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In this research we examine a loss rationalization hypothesis whereby segregating losses yields more positive evaluations if it helps

rationalize the loss but yields more negative evaluations otherwise.  When people feel responsible for a loss, they may automatically

and unconsciously engage in rationalization processes that make the hedonic impact of the event less severe (Gilbert et al. 1998).  If

people are accountable for a loss they are motivated to rationalize the loss.  When losses are segregated, each component of the overall

loss could potentially be a justification.  Thus, a segregated loss would present more opportunities for justification than an integrated

one where each individual component is a (potential) reason to justify the loss.  We predict that the effect of reasons on the evaluation

of losses is moderated by the motivation one has to justify the loss such that (1) for people who feel responsible for the loss, reasons

help justify the loss, making it less painful and (2) for people who do not feel responsible for the loss, reasons for the loss are

evaluated as mishaps, making the loss more painful. Two experimental studies investigate these hypotheses.
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Proposed Study: Confirmatory Processing
A followup study will aim to show that containing chemical ingredients harms not only judgment, but actual product experience and 

choice. Through confirmatory, top-down processing, consumers may come to experience a product as less tasty, congruent with their “chem-
ical-induced” expectations (Ha and Hoch 1989, Shiv et al. 2005).

Further studies may demonstrate the dependence of the aversive reaction to chemical-sounding additives on heuristic processing, show-
ing increased adverse effects of chemical sounding names under cognitive load. 

 In addition, studies will aim to get a better hold of the mechanisms driving the phenomena. Study 2 ruled argues against harmful 
effects of chemical names on product evaluations being due to unfamiliarity (not knowing what the ingredient is). Additional studies will 
explore whether the effects of chemical-names on evaluations are due to negative associations that are activated by chemical names. 
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 Mishap or Justification? Whether Segregating Losses Is Bad or Good Depends on 
Responsibility for the Outcome
Dilney Goncalves, IE Business School, Spain

Gains and losses can often be presented in a piecemeal format or integrated.  For example, the cost of repairing a car can be broken 
down in each individual part and labor.  Gain and loss integration versus segregation has been extensively studied under the framework of 
Mental Accounting theory.  Mental Accounting predicts that people are happier when their gains are segregated and their losses are integrated 
(Thaler, 1985).  Whereas the basic assumption has been well documented, especially in the gains domain, less is known about how people 
process integrated versus segregated outcomes, especially losses.

If negative events can be painful, they can also help people minimize the pain of a loss if they provide reasons that help justify the 
loss.  In this research we examine a loss rationalization hypothesis whereby segregating losses yields more positive evaluations if it helps 
rationalize the loss but yields more negative evaluations otherwise.  When people feel responsible for a loss, they may automatically and 
unconsciously engage in rationalization processes that make the hedonic impact of the event less severe (Gilbert et al. 1998).  If people are 
accountable for a loss they are motivated to rationalize the loss.  When losses are segregated, each component of the overall loss could po-
tentially be a justification.  Thus, a segregated loss would present more opportunities for justification than an integrated one where each indi-
vidual component is a (potential) reason to justify the loss.  We predict that the effect of reasons on the evaluation of losses is moderated by 
the motivation one has to justify the loss such that (1) for people who feel responsible for the loss, reasons help justify the loss, making it less 
painful and (2) for people who do not feel responsible for the loss, reasons for the loss are evaluated as mishaps, making the loss more painful.

The first study tested whether segregating the cause for a loss has an impact independent of segregating the monetary value.  This study 
used a 2 (monetary outcome: integrated vs. segregated) X 2 (cause vs. cause) between-subjects design.  Participants were recruited online and 
were randomly assigned to one of the four experimental conditions.  They read a scenario describing a situation where they had to pay for an 
unexpected expense (car taxes in the first replicate and house repair in the second).  In the integrated monetary frame, participants saw only 
the total amount (e.g., $450).  In the segregated monetary frame, they saw a list of items followed by the total ($260, $90, $80, $20).  Partici-
pants in the cause condition were told that they had to pay for “registration and inspection fees” and “state and CO2 taxes.” Participants in the 
integrated, no-cause condition were not told anything about the source of the taxes.  Those in the segregated, no-cause condition were shown 
a list of non-descriptive items (i.e., A, B, C, D).  After imagining that they were in the situation described, participants stated how unhappy 
they would feel with the expense on a 7-point scale anchored in “not at all unhappy” and “extremely unhappy.” Planned contrasts showed 
that participants in the integrated, no-cause condition felt significantly less unhappy (M=4.42) than participants in the other three conditions 
(M=5.03; p<0.05).  Furthermore, evaluations in the integrated, reasons condition (M=5.03) and the two segregated conditions (Mreasons=4.96; 
Mno-reasons=5.10) did not differ.  This pattern replicates previous research and – in addition – shows that segregating causes has a similar effect 
to segregating the monetary value of the outcome.

The second study, tests the moderating role of responsibility.  This study has a 2 (responsible vs. non-responsible) X 3 (completely-
integrated vs. monetary-integrated vs. completely-segregated) between-subjects design.  Participants in the responsible condition were told 
that they knowingly parked the car in a no-parking zone.  Those in the non-responsible condition were told that they did so unknowingly.  
Participants were told that their car got towed.  Those in the completely-integrated condition were told that they had to “pay $200 to re-
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cover your car.”  Those in the monetary-integrated condition also read “(for parking ticket and towing service).”  Finally, participants in the 
completely-segregated condition saw “parking ticket: $80; towing service: $120.”  The dependent variable is unhappiness with the expense 
(as in study 1).  A significant responsibility by reasons interaction (F2,110=3.53; p<0.05) supports our prediction: whereas for non-responsible 
participants, reasons represented unfortunate events and increased unhappiness (Mcompletely-integrated=6.14; Mmonetary-integrated=6.45; Mcompletely-segregated=6.69) 
whereas for responsible participants, reasons helped them rationalize and decreased unhappiness (Mcompletely-integrated=6.19; Mmonetary-integrated =5.58; 
Mcompletely-segregated=5.37).

A third vignette study provides preliminary evidence that if individual components cannot be used to justify the loss, segregating a loss 
does not make it less painful even if people are motivated to rationalize it.  These two experiments suggest that reasons play an important role 
in how people evaluate negative outcomes.  The negative impact of losses can be minimized by using appropriate description: losses should 
be segregated when individual components help (and there is motivation to) justify a bad decision and integrated otherwise.

Losing Sight of the Struggle: 
Consumer Activism in the Age of New Media and Hypervisuality

Amanda Earley, York University, Canada

Anti-Consumerist Activism on the Web
Since the beginnings of the Internet, activists have argued that it would be the first form of mass media that would belong to the people, 

and would consequently have liberatory potential.  It has been used for organizing, coordinating events, political education, and grassroots 
reportage. The study of cyberactivism is an ideal complement to ongoing discussions of consumer resistance (Kozinets and Handelman, 
2004; Kozinets, 2002) and liberatory conceptions of consumer behavior (Murray and Ozanne, 1991), and brings much-needed work on new 
media and the politics of consumer culture into the field of consumer behavior.  

There have been numerous scholarly attempts to document cyberactivist practices, including Martha McCaughey and Michael D. Ayers’ 
edited collection which chronicles the use of cyberactivist tactics by groups ranging from first-world “hacktivists” to the Zapatistas (2003). 
Most of the authors in the collection take on a celebratory tone, practically declaring a new age for political organizing and democracy. 

These academic activists are not in bad company, as seen in coverage of the recent Twitter revolutions in Moldova, Iran, and Egypt. 
Within the media studies camp, Henry Jenkins is perhaps the best known proponent of the democratizing potential of the Internet. Jenkins’ 
analysis centers on the enormous potential in the Internet, for the political process as well as for market activity (2006).  He and his colleagues 
have argued that the internet enables a new participatory culture defined by low barriers to entry, collaboration, social connection, and a sense 
that the activity is valuable (2006).  Here, consumers become producers or at least “prosumers,” creating content and shaping market offer-
ings by collaborating with companies.  

New Media is not, however, free from detractors, academic and otherwise.  Even in the case of the Tehran “Twitter Revolution,” journal-
ists passions quickly cooled as many started to question the relationship between the Internet and politics (Moaveni, 2010; Morozov, 2009).  
The majority of technology scholars tend to be critical, rather than celebratory.  Michael Margolis and David Resnick contested the position 
that the Internet will bring about a long-awaited perfect democractic society, arguing that “...ordinary politics and commercial activity have 
invaded and captured cyberspace.  Virtual reality has grown to resemble the real world,” (2000, p. 2).  

Legal studies scholar Cass Sunstein took this argument one step further by explicating how, in the age of the internet, democracies are 
moving farther from the ideal of deliberation and closer to a direct democracy based on immediate desires.  This is fueled by processes of 
specialization and filtering that allow individuals to radically filter what they see, hear, and consider (2000, 2007). Sunstein contends that the 
new political ideal is that of the consumer democracy, where free choice of goods and free movement of capital is paramount to other social 
goals.  This ideal has infected the web, as commerce dominates in the form of shopping, advertising, and consumers’ discussions of products. 

Examining Consumer Cyberactivism: The Case of the Toronto G20
The substantive example of the Toronto G20 was used to examine the above debates in a real-world context.  Two types of media pro-

duction were examined: traditional, mainstream media representations of the events, and activist-produced media productions.  The coverage 
was both in print and digital formats.  For the digital material posted by activists, attention was paid to the communities and connections 
underlying the posts.  That said, the project is not a full netnography, as the researcher was an observer rather than a participant observer 
(Kozinets, 2009).

The media representations frequently juxtaposed texts and photographs, so both discursive and visual methods were employed.  That 
said, the vast majority of the media space was in the form of photographs, so primacy is given to the visual in the analysis.  Often, the text 
was as small as a caption or a Facebook comment, and thus served as an aid to the visual analysis moreso than an independent cultural text.  

 All media were subjected to open and axial coding, as explicated by Strauss and Corbin (1998).  Emmison and Smith’s Researching the 
Visual (2000) and Sturken and Cartwright’s Practices of Looking (2001) provided guidance for reading and coding the content of visual im-
ages. 87 images were analyzed for the journalistic side, and 3,450 were read for the activists.  Narratives of anti-consumerism activist media 
production and mainstream media production emerged from this analysis.  

For the journalists, two main themes emerged.  The first, practiced neutrality, is defined by presenting a large range of actors (activists, 
police officers, vandals) without judgment or a political analysis. The second theme is the creation of iconic content.  The mainstream media 
were responsible for taking the photographs that were the most widely circulated.  Two photographs and video footage of a police car on fire 
quickly became the dominant representations of the protest, and were circulated widely.  


