we present some
preliminary evidence about the moderating role of expertise in the
fruitfulness of unconscious thought.

We base our recent research on the recently posited Uncon-
scious Thought Theory (UTT; Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, in press).
This theory postulates various characteristics about conscious
thought and about unconscious thought. We argued that conscious
thought is essentially very precise, but also suffers from low
capacity. Unconscious thought, on the other hand, is less precise but
also has no (or at least less) capacity issues. This led us to formulate
and test the “deliberation-without-attention” hypothesis about the
relation between mode of thought (conscious versus unconscious
thought), complexity of choice and quality of choice. We hypoth-
esize that simple decisions are made better after conscious thought,
whereas complex decisions are made better after unconscious
thought. We indeed found evidence for this, both in the laboratory
as well as among actual shoppers (Dijksterhuis, Bos, Nordgren, &
van Baaren, 2006).

In our laboratory studies, we presented our participants with
information about four choice alternatives (e.g., four different cars)
differing in overall attractiveness. These cars were either described
by few aspects (4) or by a lot of aspects (12). After participants had
read the information, they were either given time to consciously
think about the four cars, or they were distracted so they could only
engage in unconscious thought. We repeatedly showed that con-
scious thinkers more often chose the best car than unconscious
thinkers when the choice context was simple (i.e., 4 aspects per car),
but that unconscious thinkers made a better choice than conscious
thinkers under conditions of complex decisions (12 aspects per car).
We also have evidence that unconscious thought leads to more post-
choice satisfaction among actual shoppers who bought complex
products (e.g., furniture) but that conscious thought leads to more
satisfaction for simple products (e.g., small appliances).

Recent research also shows that unconscious thought is goal-
directed. We only engage in it when we are motivated to do so. In
various experiments, we gave people a information about various
alternatives, before dividing people into two conditions. In one
condition, we distracted people for a few minutes but told them
beforehand that they later had to choose between the alternatives.
In another condition, we merely distracted people and told them they
could forget about the choice alternatives. Only in the first condition we
found effects of unconscious thought. That is, only people who knew
they would have to make a choice later on made good decisions.

In all experiments that we had done until recently, participants
were given all information relevant for making a choice. But what
if people do not have this information? Is unconscious thought still
helpful? In order to examine this, we looked at the role of expertise.
In an 8-week period, participants were asked to predict scores in the
Dutch soccer league every week (games are played each weekend).
Participants either predicted without hardly any thought at all, or
after conscious thought, or after unconscious thought. Participants
were furthermore divided into two groups on the basis of their
knowledge of soccer: Experts and non-experts. Again, unconscious
thinkers made the most accurate predictions, but this was only true
for experts. They could recruit relevant knowledge during uncon-
scious thought to arrive at sound predictions. However, as the non-
experts showed, unconscious thought is not helpful without having
relevant information.
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SPECIAL SESSION SUMMARY

Access versus Ownership in Consumer Research
Ashlee Humphreys, Northwestern University, USA

Markus Geisler, York University, Canada

SESSION OVERVIEW
This session sought to explore the distinction between access

and ownership in consumption practices. We brought together three
presentations that examined a paradigm shift from ownership to
access organized consumer discourses, practices and theory. Within
a paradigm of ownership, consumption objects are clearly defined,
and the role of the consumer is circumscribed as simultaneous
owner and user. Within a paradigm of access, however, property
boundaries become blurred, and consumers play a more ambiguous
role in constituting the consumption object by using objects that are
not owned. As marketing paradigms evolve from a product-based
orientation to a service-based orientation, these tensions between
ownership and access have become more prominent in the market-
place (Vargo and Lusch 2005). Examining the relationships be-
tween access and ownership allows us to (1) explore the relation-
ship between material and immaterial dimensions of consumption,
(2) add to our understanding of how cultural values and interpreta-
tions are formulated and shared, and (3) document how consumers
and producers collectively negotiate social and legal norms of
access and ownership.

The applicability of this theoretical distinction was explored in
three papers. Markus Giesler and Ashlee Humphreys examined the
two conflicting paradigms in two consumption contexts: retail
bookselling and music downloading. These two cases allow us the
opportunity to theorize the dynamics between ownership and
access, and its results at two levels of consumer-producer conflict,
one cooperative and the other agonistic.

Clinton Lanier, Hope Schau, and Albert Muniz discussed the
distinction’s place in the consumer co-creation process in the case
of three fan fictions (Harry Potter, Xena: Warrior Princess, and
Tom Petty and the Heartbreakers). Although producers legally
maintain the rights to the material aspects of mass culture, consum-
ers co-create and disseminate the immaterial meanings and inter-
pretations of popular culture. Who owns the “meaning” of these co-
created texts is hotly contested between fans and producers. Tradi-
tional notions of ownership break down as we move from consid-
ering value as residing in the product to residing in the experience
surrounding the product. The only way for producers to maintain
ownership of the experience of the product is to restrict access to the
product itself.

Eric Arnould, Carolyn Curasi, and Linda Price explored the
interplay between access and ownership in a context in which
access is historically privileged over ownership, and likewise takes
precedence over ownership in several meaningful ways. In the
context of Nebraska Century farms and ranches, access precedes
ownership and flows uncontested into ownership. However, own-
ership must be earned via demonstration of guardianship skills.
Ownership is a responsibility that entails considerable lifestyle
trade-offs. A priority for agents occupying the guardianship role is
securing access to the farm for existing and future generations of
potential owners. Loss of the farm, which curtails future access, is
a great ill, all guardians seek to avoid. Century farm families
employ a variety of strategies to pass their farms forward into the
future. A variety of economic and policy factors threaten the access/
guardianship model of the Century farm.

Russell Belk then tied together the presented empirical work
and drew conclusions using a framework of sharing and owning and
contrasted them to previous work on material possessions. All three

presentations use the access/ownership distinction to theorize so-
cial relations between consumers and producers and between
consumers themselves. By convening this session we tried to
advance the understanding of these two modes of consumption and
their interrelation in the marketplace.

EXTENDED ABSTRACTS

 “Tensions between Access and Ownership in the Media
Marketplace”

Markus Giesler, York University
Ashlee Humphreys, Northwestern University

When and why will a social actor use a framework of access
over one of ownership? To answer this question, we examine
ownership/access dynamics in the context of media consumption
and production. Media products present us with a valuable oppor-
tunity to study the conflict between access, a viewpoint generally
taken by the consumers of media that entails the sharing of goods
and services, and ownership, the viewpoint more commonly taken
by producers of media that entails placing restrictions on the
circulation of goods and services. This paper seeks to organize and
explain the tensions that arise between media producers and con-
sumers based on divergent perspectives of the marketplace in two
consumption domains, books and music.

Two ethnographic field studies of book and music consump-
tion were undertaken including depth interviews, archival data, and
extended experiential participation in a cultural context (Pettigrew
1990; Arnould and Wallendorf 1994; Stewart 1998). In the case of
the bookselling industry, the transition from ownership to access,
while on-going, has been relatively smooth and takes place through
a process of continual gifting between company and consumer. In
the case of the music industry, the transition from ownership has
been contentious, heavily debated in popular and industry circles,
and has taken the form of a social drama (Turner 1969).

In the case of bookselling, consumers have the option to read
or ‘access’ titles in the store rather than to buy them outright. They
view this access as a free service offered by the bookstore and use
the service to read things they would not otherwise buy. Book
producers, on the other hand, are structurally oriented toward
selling media in material form. While they may offer free access to
materials, they do so in order to entice consumers to buy and ‘own’
the book. The tension between access and ownership plays out as
consumers try to maximize ‘access’ while producers try to place
barriers on access in order to promote ownership.

In the case of music, downloaders, who are access-oriented,
and music producers, who are ownership-oriented, are drawn into
dramatic presentation efforts to legitimate their own cultural stand-
point (Goffman 1959; Turner 1969). Members of each dramatic
stakeholder group exert a moral demand upon their rivals and
cultural bystanders to accept the cultural standpoint encoded in
their dramatic performances as the most desirable, proper, or
appropriate. Through their dramatic performances, consumers and
producers invest themselves and others into a particular music
marketplace ideology, legitimate their divergent cultural stand-
point on music access and ownership, and reinforce their own
sources of cultural identity and power.

In summary, this presentation contributes to our understand-
ing of the access-ownership distinction in marketing in three


