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ExTENDED ABSTRACT
Since the Persuasion Knowledge Model (PKM; Friedtad and 

Wright 1994) was first introduced, numerous investigations have ex-
plored how consumers see an agent’s behavior in a different light 
based on their persuasion knowledge (see for e.g. Campbell and Kir-
mani 2000). However, there is another set of circumstances in which 
persuasion attempts might be seen in a different light, when the target 
of a persuasion attempt has experience as both consumer and agent. 

The PKM allows for the situation where individuals have the 
dual role of agent and consumer (Friestad and Wright 1994), howev-
er to date no literature has examined this question. The focus instead 
has been on consumer reactions (e.g. Sharma and Levy 1995). Utiliz-
ing theories of role conflict and salience in addition to the literature 
on processing motivations, we propose that for dual role consumers, 
the salience of their role as an agent will lead them to respond to 
persuasion attempts based more on accuracy motivated processing 
(Vonk 1999). In contrast, a consumer with no experience as sales 
agent will respond to a persuasion attempt in line with defense mo-
tivated processing (Fisher 1993). These different processing motiva-
tions influence whether or not consumers and agents will respond to 
different cues in the persuasion attempt. We are particularly inter-
ested in those cues that are related to ulterior motives: accessibility 
and acknowledgement.

Ulterior Motive Accessibility
The nature of sales with performance-contingent rewards (Mal-

lin and Pullins 2009) leads to an enduring perception that ulterior 
motives are guiding the behavior of sales agents. Research has re-
vealed that the accessibility of ulterior motives has a significant im-
pact on consumer responses to persuasion attempts (Campbell and 
Kirmani 2000). We expect that the accessibility of ulterior motives 
will moderate agent and consumer responses to the persuasion at-
tempt. In particular, for agents, their accuracy motivation will allow 
for an adjustment of their perceptions of the other sales agent in the 
face of information suggesting they are more or less likely to be in-
fluenced by ulterior motives. In contrast, consumers who are more 
likely to process information according to defense motivations will 
be insensitive to information relating to ulterior motives. 

Study 1 
This was a 2 (ulterior motive accessibility: high vs. low) × 2 

(role: consumer vs. agent) between-subjects design (N=86). Con-
sumer role was a measured variable wherein participants identified 
whether they had previous working experience in sales. All partici-
pants were asked to imagine an interaction with a salesperson where 
they were going to buy a pair of sunglasses. Half of the participants 
were told that the store eliminated the commission based reward pol-
icies (low ulterior motive accessibility) and the other half were told 
that the store used commission based reward policies (high ulterior 
motive accessibility). The persuasion attempt consisted of the sales-
person flattering consumers on the sunglasses that they were trying 
on: “that’s a great pair of sunglasses. I think they look good on you”. 

As expected, results indicated that that agents had significant-
ly higher trustworthiness toward the other salesperson with low as 
compared to high ulterior motive accessibility (F(1,82) = 16.21, p < 
0.001). In contrast, consumers’ trustworthiness toward the salesper-

son were not influenced by the accessibility of the ulterior motives 
(F(1,82)=0.13, p=0.53).

Ulterior Motive Acknowledgement 
Wood and Eagly (1981) found that participants were more like-

ly to trust those individuals who offered information against their 
own self-interest. Accordingly, we argue that when a sales agent of-
fers information that argues against his/her self-interest during the 
persuasion attempt or acknowledges the presence of ulterior motives, 
consumers will be less defensive. This tactic has been referred to as 
“stealing thunder” and was first studied in the context of trial ex-
perts’ assertions (Williams et al. 1993). In the current context, the 
acknowledgement of possible ulterior motives through the use of the 
stealing thunder tactic should serve to lessen consumer’s defensive 
reactions to persuasion attempts. However, this tactic is unlikely to 
have an effect for accuracy motivated agents as they tend to evaluate 
overall information. 

Study 2 
This was a 2 (ulterior motive acknowledgement: no vs. yes) × 

2 (role: consumer vs. agent) between-subjects design (N=72). As 
in Study 1, participants self-identified whether they had prior sales 
experience. The ulterior motive acknowledgement manipulation oc-
curred during the persuasion attempt. The no acknowledgement of 
ulterior motive condition involved the persuasion attempt from the 
sales agent making the same flattering statement as in Study 1. Those 
in ulterior motive acknowledged condition were told “You may think 
that I am just trying to make a sale, but that’s a great pair of sun-
glasses…”

In line with propositions, results showed that for consumers, ac-
knowledging ulterior motives led to higher trustworthiness than not 
acknowledging ulterior motives (F(1,68)=4.34, p<0.05). However, 
agent trustworthiness were not influenced by ulterior motive ac-
knowledgement (F(1,68)=1.89, p>0.1). Further, results of a similar 
study conducted with salesclerks at their place of employment (M = 
6.5 years of experience) further confirmed accuracy motivated pro-
cessing of the acknowledgement of ulterior motives. 

Study 3 
In the final study, we manipulate accuracy motivations to dem-

onstrate how this may change consumer vs. agent responses. This 
was a 2 (ulterior motive acknowledgement: yes vs. no) × 2 (role: 
consumer vs. agent) × 2 (motivation priming: accuracy vs. control) 
between-subjects design (N=139). All manipulations were the same 
as in Study 2 with the addition of the accuracy motivation manipu-
lation. Results demonstrated that priming consumer participants 
with accuracy motivation attenuated the effect of ulterior motive ac-
knowledgement (F(1,65)=1.03, p=0.3). However, priming agent par-
ticipants’ with accuracy motivation, trustworthiness did not change 
(F(1,65)=0.53, p=0.47).

General Discussion
Through manipulating the accessibility and acknowledgement 

of ulterior motives, this research demonstrates that when respond-
ing to persuasion attempts from salespeople, a single role consum-
er tends to be defense motivated, whereas an individual with dual 
roles as both a consumer and an agent is accuracy motivated. The 
present study contributes to the literature by: (1) comparing different 
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responses of single vs. dual role consumers thereby extending PKM, 
(2) introducing role salience as the reason for these differing re-
sponses, and (3) demonstrating the impact of different persuasion 
tactics (i.e. stealing thunder). 
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