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SESSION OVERVIEW
Mindsets are cognitive schemas (Oyserman et al. 2009), activat-

ed in one situation, which persist and impact subsequent behaviors, 
judgments, and decisions. Despite the pervasive impact of mindsets, 
consumer researchers have only recently started to investigate their 
antecedents and consequences for consumers, integrate new findings 
with existing ones, and explore how mindsets affect the interaction 
among different actors in the marketplace.

How might purchasing different types of products activate dif-
ferent mindsets that impact subsequent decisions? Can activated 
mindsets change managers’ decisions and consumers’ interactions 
with others?  And what is the role of mindsets in people’s percep-
tions of bargains? The current session addresses these and related 
questions, and offers cutting-edge insights into the causes and role of 
mindsets in judgment and decision making. 

The first paper, by Khan et al., makes an important contribu-
tion by identifying a novel mindset that consumers develop while 
making purchases. It compares the cognitive consequences of mak-
ing hedonic versus utilitarian purchases and shows that purchasing 
hedonic products induces a justification mindset, which increases 
choice of easy-to-justify options in a subsequent situation. The sec-
ond paper, by Moorman et al., demonstrates that activating a com-
parative mindset not only increases managers’ likelihood of making 
hypothetical purchases but also elevates their spending levels in real 
business decisions. Thus, it generalizes the comparative mindset ef-
fect to manager decision making and extends the effect from choice 
to spending level. 

The next two papers explore different antecedents of a com-
petitive mindset and show the consequences of such a mindset in 
decision contexts that involve an interaction between consumers or 
between consumers and marketers. The paper by Roux et al. shows 
that a scarcity prime activates a competitive mindset that motivates 
people to pursue self-focused goals when interacting with others. 
The paper by Sela et al. suggests that the interactions between mar-
keters and consumers activate a competitive mindset, which leads 

consumers to attach higher value to offers that seem to fit them by 
coincidence, without the marketer’s intent, than to offers that were 
designed to fit their preferences. 

Considering the fundamental role of mindsets in consumer be-
havior and the variety of topics these talks cover, the session should 
be of interest to a broad set of audiences. Not only should it appeal to 
researchers working on judgment and decision making, choice, and 
cognition, but also to those who study social interactions, goals, and 
motivation more broadly.

Justification Mindset: How Hedonic versus Utilitarian 
Purchase Influences Subsequent Choice

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumers make both hedonic and utilitarian choices. Gener-

ally, hedonic choices are guided by pleasure-seeking goals and are 
more pleasurable than utilitarian ones, which are often guided by 
functional needs (Alba and Williams 2013). Most literature in the he-
donic-utilitarian paradigm has focused on the decision processes by 
which consumers choose between such products (Dahl et al. 2003; 
Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000; Kivetz and Simonson 2002; Okada 
2005; Strahilevitz and Myers 1998). However, whether choosing a 
hedonic or utilitarian item guides consumers’ subsequent preferences 
differently has remained under-studied (Mukhopadhyay and Johar 
2009; Dholakia et al. 2005). The question is important as growing 
research has documented sequential influences in decision-making 
(Novemsky and Dhar 2005; Dhar et al. 2007; Dhar and Simonson 
1999). In the current research, we examine how choosing a hedonic 
versus a utilitarian option affects subsequent choices by changing the 
reasoning process applied to the subsequent decisions.

We propose that buying a hedonic (vs. utilitarian) item induces 
a justification mindset. The proposition rests on findings that hedonic 
items often evoke guilt and are harder to justify (Okada 2005; Khan 
et al. 2005). Once a justification mindset is activated it may shift 
consumers’ focus in subsequent decisions from the attributes of the 
choice alternatives to the reasons that best support each alternative 
thereby encouraging easier-to-justify actions. A carryover effect of 
justification mindset is consistent with findings that when a mindset 
is evoked, it persists, guiding thought and behavior, even in unrelated 
tasks (Gollwitzer & Bayer 1999; Chandran and Morwitz 2005; Dhar 
et al. 2007). The framework of a justification mindset allows us to 
predict how a hedonic (vs. utilitarian) initial purchase (driver) can 
influence subsequent choices (target) in a seemingly diverse set of 
contexts.

We start by examining how hedonic (vs. utilitarian) driver af-
fects WTB (willingness-to-buy) of a target. Past research has shown 
that an initial purchase can increase the purchase likelihood of unre-
lated subsequent items (Dhar et al. 2007). If hedonic purchases in-
duce a justification mindset, then we predict that a hedonic (versus 
utilitarian) driver should attenuate purchase acceleration. Study 1 
tested this prediction by offering participants an opportunity to pur-
chase either a hedonic (potato chips), a utilitarian (notebook), or no 
driver item and noting the differences in WTB of a utilitarian tar-
get (Keychain) across these groups. As predicted, a utilitarian driver 
significantly increased (55.3%utilitarian vs. 35.7%control), and a hedonic 
driver directionally decreased (22.7%hedonic vs. 35.7%control) purchase 
of the target keychain compared to the control. Note that the reduc-
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tion in the subsequent purchases may be even more pronounced 
when the target is hedonic.

Study 2 tested a justification mindset account for the above 
findings by eliciting reasons for purchase of a target. In a justifica-
tion mindset people are likely to focus on the best reasons for their 
choice, hence asking for reasons should have no further effect. Thus, 
while asking for reasons should reduce purchase likelihood of the 
target after a utilitarian driver, it should have no significant impact 
after a hedonic driver, which is predicted to induce a justification 
mindset. As predicted, eliciting reasons had an effect when the driver 
was utilitarian (59%no-reasons vs. 25%reasons) but not when it was he-
donic (20%no-reasons vs. 17%reasons).

Besides WTB, a justification mindset should also affect the rel-
ative attractiveness of hedonic versus utilitarian options: consumers 
in justification mindset should be more likely to choose easier-to-
justify utilitarian items. We first examine this prediction for choice 
of the compromise option. A need to justify a choice should increase 
the share of a compromise option (Simonson 1989). Thus, we pre-
dict that the compromise effect would be more pronounced after a 
hedonic (vs. utilitarian) purchase. Study 3 participants were asked 
to choose between three digital cameras (target choice) involving 
a price-quality tradeoff. Participants either viewed choice-set ABC 
where B was the compromise option or BCD where B was a non-
compromise option. Prior to this choice, participants were either of-
fered to purchase a bag of potato chips (hedonic driver) or a notebook 
(utilitarian driver) or nothing (control). As predicted, compromise 
effect was not significantly different in the control and utilitarian 
driver conditions (32%no-driver vs. 27%utilitarin-driver) but almost doubled 
in the hedonic driver condition (32%no-driver vs. 53%hedonic-driver). 

Study 4 examined implications of a justification-mindset for a 
choice-set that contains only hedonic options. Goldsmith and Dhar 
(2009) show that extreme hedonic options may sometimes be easier 
to justify than moderately indulgent options as they offer a justifica-
tion of maximum goal attainment. Building on this, we predict that 
a hedonic (vs. utilitarian) driver would result in greater share of the 
most indulgent item from an all-hedonic choice-set. To provide fur-
ther support for the justification-mindset account we also examined 
an important individual difference relevant to purchase behavior. Rick 
et al. (2008) have shown that spendthrifts and tightwads differ sig-
nificantly in their experience of pain-of-paying. Differences in pain-
of-paying may partly determine the level of guilt people experience 
from hedonic purchases, such that spendthrifts may experience less 
guilt than tightwads. Hence, we predict that hedonic (vs. utilitarian) 
drivers may affect the subsequent behavior of tightwads more than 
spendthrifts. To test this idea we asked participants to imagine pur-
chasing an expensive pair of shoes either for work-wear (utilitarian 
driver) or for party-wear (hedonic driver). Next, they chose between 
two luxury vacations, one of which was relatively more indulgent. 
Finally, we measured spendthrift vs. tightwad tendencies. In addition 
to a main effect of driver-type (higher purchase of more indulgent 
resort after hedonic driver (50%hedonic-driver vs. 38% utilitarian-driver), and a 
main effect of consumer-type: higher purchase of the more indulgent 
resort by spendthrifts than tightwads (61% spendthrifts vs. 26% tightwads)) an 
interaction between driver-type and consumer-type emerged reveal-
ing higher choice of the more indulgent resort for tightwads after a 
hedonic driver (33%hedonic-driver vs. 15.9%utilitarian-driver) but no significant 
difference for the spendthrifts (62.2%hedonic-driver vs. 58.3%utilitarin-driver).

Our research contributes to hedonic-utilitarian literature and 
to the growing work on mindsets and their influences in sequential 
decision-making and stresses the importance of understanding con-
sumer purchases in the context of their consumption journey rather 
than as isolated decisions. 

The Comparative Mindset and Managerial Decision 
Making: Theory Extensions and Boundary Conditions

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Previous research on the comparative mindset effect suggests 

that consumer purchases often involve three sequential steps (Xu and 
Wyer 2007; 2008). First, they decide whether-to-choose, then they 
decide which-to-choose, and finally, they implement the purchase. 
This sequence of steps also occurs in many managerial decisions in-
volving company purchase of products or services as well as in deci-
sions to spend on advertising or strategic initiatives. Extending pre-
vious framework in consumer research, we suggest that after making 
whether-to-choose and which-to-choose decisions, managers often 
need to decide how much money to spend (i.e., deciding spending 
level). Because these steps are often pursued sequentially, activating 
a comparative mindset, which disposes managers to engage in the 
which-to-choose stage without first considering whether-to-choose, 
could not only increase managers’ choice likelihood (H1) but also 
elevate their spending levels (H3). Moreover, this effect is mediated 
by reduced weighting of negative product information at the decision 
stage (H2). 

Study 1 manipulated comparative mindset by asking partici-
pants to state a preference for one animal from twenty pairs of ani-
mals (elephants vs. hippos, kangaroos vs. zebras, etc.). In the con-
trol condition, they solved twenty word-completion problems about 
animal names (e.g., __ u __ __ er __ ly, H __ p __ __, etc.). Then, 
participants were asked to imagine that they were the Vice President 
for a company and were planning to buy computers for their compa-
ny. Based on information about two computers, participants decided 
whether they would “Purchase Computer A,” “Purchase Computer 
B,” or “Defer Choice and Search for Other Models.” As predicted, 
participants in the mindset condition were more likely to purchase 
one of the computers rather than deferring choice than those in the 
control condition.

Study 2 explores the processes through which a comparative 
mind-set influences choice. In the mindset condition, participants 
compared six pairs of ads on a range of criteria (e.g., “Which picture 
is more likely to prompt consumers to click through on a website?”). 
In the control condition, participants rated six ads on the same cri-
teria (e.g., “Is this picture likely to prompt the consumer to click 
through on a website?”). Then, participants made purchase decisions 
about computers as in study 1. In addition, they reported how much 
they thought about the computers’ strengths, weaknesses, pluses, mi-
nuses, strong points, weak points, etc., when making their decisions. 
The results replicated the findings in study 1, and show that reduced 
thinking about the negative aspects, but not increased thinking about 
the positive aspects, mediated the mindset effect. 

Study 3 used the same manipulations as study 2 did. In the 
dependent task, all participants were asked to play the role of Vice 
President of a computer manufacturing company and make next-
year advertising spending decisions for the company. Based on the 
descriptions of two computers that their company was selling, par-
ticipants decided among three options: “Advertise Model A,” “Ad-
vertise Model B,” or “Advertise Neither Model and Save the Bud-
get.” Contingent on their choice, those who chose to advertise either 
Model A or Model B were asked to decide the percentage of budget 
they wanted to spend to advertise the chosen model and the per-
centage that they wanted to save. Results indicated that participants 
in the comparative mind-set condition not only were more likely to 
choose to advertise one of the models, but also committed a greater 
percentage of the budget to spending than their counterparts did in 
the control condition.
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Two quasi-experiments examine the comparative mindset ef-
fect on real business decisions and the moderating conditions sur-
rounding this effect. We select presidential election years as a con-
text that should stimulate a comparative mindset among managers 
because the primaries and general election create an intensive period 
of comparing political candidates. We hypothesize that activating 
a comparative mindset during presidential election years increases 
marketers’ advertising spending levels relative to a control group 
(H4). Moreover, this effect will be weakened when the economy is 
in a recession (H5), and will be amplified when the manager’s com-
pany has higher profits (H6). Both economic recession and company 
profits are operationalizations of decision scrutiny, which defines the 
extent to which people make cost/benefit tradeoffs in decisions.  Fi-
nally, this effect will be amplified when the manager’s company is 
located in a swing state (H7) because political campaigns are more 
intensive in these states, and therefore, should enhance the acces-
sibility of the comparative mindset. 

The first quasi-experiment tests H4 by using a multiple time se-
ries quasi-experimental control group design in which we compare a 
sample of firms headquartered in the U.S. to a control group of firms 
headquartered outside the U.S., assuming that managers of non-U.S. 
firms are influenced less by the comparative mind-set induced by 
the presidential election. The dependent variable is the advertising 
spending data pulled from Compustat during the period 1950-2011. 
The results show that only managers from U.S. firms, but not manag-
ers from international firms, spent more on advertising in presiden-
tial election years.

The second quasi-experiment tests a set of moderating vari-
ables among firms in the U.S. This result indicates a main effect of 
the presidential election effect. Consistent with H5, we observe that 
the interaction of Election*Recession is negative and significant, 
indicating that the comparative mind-set effect associated with the 
presidential election weakens during tough economic times. The in-
teraction of Election*Firm_Profit, on the other hand, is positive and 
significant, indicating that when managers’ companies are more prof-
itable, the effect of the comparative mind-set strengthens. This sup-
ports H6. We also found a two-way interaction of Election*Swing_
State, showing that the effect of the comparative mind-set associated 
with the presidential election strengthens when the state associated 
with the manager’s company headquarter is a swing state. This sup-
ports H7. We exclude the alternative explanation that these effects 
are driven by increased ad price in election years.

In sum, this research extends the influence of comparative 
mindset to spending level decisions among managers, explores the 
underlying mechanism, and identifies the boundary conditions. In 
addition, this study shows that the comparative mindset influences 
not only hypothetical purchase and advertising decisions, but also 
business spending decisions in the real world.

Competitive Mindset: Does Scarcity Call for Selfishness?

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Scarcity is a prevalent condition that characterizes human ex-

istence. Mankind has regularly experienced periods of famine and 
draught (Chakravarthy and Booth 2004), modern economies often 
must cope with economic recessions (Griskevicius et al. 2013) and 
even in resource-rich environments it is common to encounter cues 
that emphasize the limited nature of products and resources (Cialdini 
2009; Gitlin 2007). As a consequence, consumers often think about, 
worry about and discuss scarcity-related concerns (Twist and Barker 
2006). However, in spite of the prevalence of cues and cognitions 
related to scarcity, little is known about the psychological processes 

that result when the concept of scarcity is activated in the mind of the 
consumer, and further what implications those processes might have 
for decision making (Shah et al., 2011).

This research investigates how activating the concept of scar-
city affects consumers’ propensity to behave selfishly in subsequent, 
unrelated tasks. We draw from research in social and evolutionary 
psychology (Hill et al. 2012; Griskevicius et al. 2013) to predict that 
when the concept of scarcity is activated, people’s decision mak-
ing will be guided by a focus on advancing their own welfare, rela-
tive to that of others. We argue that this occurs due to an underlying 
shift towards a competitive mindset. Our theoretical framework also 
predicts that activating the concept of scarcity can cause people to 
become more generous with others, but only in settings where the as-
sociated benefits to the self are highlighted (e.g., charitable giving in 
order to gain status, Griskevicius, Tybur, and van den Bergh 2010). 

We test these predictions in five studies. In all studies, par-
ticipants are first randomly assigned to either a scarcity prime or a 
neutral prime condition. We employ three different manipulations 
to prime the concept of scarcity (a listing task, episodic recall and 
a semantic priming task) and find convergent results supporting our 
predictions. Study 1 tested for the proposed main effect of prim-
ing scarcity on selfish behavior. After the priming task, participants 
were asked to evaluate the acceptability of an immoral behavior that 
benefited the self, yet came at a detriment to society (tax fraud). In 
line with our predictions, participants primed with scarcity rated tax 
fraud more acceptable (Mcontrol=3.10 vs. Mscarcity=4.23; F(1, 88)=4.79; 
p=.034). 

Study 2 tested whether a competitive mindset mediates the 
effect of scarcity on selfish behavior. After the priming task, par-
ticipants were given a real donation choice: the option to keep vs. 
donate $1 of their compensation to a charity. Next, among several 
filler scales, participants were given the Hypercompetitive Attitude 
Scale (Ryckmam et al. 1990), which was included as a measure of 
a competitive mindset. In line with our predictions, participants 
primed with scarcity were more likely to keep the money (β=-1.21; 
p=.054). They were also more competitive (β=.58; p=.009) and this 
competitive tendency had a negative effect on donation rate (β=-
1.04; p=.035). Most importantly, the direct effect of scarcity on self-
profitable behavior was not significant when an agentic orientation 
was added to the model (p=.29; 95% CI [-2.03;-.03]; Preacher & 
Hayes, 2008). 

In order to provide convergent evidence that activating the 
concept of scarcity makes individuals more focused on the self and, 
hence, more selfish, study 3 also tested whether it made them less 
focused on others, and thus reduced their communal orientation 
(Frimer et al., 2011). After the priming task, participants completed 
the Communion Management scale (Paulhus and Trapnell, 2008), 
which assesses dissimulation on communal attributes. In line with 
our prediction, activating the concept of scarcity significantly de-
creased participants’ communal tendencies as compared to the con-
trol (Mcontrol=6.9 vs. Mscarcity=5.6; F(1, 263)=5.11; p=.025).

Studies 4 and 5 tested for boundary conditions to the observed 
effects. Specifically, study 4 tested whether exposure to scarcity-
related cues promotes a strategic response, by increasing selfish be-
havior only when the behavior is directly self-profitable, instead of 
simply leading to a generalized, irrational desire to hoard resources. 
To test this, after the priming task, participants played either a dicta-
tor or an ultimatum game. The interaction between the scarcity and 
the game manipulations was significant (F(1, 187)=6.56; p=.011). 
In the context of the dictator game, wherein retaining more money 
leads to more self-profit, scarcity significantly increased the amount 
of money participants retained for themselves (Mcontrol=$6.17 vs. Ms-
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carcity=$7.06; F(1, 187)=4.78; p=.030). However, in the context of the 
ultimatum game, wherein retaining more money can lead to reduc-
tions in self-profit, scarcity had no effect on the amount of money 
retained (Mcontrol=$5.96 vs. M scarcity=$5.47; F(1, 187)=2.09; p=.150). 

Study 5 tested whether priming scarcity can promote other-
profitable behavior when such behavior is framed as directly ben-
efiting the self. After the priming task, participants indicated their 
gift giving intention and their willingness to pay for a gift designed 
to thank a helpful friend, which were standardized and averaged to 
form a composite measure of generosity. The interaction between 
the scarcity and the self-benefit manipulations was significant (F(1, 
141)=5.55; p=.02). When gift giving was not framed as providing 
any clear benefit to the self, participants’ generosity did not differ 
between the scarcity and the control condition (Mscarcity=-.18; Mneu-

tral=.01; F(1, 138)=.89; p>.3). However, when gift giving was framed 
as providing a clear benefit to the self, scarcity increased partici-
pants’ generosity (Mscaricty=.29; Mneutral=-.15; F(1, 141)=5.87; p=.017).

This paper sheds light on the heretofore unknown consequences 
of priming the concept of scarcity on selfishness. Across five studies, 
we demonstrate that scarcity activates a competitive mindset, which 
in turn motivates people to pursue self-focused goals through selfish 
means. This suggests that desperate times may indeed call for selfish 
measures.

Beating the Market: Competitive Mindset and the Allure 
of Unintended Value

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumers often encounter marketing offers that can potential-

ly be construed as valuable opportunities, such as products on sale, 
loyalty programs, rebate offers, and various promotions. However, 
the mere fact that an offer is presented or framed as a bargain is often 
not sufficient to generate consumers’ subjective belief that the offer 
actually represents superior value for them. While a great deal of 
research has examined factors that influence value assessment, the 
factors that produce subjective perceptions of bargain have remained 
rather elusive. 

We propose that one important determinant of deal perception is 
the degree to which an offer appears more valuable than presumably 
intended by the marketer. In particular, consumers’ belief that the 
marketer has not fully factored-in their willingness-to-pay or the util-
ity they derive from the promoted product tends to create the (mis)
perception of unintended consumer surplus; this, in turn, enhances 
the likelihood that the offer will be seen as valuable. We further pro-
pose that the tendency to act on such perceived bargains reflects in 
large part a competitive mindset where consumers are driven by a 
desire to outsmart the market and obtain a better value than intended 
by the marketer (Ratner and Miller 2001; Wright 1986). 

Thus, subjective perceptions of bargain and the action ten-
dencies they invoke depend on consumers’ belief that the offer is 
valuable for them without the marketer’s intent. We test these prop-
ositions primarily in the important marketing context of offer cus-
tomization and targeted promotions. Specifically, we contrast cases 
in which a marketing offer appears to fit the consumer’s preferences 
better than presumably intended, thereby providing unintended util-
ity or value, with cases in which the offer is explicitly tailored by the 
marketer to fit the consumer’s preferences. Importantly, we examine 
the effect of incidental versus tailored fit while holding constant both 
the actual and the perceived fit between the offer and the consumer’s 
preferences, and examining both cases of idiosyncratic (Kivetz and 
Simonson 2003) and non-idiosyncratic fit. 

Experiment 1 shows that consumers are more likely to pursue 
a marketing offer when certain cues lead them to believe the offer 
fits them better (and is therefore more valuable for them) than in-
tended, than when such cues are absent or when the offer is explicitly 
designed to fit the consumer. After measuring participants’ idiosyn-
cratic preferences in an unrelated task, we offered participants with 
a special interest in economics and world news to take advantage 
of a special promotion for The Economist magazine – an offer that 
strongly matches their individual preferences. One third of partici-
pants were told that the offer was targeted at the average person, 
thereby providing them with seemingly unintended fit. Another third 
were told that the offer was designed “for the classic reader of The 
Economist”. The last third did not get any information about whom 
the offer was designed for. The offers were otherwise identical. In 
addition to the offer framing manipulation, half of the participants 
were primed with a competitive mindset whereas the others were 
primed with a neutral mindset.  Consistent with our propositions, 
participants interested in economics and world news were more like-
ly to take advantage of the offer when it was framed as designed for 
the average person than when it was designed “for the classic reader” 
or when no targeting information was provided. Moreover, the ten-
dency to take advantage of the offer in the average person framing 
condition increased in the competition mindset priming condition, 
compared to the control prime. 

In Experiment 2, we offered people to take advantage of a Hol-
lywood Hits TV channel for $50 a year instead of a Hollywood Hits 
+ Ballet channel package for $90 per year (almost all our partici-
pants favored Hollywood hits and had no interest in ballet). We told 
half of the participants that the Hollywood Hits offer was available 
instead of the enhanced Hollywood + Ballet package due to a local 
infrastructure capacity constraint. The other half were told that the 
company conducted market research which suggested people were 
not interested in ballet. In addition, half of the participants were 
primed with a competitive mindset whereas the others were primed 
with a neutral mindset. As predicted, people were more likely to take 
advantage of the Hollywood-only (but better value) offer when it 
was due to the company’s infrastructure constraints than to market 
research. Moreover, the tendency to take advantage of the offer in-
creased following the competitive mindset prime, compared to the 
neutral prime.

Experiment 3 extended these findings and provided direct evi-
dence that offers that seem to provide unintended fit are seen as more 
valuable than intended by the marketer, compared to equivalent of-
fers that fit the consumer by design.

Experiment 4 bolsters our proposition that the effect of unin-
tended fit/value reflects consumers’ perception of marketers as coun-
terparts in a competitive, zero-sum game. Specifically, we predicted 
that the competitive motivation to obtain a bargain at the marketer’s 
expense would be attenuated when it comes at the expense of a not-
for-profit entity (McGraw, Schwartz, and Tetlock 2012). Thus, in ad-
dition to varying whether the offer seemed to provide unintended 
versus intended fit/value, we also varied whether the offer was made 
by a for-profit marketer or a not-for-profit entity. Consistent with our 
theory, the tendency to pursue the offer providing seemingly unin-
tended value was pronounced when the seller was framed as a for-
profit marketer, but it was attenuated when the seller was framed as 
a not-for-profit entity. 

Taken together, the findings show that offers are particularly at-
tractive when their value to the consumer (e.g., through fit) appears 
unintended rather than premeditated. The findings provide novel in-
sights into factors that lead consumers to perceive offers as subjec-
tively valuable and underscore the hitherto unexplored role of the 
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adversarial, competitive motivation to outsmart the market by tak-
ing advantage of unintended opportunities. The findings also show 
that explicit offer customization can boomerang by lowering bargain 
perceptions.

REFERENCES
Alba, Joseph W. and Elanor F. Williams (2013), “Pleasure 

Principles: A Review of Research on Hedonic Consumption,” 
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 23 (1), 2-18.

Chakravarthy, Manu V. and Frank W. Booth (2004), “Eating, 
Exercise, and “Thrifty” Genotypes: Connecting the Dots 
Toward an Evolutionary Understanding of Modern Chronic 
Diseases,” Journal of Applied Physiology, 96, 3-10.

Chandran, Sucharita and Vicki G. Morwitz (2005), “Effects of 
Participative Pricing on Consumers’ Cognitions and Actions: A 
Goal Theoretic Perspective,” Journal of Consumer Research, 
32 (2), 249-259.

Cialdini, Robert B. (2009), Influence: Science and Practice, 5th ed., 
Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Dahl, Darren W., Heather Honea, and Rajesh V. Manchanda (2003), 
“The Nature of Self-reported Guilt in Consumption Contexts,” 
Marketing Letters, 14 (3), 159-171.

Dhar, Ravi, Joel Huber, and Uzma Khan (2007), “The Shopping 
Momentum Effect,” Journal of Marketing Research, 44 (3), 
370-78.

Dhar, Ravi and Itamar Simonson (1999), “Making Complementary 
Choices in Consumption Episodes: Highlighting Versus 
Balancing,” Journal of Marketing Research, 36 (1), 29-44.

Dhar, Ravi and Klaus Wertenbroch (2000), “Consumer Choice 
between Hedonic and Utilitarian Goods,” Journal of 
Marketing Research, 37 (1), 60-71.

Dholakia, Utpal M., Mahesh Gopinath, and Richard P. Bagozzi 
(2005), “The Role of Desires in Sequential Impulsive 
Choices,” Organizational Behavior and Human Decision 
Processes, 98 (2), 179–194.

Gitlin, Todd (2007), Media Unlimited: How the Torrent of Images 
and Sounds Overwhelms Our Lives, New York: Henry Holt.

Goldsmith, Kelly and Ravi Dhar (2009), “Ironic effects of 
goal activation on choice,” working paper, Yale School of 
Management, New Haven, CT06511.

Gollwitzer, Peter M. and Ute Bayer (1999), “Deliberative versus 
Implemental Mindsets in the Control of Action,” in Dual-
Process Theories in Social Psychology, ed. Shelly Chaiken and 
Yaacov Trope, New York: Guilford Press, 403-422.

Griskevicius, Vladas, Joshua M. Ackerman, Stephanie M. Cantu, 
Andrew W. Delton, Theresa E. Robertson, Jeffry A. Simpson, 
Melissa Emery Thompson, and Joshua M. Tybur,  (2013), 
“When the Economy Falters Do People Spend or Save? 
Responses to Resource Scarcity Depend on Childhood 
Environments,” Psychological Science, 24, 197-205.

Griskevicius, Vladas, Joshua M. Tybur, Steven W. Gangestad, 
Elain F. Perea, Jenessa R. Shapiro, and Douglas T. Kenrick 
(2009), “Aggress to Impress: Hostility as an Evolved Context-
Dependent Strategy,” Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 96 (5), 980-94.

Hill, Sarah E., Christopher D. Rodeheffer, Vladas Griskevicius, 
Kristina M. Durante, and Andrew E. White (2012), “Boosting 
Beauty in an Economic Decline: Mating, Spending, and 
the Lipstick Effect,” Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, Forthcoming.

Khan, Uzma, Ravi Dhar, and Klaus Wertenbroch (2005), “A 
Behavioral Decision Theory Perspective on Hedonic and 
Utilitarian Choice,” in Inside Consumption: Frontiers of 
Reseach on Consumer Motives, Goals, and Desires, ed. S. 
Ratneshwar and David Glen Mick, Routledge, 144-165.

Kivetz, Ran and Itamar Simonson (2002), “Earning the Right to 
Indulge: Effort as a Determinant of Customer Preferences 
Toward Frequency Program Rewards,” Journal of Marketing 
Research, 39 (2), 155-170.

Kivetz, Ran and Itamar Simonson (2003), “The Idiosyncratic Fit 
Heuristic: Effort Advantage as a Determinant of Consumer 
Response to Loyalty Programs,” Journal of Marketing 
Research, 40 (November), 454-67.

McGraw, A. Peter, Janet A. Schwartz, and Philip E. Tetlock (2012), 
“From the Commercial to the Communal: Reframing Taboo 
Trade-offs in Religious and Pharmaceutical Marketing,” 
Journal of Consumer Research, 39 (June), 157-73.

Mukhopadhyay, Anirban and Gita V. Johar (2009), “Indulgence 
as Self-reward for Prior Shopping Restraint: A Justification-
based Mechanism,” Journal of Consumer Psychology, 19 (3), 
334-345.

Novemsky, Nathan and Ravi Dhar (2005), “Goal Fulfillment and 
Goal Targets in Sequential Choice,” Journal of Consumer 
Research, 32 (December), 396-404.

O’Curry, Suzanne and Michal Strahilevitz (2001), “Probability and 
Mode of Acquisition Effects on Choices between Hedonic and 
Utilitarian Options,” Marketing Letters, 12 (1), 37-49.

Okada, Erica M. (2005), “Justification Effects on Consumer Choice 
of Hedonic and Utilitarian Goods,” Journal of Marketing 
Research, 42 (1), 43-53.

Oyserman, Daphna, Nicholas Sorensen, Rolf Reber, and Sylvia 
Xiaohua Chen (2009), “Connecting and Separating Mind-sets: 
Culture as Situated Cognition,” Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 97 (2), 217-235.

Ratner, Rebecca K. and Dale T. Miller (2001), “The Norm of 
Self-interest and Its Effects on Social Action,” Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 81 (1), 5-16.

Shah, Anuj K., Eldar Shafir, and Sendhil Mullainathan (2011), “A 
Simple Look at Having Less,” working paper.

Simonson, Itamar (1989), “Choice Based on Reasons-the Case of 
Attraction and Compromise Effect,” Journal of Consumer 
Research, 16 (September), 158-174.

Simonson, Itamar and Stephen M. Nowlis (2000), “The Role of 
Explanations and Need for Uniqueness in Consumer Decision-
making: Unconventional Choices Based on Reasons,” Journal 
of Consumer Research, 27 (1), 49-68.

Strahilevitz, Michal A. and John Myers (1998), “Donations to 
Charity as Purchase Incentives: How Well They Work May 
Depend on What You are Trying to Sell,” Journal of Consumer 
Research, 24 (4), 434-446.

Twist, Lynne and Teresa Barker (2006), The Soul of Money: 
Reclaiming the Wealth of our Inner Resources, New York, NY: 
W. W. Norton & Company.

Wright, Peter (1986), “Schemer Schema: Consumers’ Intuitive 
Theories about Marketers’ Influence Tactics,” Advances in 
Consumer Research, 13 (1), 1-3.

Xu, Alison Jing and Robert S. Wyer Jr. (2007), “The Effect of 
Mind-Sets on Consumer Decision Strategies,” Journal of 
Consumer Research, 34 (4), 556-566.

Xu, Alison Jing and Robert S. Wyer Jr. (2008), “The Comparative 
Mind-set: From Animal Comparisons to Increased Purchase 
Intentions,” Psychological Science, 19 (September), 859-864.


