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resistance to Persuasion: Minimizing Cognitive Effort by Implicit Forewarning
Marieke L. Fransen, University of Amsterdam, The Netherlands

ExTEndEd AbsTrACT
Almost constantly people try to convince others to change their 

behavior. To reinforce their persuasive attempt, senders often use 
heuristic cues, such as ‘expensive is good’ and ‘if an expert says so, 
it must be true’ (Chaiken, Liberman, and Eagly 1989; Kruglanski and 
Thompson 1999; Petty, Cacioppo, and Schumann 1983). Recipients’ 
reliance on these heuristic cues as a decision rule has been described 
as an automatic and unintentional process (e.g., Bargh and Ferguson 
2000; Devine 1989; Dovidio, Evans, and Tyler 1986; Janiszewski 
1988). Persuasion thus often happens because consumers automati-
cally rely on heuristic cues concealed in persuasive messages (e.g., 
Bargh 2004; Cialdini 1993; Langer 1992). This automaticity may 
subsequently result in biased judgment (Tversky and Kahneman 
1974) potentially hurting personal benefits. 

 Research showed that even though the persuasiveness of heu-
ristic cues is subtle and pervasive, people can correct for them by 
motivated effortful processing (e.g., Blair 2001, Forehand and Per-
kins 2005; Gorn, Jiang, and Johar 2008; but see Bargh 1999) which 
can be instigated by traditional resistance strategies like forewarning 
(Freedman and Sears 1965). Forewarning has been found to reduce 
the impact of persuasive messages by signaling risk, subsequently 
inducing effortful processing, counter-arguing, and attitude bolster-
ing. Unfortunately, forewarning requires cognitive capacity (Freed-
man and Sears 1965; Hass and Grady 1975; Papageorgis 1968). In 
many situations, however, people lack the motivation and/or ability 
to devote their limited cognitive capacity (Baumeister et al. 1998; 
Baumeister, Vohs, and Tice 2007; Fennis, Janssen, and Vohs 2009; 
Vohs and Faber 2007) to the resistance of persuasive appeals. 

Does this leave the consumer defenseless against the influence 
of persuasive messages that rely on subtle cues? Recent research sug-
gests not. Laran, Dalton, and Andrade (2011) recently showed that 
consumers sometimes correct for the effects of subtle marketing tac-
tics by relying on automatic responses. The advantage of these auto-
matic responses is that they do not require cognitive capacity (see the 
‘smart unconscious’ Dijksterhuis 2004; Dijksterhuis et al. 2006). In 
the present research, it is suggested that implicitly warning people by 
reminding (i.e., priming) them of a situation in which someone tried 
to influence their behavior may automatically activate the responses 
that are associated with explicit (traditional) forewarning and there-
fore exert similar effects (i.e., reduce persuasion). 

In sum, it is expected that explicit and implicit forewarning both 
enhance resistance towards an advertisement that includes a heuristic 
cue (compared to a control condition). However, explicit forewarn-
ing will consume more energy than implicit forewarning. 

Experiment 1 tested the hypothesis that explicit and implicit 
forewarning both reduce persuasion. We conducted a 3 (forewarn-
ing: explicit vs. implicit vs. control) x 2 (heuristic cue: present vs. 
absent) between-subjects design. In the explicit forewarning condi-
tion, participants were informed that they would be exposed to an ad-
vertisement trying to convince them that the advertised brand is the 
best in it’s kind. Participants in the implicit forewarning condition 
were instructed to recall a situation in which someone had tried to 
influence their behavior. In the control condition participants recalled 
a situation in which they had travelled with public transport. Next, 
participants were exposed to an advertisement in which a heuristic 
cue (‘scientifically proven’) was present or not. Subsequently, the 
persuasiveness of the advertisement was measured.

The results demonstrated no main effects of forewarning and 
heuristic cue. However, we did find the expected interaction effect 
between forewarning and heuristic cue (F(1, 162) = 3.26, p < .05). 
Simple main effect analyses demonstrated that participants who were 
not forewarned rated the advertisement with the heuristic cue as 
more persuasive (M = 2.8, SD = .74) than the control advertisement 
(M = 2.14, SD = .78; F(1, 162) = 8.38, p < .00). This effect, however, 
was not observed in both the explicit (F(1, 162) < 1) and the implicit 
forewarning conditions (F(1, 162) < 1, see figure 1). This indicates 
that forewarning consumers (explicit and implicit) eliminates the im-
pact of heuristics in advertisements.

Figure 1.
Persuasiveness as a function of heuristic cue and warning

In a second experiment we included a depletion measure to assess 
whether implicit forewarning indeed consumes less energy than ex-
plicit forewarning. The design and method was exactly the same as 
in Experiment 1 although we used another heuristic cue (expert en-
dorser). After participants evaluated the persuasiveness of the adver-
tisement, the amount of energy consumption was measured. Partici-
pants responded to several cognitively demanding assignments. The 
idea behind this measure is that participants who provide more cor-
rect answers have more energy left and have thus spent less energy in 
resisting the message (Schmeichel et al. 2003; Fennis et al. 2009).

A main effect of heuristic cue was observed (F(1, 135) = 6.12, 
p < .05, such that the advertisement including the heuristic cue was 
observed as more persuasive (M = 2.65, SD = .70) than the control 
advertisement (M = 2.36, SD = .66). More importantly, the results 
yielded an interaction effect between forewarning and heuristic cue 
(F(1, 135) = 3.64, p < .05). Simple main effect analyses demonstrat-
ed that participants who were not forewarned rated the advertisement 
with the heuristic cue as more persuasive (M = 2.90, SD = .73) than 
the control advertisement (M = 2.19, SD = .64; F(1, 135) = 13.32, p < 
.00). This effect was not found in both the explicit (F(1, 135) < 1) and 
the implicit forewarning conditions (F(1, 135) < 1, see figure 2). This 
indicates that forewarning consumers (explicit and implicit) reduces 
the impact of heuristics in advertisements. However, participants in 
the explicit forewarning condition were more depleted, reflected in 
lower scores on the cognitive demanding assignments, (M = 3.30, 
SD = 1.56) than participants in both the implicit forewarning condi-
tion (M = 4.04, SD = 2.39; p = 0.85) and the control condition (M = 
4.33, SD = 2.11; p < .05, see figure 3). These results demonstrate that 
although implicit and explicit forewarning both enhance resistance, 
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participants in the implicit forewarning condition consume less ener-
gy in doing so than participants in the explicit forewarning condition.

These findings provide a first empirical demonstration of the 
working of implicit resistance strategies. The major advantage of this 
kind of strategy is that it limits energy consumption making it more 
useful in many real life situations.

Figure 2.
Persuasiveness as a function of heuristic cue and forewarning

Figure 3.
Amount of correct answers as a function of forewarning

* Note: lower scores indicate more depletion
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new Variables for the brand Prominence Construct
Heather M. Schulz, University of Nebraska at Kearney, USA
Steven A. Schulz, University of Nebraska at Kearney, USA

ExTEndEd AbsTrACT
Brand prominence is a new construct in the literature 

associated with status signaling. Brand prominence describes, 
“the conspicuousness of a brand’s mark or logo on a product” 
(Han, Nunes, and Dreze 2010, p. 15). The current study was 
designed to extend the literature on brand prominence by supplying 
three new variables of brand prominence: 1) brand presence,  
2) brand frequency, and 3) brand abbreviation. These variables break 
down conspicuousness into more quantifiably measurable categories. 
A survey was conducted where respondents were shown images of 
shirts with manipulations of each of these variables and were asked 
about their behavioral intentions towards these items. Results reveal 
several statistically significant differences between men and women 
in their approach to the process of brand prominence behavioral 
intentions. 

Han, Nunes and Dreze (2010) introduced the construct of brand 
prominence and through content analyses found that for luxury 
brands, brand prominence decreases as the price of the luxury item 
increased. The researchers also developed a taxonomy that classifies 
consumers according to their level of personal wealth and their 
need for status. From this, four consumer lifestyles associated with 
the use of products with difference levels of brand prominence:  
1) patricians, 2) parvenus, 3) proletarians, and 4) poseurs. Individuals 
in these groups engage in strategic behaviors through conspicuous 
consumption in order to associate or dissociate themselves from 
individuals in other social groups. 

The conspicuous consumption literature is the study of status 
signaling by individuals in a community. Conspicuous consumption 
describes the displayed use of a brand or a product in a social 
atmosphere. Veblen (1899/1994) is one of the seminal authors on 
this subject, and is heavily cited in the literature. Contemporary 
conspicuous consumption researchers have studied the social 
meaning (O’Cass and Frost 2002), social utility (Thompson and 
Norton 2011), social value (Wiedmann, Hennings, and Siebles 2009), 
and social power (Crosno, Freling, and Skinner 2009) associated with 
the signaling of one’s status through the conspicuous consumption of 
luxury brands. 

Research by Schulz (2009; 2011) has uncovered several 
themes for brands that are consumed by individuals in the 
public atmosphere. The major themes include: brand visibility, 
brand distribution, brand frequency, and brand abbreviation. 
Each theme also has several sub-themes. For example, brand 
frequency is made up of: 1) individual unique brand frequency,  
2) individual gross brand frequency, 3) product unique brand 
frequency, and 4) product gross brand frequency. Several of these 
sub-themes were adapted into behavioral intention variables for 
brand presence in this study.

A survey was administered to 300 participants in a nationally-
representative sample of the U.S. adult population. The survey 
captured participants’ demographics and behavioral intentions 
towards brand presence variable manipulations across four 
conditions. The photographic stimuli for the brand prominence 
conditions can be seen in figure 1. A cross-sectional analysis was 
conducted in order to see what connections exist among brand 
presence behavioral intentions. 

Figure 1: stimuli for brand Presence Variables

First, frequencies for the brand presence variable in the Armani 
and the Abercrombie & Fitch conditions show evenly distributed 
preferences among the aggregated consumer data. About half of the 
population prefers the shirt with the visible logo, while the other half 
prefers the shirt without the visible logo. However, when the data 
is split by sex, one can see that in both scenarios the majority of 
men preferred the shirt without the visible logo, while the majority of 
women preferred the shirt with the visible logo. In terms of the brand 
frequency (Armani) condition, the majority of both men and women 
prefer the shirt with only one logo versus the shirt with three logos. 
Finally, for the brand abbreviation (Abercrombie & Fitch) condition, 
the majority of both men and women prefer the shirt with the full 
logo rather than the abbreviated logo. Table 1 summarizes these 
results. Chi-square tests also reveal that gender differences produced 
significant effects in every condition. These results can be seen in 
table 2.

Overall, the results of this study show that on average, most 
consumers prefer the more subtle signal variations of brand promi-
nence variables such as brand frequency. However, most consumers 
also prefer the fuller version of a brand signal rather than an abbre-
viated version. Plus, in relation to brand presence most men prefer 
clothes without branded signals, while most women prefer clothes 
with branded signals. Further testing of variables related to the brand 
prominence construct may aid in gaining a better understanding of 
consumer behavior related to status signaling and conspicuous con-
sumption. 
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Table 1: behavioral Intention Frequencies
brand Prominence Variable Condition Women Men Total

Brand Presence No logo (Armani) 31.5% 79.0% 53.3%
Visible logo (Armani) 68.5% 21.0% 46.7%

Brand Presence No logo (Abercrombie & Fitch) 23.5% 75.4% 47.3%
Visible logo (Abercrombie & Fitch) 76.5% 24.6% 52.7%

Brand Frequency One logo (Armani) 77.8% 93.5% 85.0%
Three logos (Armani) 22.2% 6.5% 15.0%

Brand Abbreviation Logo initials (Abercrombie & Fitch) 25.3% 15.2% 20.7%
Full logo (Abercrombie & Fitch) 74.7% 84.8% 79.3%

Table 2: behavioral Intention Chi-square Tests for Gender
brand Prominence Variable df Sample (N) Pearson Value (X2) Significance (p)
Brand Presence (Armani) 1 300 67.57 < 0.001
Brand Presence (Abercrombie & Fitch) 1 300 80.54 < 0.001
Brand Frequency (Armani) 1 300 14.41 < 0.001
Brand Abbreviation (Abercrombie & Fitch) 1 300 4.63 < 0.05


