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How Thinking About Money Changes Goal Pursuit
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Eric J. Johnson, Columbia University, USA
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SESSION OVERVIEW
Reminders of money are ubiquitous. Every purchase we make, 

bill we pay, and check we receive forces us to think about how much 
money we have. Additionally, we encounter many subtle reminders 
of money in our daily lives, such as passing by a bank, ATM, or bill-
board displaying dollar signs. With this in mind, researchers have ex-
amined how thinking about money affects attitudes and behavior. For 
example, individuals who are primed with money, rather than time, 
feel less connected to products that they have purchased (Mogilner 
and Aaker 2009) and are less willing to donate money to charity (Liu 
and Aaker 2008). However, research in the area of money has largely 
ignored how priming this concept affects goal pursuit. As activating 
the idea of money makes people more self-sufficient (Vohs, Mead 
and Goode 2006), thus changing people’s aspirations, this raises the 
important question: How does the activation of the idea of money in 
people’s minds change goal pursuit?

With four papers, this session addresses this question as it in-
tegrates various ways to activate the concept of money to examine 
how these thoughts affect a host of goal-related behaviors. Garb-
insky, Klesse, and Aaker prime thoughts of money by influencing 
one’s subjective level of wealth, via manipulating scale anchors. The 
authors find that making people feel less wealthy ironically causes 
them to save less money. They attribute these findings to feelings of 
powerlessness that are induced by feeling relatively poor, thus mak-
ing individuals feel like their savings goal cannot be attained. Van 
Kerckhove, Lunardo, and Fitzsimons manipulate thoughts of money 
in an alternative fashion by having participants make lists of things 
they would be unable to do without money or by asking participants 
to indicate the amount of money in their bank account. They find 
that priming money scarcity leads consumers to place greater value 
on option choice as they are willing to invest more resources to keep 
options open. Johnson et al. manipulate monetary thoughts in a more 
generalizable way by providing participants with a cost calculator 
similar to those found on existing websites. They find that these cal-
culation aids, in union with other interventions, cause participants 
to make better health coverage choices that could ultimately save 

10 billion dollars each year. Finally, Sarial-Abi and Vohs show that 
even subtle reminders are sufficient to activate the concept of money 
by having participants sit in front of a computer with a screensaver 
displaying one hundred dollar bills. They find that activating the con-
cept of money enables participants to better achieve a range of goals, 
from financial to health and problem-solving. 

Although this session is designed to be of substantial interest 
to those who study the psychological consequences of money (as all 
four papers share a common focus on deepening a theoretical under-
standing of ways in which thinking about money affects goal pursuit, 
we also expect this session to have broader appeal. For instance, this 
session will focus on various ways to prime the concept of money in 
people’s minds, making it relevant to researchers interested in prim-
ing tactics more generally. Additionally, as three of the four papers 
examine the effects of money on financial decisions (saving, spend-
ing, and choosing health insurance), this session should also attract 
those interested in financial decision making. We hope that attracting 
a diverse audience will help facilitate a lively and fruitful discussion. 
In addition to creating connections between research areas, this ses-
sion should also build connections between academia and industry 
because of its direct managerial implications; not only do the re-
searchers focus on advancing our theoretical understanding of the 
consequences of money, but they also identify techniques that could 
potentially be manipulated by marketers in order to activate thoughts 
about money and thus change how much people ultimately decide to 
save, spend, or invest.

With Great Power Comes Financial Responsibility: The 
Effect of Power on Saving

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
The savings rate among the poor is very low. Approximately 

10% of all U.S. households, most of which live in poverty, lack for-
mal saving tools (Bertrand, Mullainathan and Shafir 2006). Without 
banks, they must rely on alternative financial means such as check 
cashers, payday loans, or borrowing from friends, which can have 
serious ramifications for spending and savings issues. With this in 
mind, we sought to investigate why people who feel poor tend not to 
save as well as ways to encourage saving behavior. In doing so, we 
shed light on a new mechanism that explains the link between wealth 
and saving: feeling powerful. 

Experiment 1—Subjective Wealth and Saving
This experiment sought to establish that feelings of power drive 

the relationship between subjective wealth and saving. Subjective 
wealth was manipulated by asking participants to indicate their annu-
al household income on a scale that ranged from $0 – over $420,000 
(low subjective wealth manipulation) or on a scale that ranged from 
$0 – over $44,000 (high subjective wealth manipulation) (Nelson 
and Morrison 2005). Then, participants imagined that they just re-
ceived $100 and indicated how much of this money they would put 
in a savings account. Participants then indicated the extent to which 
they felt powerful (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). 

Results showed that among those willing to save (N = 68), there 
was a significant difference in subjective wealth condition such that 
participants in the high subjective wealth condition (M = $50.86, SD 
= $29.81) were willing to save more money than those in the low 
subjective wealth condition (M = $37.12, SD = $26.16), t(66) = 2.02, 
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p = .05. Additionally, participants in the high subjective wealth con-
dition indicated feeling significantly more powerful (M = 4.40, SD 
= 1.67) than those in the low subjective wealth condition (M = 3.06, 
SD = 1.62), t(66) = 3.36, p < .001. Finally, these feelings of power 
mediated the relationship between subjective wealth condition and 
amount that participants were willing to save (95% CI: .96, 14.00).

Experiment 2—Power Poses and Saving
This experiment sought to manipulate power in a way unrelated 

to money in order to establish that power is indeed driving the ef-
fect on saving. Feelings of power were manipulated by having par-
ticipants imitate poses associated with feelings of high power or low 
power (Carney, Cuddy and Yap 2010). After being shown pictures 
they had to imitate, participants made two high power poses or two 
lower poses for one minute each. Then, they imagined that they just 
received $100 and indicated how much of this money they would 
put in a savings account. Results showed that among those willing 
to save (N = 66), there was a significant difference in power condi-
tion such participants in the high power condition (M = $76.72, SD 
= $20.81) were willing to save more money than those in the low 
power condition (M = $64.26, SD = $22.77), t(64) = 2.32, p = .03.

Experiment 3—Why Power Increases Saving
This experiment sought to establish why feeling powerful in-

creases the amount of money one is willing to save. Because power 
promotes an action orientation (Galinsky, Gruenfeld and Magee 
2003), we hypothesized that feeling powerful makes people feel like 
their savings goals can indeed be achieved, thereby increasing the 
amount of money one is willing to save. An additional benefit of 
experiment 3 was the inclusion of a control condition, allowing us 
to examine whether differences in saving are driven by feelings of 
high or low power. Feelings of power were manipulated by having 
participants write about a time when they had power over someone 
else (high power condition), a time when someone else had power 
over them (low power condition), or they were not given a writing 
assignment (control condition) (Galinsky et al. 2003). Then, they 
imagined that they just received $100 and indicated how much of 
this money they would put in a savings account. Participants then 
indicated the extent to which they agreed with following two state-
ments: “Right now, I feel like I am able to work effectively toward 
my long-term saving goal,” and “Right now, I feel confident that I 
will be able to achieve my long-term saving goal” (adapted from 
Klesse et al. 2012). 

Results showed that among those willing to save (N = 117), 
there was a significant difference in power condition, F(2, 114) 
3.55, p = .03, such that participants in the high power condition (M 
= $78.15, SD = $23.48) were willing to save more money than those 
in the control condition (M = $65.29, SD = $33.40), t(114) = 1.96, p 
= .05, and low power condition (M = $61.55, SD = $30.16), t(114) = 
2.53, p = .01. Additionally, the aforementioned items were averaged 
to create a goal attainability index (r = .68, p < .001), revealing that 
participants in the high power condition (M = 5.48, SD = 1.13) felt 
significantly more able to work effectively toward their saving goal 
than those in the control condition (M = 4.82, SD = 1.57), t(114) 
= 2.16, p = .03, and low power condition (M = 4.83, SD = 1.35), 
t(114) = 2.11, p = .04. Finally, feeling like one’s saving goal could 
be achieved mediated the relationship between power condition and 
amount that participants were willing to save (95% CI: .37, 5.77).

General Discussion
We suggest that the low savings rate among the poor can be 

attributed to feelings of powerlessness (experiment 1) by showing 

that feelings of power drive increases in saving. This pattern was 
observed by having participants imitate power postures (experiment 
2) or write about a past experience in which they felt powerful (ex-
periment 3). Additionally, these results suggest that power causes 
individuals to save more money by making them feel like their sav-
ings goal can indeed be achieved.   

Enhanced Desire for Product Choice in Response to 
Monetary Scarcity

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
While consumers are well-accustomed to having the freedom 

to choose among alternatives, they often find themselves in situa-
tions in which their choice freedom is restricted. A theory apt to deal 
with people’s reactions to threatened freedoms is ‘reactance theory’ 
(Brehm 1966), which proposes that perceived threats to freedom 
motivate people to reassert that freedom. Though abundant, reac-
tance research has been limited as it has exclusively focused on how 
making a specific option unavailable affects consumers’ behavior 
with respect to that specific object. The current research, however, 
focuses on a situation that people may experience as a generalized 
threat to choice freedom, and as such may have a broader effect on 
consumer behavior.

As money is generally seen as giving people options in life and 
yielding feelings of freedom (Mitchell and Mickel 1999; Vohs and 
Baumeister 2011), we posit that monetary scarcity may be experi-
enced as a general threat to freedom of choice. Hence, monetary 
scarcity may be experienced as a restriction of choice, resulting in an 
increased valuation of option choice. Moreover, as people high (vs. 
low) in trait reactance are more motivated to reestablish threatened 
freedoms, monetary scarcity may lead people higher in reactance to 
value option choice.

To study whether monetary scarcity has a more generalized ef-
fect on the valuation of option choice than the scarcity of specific 
products (especially for those higher in trait reactance), participants 
first completed a reactance questionnaire (Hong and Faedda 1996). 
Next, they were randomly assigned to one of three scarcity condi-
tions. In each condition, scarcity was activated by having partici-
pants list three things they would not be able to do anymore when 
either gasoline, sugar, or money was unavailable to them (Roux, 
Goldsmith and Bonezzi). Finally, participants were presented with 
three pairs of assortments, each comprising a small and a large as-
sortment. Participants indicated from which assortment they would 
be most happy to choose (Inesi et al. 2011). Three products, namely 
water, candy, and detergent, were included in the assortment choice 
task. Results show that while participants in the sugar (vs. gasoline) 
scarcity condition prefer a larger assortment size for candy only,, 
participants in the monetary (vs. gasoline) scarcity condition prefer 
a larger assortment size for all three products. Moreover, we find 
an interaction effect: , The preference for a large assortment in the 
monetary scarcity condition is larger for highly reactant participants.

Experiment 2 replicates this finding by assigning participants 
to a monetary scarcity or monetary abundance condition, rather than 
focusing on different types of scarcity. After completing the reac-
tance scale, participants indicated the amount of money in their bank 
accounts, either on a response scale with large (monetary scarcity) 
or small (monetary abundance) increments. Next, participants chose 
three chocolates out of an assortment of five. Finally, participants 
evaluated the size of the assortment they chose from and indicated 
their satisfaction with their choices. Two regressions both reveal a 
significant interaction: Monetary scarcity (vs. abundance) leads 
to lower assortment size evaluations and lower satisfaction with a 
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choice from a small assortment, especially for people high in trait 
reactance.

Experiment 3 replicates this finding incorporating a clear mea-
sure of people’s striving for option choice. After completing the 
reactance scale, participants were randomly assigned to a money 
condition (monetary scarcity vs. control; Zhou, Vohs and Baumeis-
ter 2009). Next, participants played a ‘door game’ (Shin and Ariely 
2004), in which participants could click on three depicted doors. The 
game was designed as such that switching between doors was costly, 
though necessary to keep doors/options available. People who like 
to keep options open may be inclined to switch more than others. As 
anticipated, an interaction occurred whereby monetary scarcity leads 
people to switch more, especially when their reactance level is high. 

Prior research showed that when a resource becomes scarce, 
people will value it more (Brock and Brannon 1992; Lynn 1991). 
Hence, as money becomes scarce, people should value money more. 
The reported studies indicate that under conditions of monetary scar-
city, people also value option choice more. Using a 2 (money: scar-
city, abundance) × 2 (resource: money, time) mixed-model design 
with resource serving as a within-participants factor, Experiment 
4 focuses on how people trade-off money and option choice under 
conditions of monetary scarcity.

After measuring reactance, monetary scarcity was manipulated 
by an episodic recall task (Roux, Goldsmith and Bonezzi). Next, par-
ticipants were presented with two scenarios; each scenario involved 
deciding whether to make the purchase from a store offering a small 
or a store offering a large assortment. In the first scenario the prices 
of eyeglasses were lower in the small versus large assortment store, 
while in the second scenario, the small-assortment store was open, 
and the large assortment store was closed. Desire for a larger choice 
set was measured, by, respectively, the amount of money participants 
were willing to spend additionally and the number of minutes they 
were willing to wait to access the larger choice set. Results show that 
in the monetary scarcity condition, participants are willing to wait 
longer to choose from a large assortment, especially when reactance 
is high, replicating the findings of the previous studies. However, 
when considering the amount of money people are willing to addi-
tionally spend to choose from a large assortment, we find that there 
is no effect of monetary scarcity, nor an interaction with reactance. 
This finding indicates that, even though lacking money triggers a 
greater desire for choice, people do not value option choice more 
than money. Hence, having choice options cannot substitute for a 
lack of money.

Overall, these studies suggest that monetary scarcity can lead 
people to exhibit reactance and to look for freedom. Whereas finan-
cially threatening situations generally redirect people’s focus on ex-
trinsic goals such as financial success and social popularity (Sheldon 
and Kasser 2008), we show that this may also instigate an increased 
valuation of a ‘higher-order’ goal like freedom of choice. Our re-
search extends the scope of reactance theory, but also sheds new 
light on the desires of people living under conditions of monetary 
scarcity.

Can Consumers Make Affordable Care Affordable? The 
Value of Choice Architecture 

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
In less than a year, on January 1, 2014, tens of millions of 

Americans, along with members of Congress, will participate in a 
grand experiment in consumer choice: They will select health insur-
ance using a marketplace or health insurance exchange operated by 
states and federal governments as part of the Patient Protection and 

Affordable Care and Act. The success of these exchanges depends 
upon two related premises: First that consumers will be able to select 
the best policy for their needs, and second that price competition, 
driven by effective consumer choice, will lower prices

These premises are critical not only to the new exchanges, but 
also for all government administered health insurance markets and 
for the efficiency of privately provided benefit choices. Yet, a large 
literature in psychology suggests that this may not be the case, since, 
as we shall see, these exchanges may not provide a helpful choice 
architecture to support decision making.  In this paper, we examine 
three related questions:  Can people select the best policies?  Do they 
know how well they are doing?  Does the design of the sites change 
their performance?  

Our results suggest there is significant room to improve these 
decisions. Without any intervention, respondents perform at near 
chance levels and show a significant bias, overweighting out-of-
pocket costs and deductibles. Financial incentives do not improve 
performance, and decision-makers do not realize that they are per-
forming badly.  However, performance can be improved quite mark-
edly by providing calculation aids, and by choosing a “smart” de-
fault, raising the performance of ordinary respondents to that of the 
MBA students.

Experiment 1 provides a baseline, examining the proportion of 
people choosing the most cost-effective policy from 4 or 8 options. 
Fig. 1 shows the outcomes from all experiments. The top half of 
each bar, in blue, represents the proportion of correct choices, and 
the bottom half, in red, plots the average dollar error, across respon-
dents.  The dashed line represents expected choice quality by a ran-
dom chooser.   Panel A of Fig. 1 shows a rather dramatic outcome:  
With 4 choice options, respondents select the best option only 42 
percent of the time, and make an average mistake of over $200 dol-
lars. With eight options, they select the correct option 21 percent of 
the time, a figure not different than chance (p < .05). Experiment 2 
added monetary incentives. As can be seen in the next two bars of 
Fig. 1 (A), incentives did not improve outcomes, and performance 
was close to chance.

One obvious intervention, used in Experiments 3 and 4, pro-
vides a cost-calculator stating the annual total cost. This is done on 
several existing web sites including Medicare.gov. In addition, Ex-
periment 4 also simplified the choice by removing quality informa-
tion for half the respondents.

The results, shown in the third and fourth columns of Fig. 1(A) 
are not markedly different. Again respondents chose the most cost 
effective option less than half the time, and make large financial er-
rors. The unaided decisions makers averaged errors of $611 in Ex-
periment 3 and chose the correct option 32% of the time.  Providing 
the calculators did marginally help but only in Experiment 4: Re-
spondents provided with calculators chose the correct option 10.1% 
more often, and reduced the size of errors by $216, but still were 
only correct 47% of the time and made mean errors of $364. 

Is this task simply impossible? Experiment 5, used a very dif-
ferent population to see how highly trained, financially literate indi-
viduals might do.  We presented MBA students enrolled in a class on 
consumer finance with the same task as in Experiment 4.

As seen in the first column of Fig. 1(B), they perform appre-
ciably better, choosing the right option 73% of the time, and making 
an average mistake of $126. Their self-reports of how they accom-
plished the task are interesting: Forty percent reported using excel.  
This suggests that having both the right mental model and the ability 
to execute these calculations may be a basic requirement to make 
good choices.
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In Experiment 6, we explored the possibility that mental mod-
els plus different possible interventions would produce good perfor-
mance by those who will be using the exchange. We compared a 
control condition to four different manipulations. An incentive group 
received a more extreme and sophisticated incentive regime. We 
contrasted this to three choice architecture interventions. The first 
provided a calculator, explained what the calculator did, and tested 
that understanding. The second provided a smart default that prese-
lected the most cost effective options given that individual’s usage. 
Individuals could, and did, change that selection if they wanted. Fi-
nally, we combined defaults and calculators. The presence of incen-
tives and our choice architecture manipulations allows comparing 
the cost effectiveness of these interventions.

The last four bars in Fig. 2(B) show that the treatments vary 
widely in effectiveness. The controls, despite having received in-
struction and tests of understanding, choose about as well as respon-
dents in prior experiments. The second bar indicates that incentives 
do not have a significant effect on outcomes, even though individuals 
in the incentive condition did take 38% longer to make their deci-
sions, a significant increase relative to controls. Calculators (with 
education), in contrast, produce better decisions, with a significant 
decrease in the size of the loss and an increase in the proportion cor-
rect. The smart default option has a similar effect, reducing losses 
and increasing the percentage correct.  Finally, when combined, the 
defaults and calculators seem to complement each other, leading to 
performance levels that are comparable to those of the highly trained 
MBA students. This last result suggests, perhaps, that the use of cal-
culators justifies the selection of the default, increasing the transpar-
ency of their selection.  It also suggests that providing just-in-time 
education along with calculation and choice aids produces better 
performance.

We close by showing that respondents were overconfident, and 
that these choice architecture interventions could save purchasers 
and taxpayers 10 billion dollars a year.

Mere Exposure to Money Motivates Goal Attainment

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
How do people achieve their goals? Goal performance has 

been linked to goal setting, dedication to achieving the goal, self-
perceptions of being able to achieve the goal, and the goal’s value to 
the individual (Heath et al., 1999; Vroom, 1964). Being motivated 
(i.e., feeling energized toward pursuing the goal) helps too (Locke 
& Latham, 1990). The current article offers the idea of money, as a 
simple environmental cue, can aid goal pursuit. 

The use of money is intimately tied to goal pursuit. When 
people use money, they do so to close a gap between a current and 
desired end-point, the definition of goal pursuit (Baumeister, 1998; 
Carver & Scheier, 1990). Money is also linked to goal attainment in 
another manner. The largest source of money gain is earnings, which 
means that people apply persistence, skill, or other behaviors to per-
form jobs that meet an acceptable standard. 

Hence, there are two distinct ways that money and goal pursuit 
are intertwined – through spending and earning it. Due to their fre-
quent pairing, the very concepts of money and a goal might stimu-
late energetic and motivated reactions. We predicted an interaction 
between being reminded of money and the presence of goal in deter-
mining motivated behavior. 

Experiment 1: Finances. Participants in money (vs. nonmoney) 
reminder condition saw 20 images of one hundred dollar bills (vs. 
shells) arranged onscreen randomly and provided a quick and ac-
curate account. Next, participants in the no-goal condition read a 
second-person paragraph that described how they had not been good 
at managing their finances. Participants in the goal condition read 
the same paragraph, but they also read that they had adopted a goal 
of being frugal and not spending much money. The next screen dis-
played and described 11 products (e.g., a CD that includes an ad-
ditional CD as promotion). They reported the likelihood of buying 
each item. Ratings were averaged to form an overall spending likeli-
hood measure. 

An ANOVA with money reminder and goal condition as predic-
tors of spending intentions revealed the predicted interaction effect, 
F(1, 104) =5.21, p < .03. Participants in the money reminder condi-
tion who were given an explicit goal versus no goal reported lower 
spending intentions, F(1, 104) = 7.17, p < .01. Participants in the no 
money reminder condition, however, did not differ in their spending 
intentions as a function of goal and no goal condition, F < 1. 

Experiment 2: Health. Participants randomly received the 
money versus non-money reminder manipulation as in Experiment 
1. Next, participants read text written in second person to describe a 
person’s realization of eating too much lately and gaining weight. In 
the goal condition participants read, “You tell yourself, I must stop 
eating so much, and this becomes an important goal that you want 
to reach.” Then participants rated a series of words on their aesthet-
ics using three 5-point scales anchored with: unattractive / attrac-
tive, unpleasant / pleasant, and negative / positive. We averaged the 
health-related items (e.g., apple) to create a healthy attitude score.  

An ANOVA with money reminder and goal condition as pre-
dictors of healthy attitude scores revealed the predicted interaction 
effect, F(1, 86) = 4.68, p < .04. Participants in the money reminder 
condition who were presented with a goal reported more favorable 
attitudes toward the health words than did participants who were not 
reminded of money (F(1, 86) = 13.81, p < .01. In the absence of a 
goal, whether participants earlier had been reminded of money or not 
did not affect their attitudes toward the health words, F < 1.  

Experiment 3: Problem Solving Performance. Participants were 
handed a stack of questionnaires. Computers nearby had a screen-

Figure 1: Performance across experiments
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saver on, which depending on condition, showed either money ver-
sus fish floating underwater. Next, participants in the goal condition 
read they should adopt the goal of completing as many problems as 
they can. In the no goal condition, participants read that they would 
be performing math problems. 

An ANOVA with money reminder and goal condition as predic-
tors revealed the predicted significant interaction effect on duration, 
F(1, 104) = 18.85, p < .01. When given a goal, participants who 
had been reminded of money, relative to their non-money counter-
parts, spent more time trying to solve the math problems, F(1, 104) = 
17.20, p < .01. Without being given a goal, duration was equivalent 
between participants who were or were not reminded of money, p 
> .05. 

Experiment 4: Having Fun. We last sought to test whether 
money reminders would help people achieve goals that were not ex-
plicitly given to them by us. Participants’ first task was to complete 
paper forms of questionnaires while a nearby computer’s screensav-
er showed either pictures of money or fish underwater. Next, par-
ticipants in the fun (versus no frame) condition were instructed to 
complete four puzzles that were described as “enjoyable games and 
puzzles” versus “verbal tasks.” Four items measured participants’ 
experience: the task was fun/enjoyable; I enjoyed/had fun doing the 
task.” 

An ANOVA on experience of fun during the task revealed the 
predicted significant interaction, F(1, 92) = 4.32, p < .05. When par-
ticipants in the money reminder condition were given a task framed 
as fun, they experienced more fun compared to those who were in 
the nonmoney reminder condition, F(1, 92) = 12.30, p < .01. There 
was no difference between money and nonmoney reminder condi-
tion participants’ experience of fun when the task was not framed as 
fun, p > .57.

General Discussion. Four experiments showed that remind-
ers of money influences goal pursuit. The findings of this research 
contribute to the literature in several ways. First, we demonstrate 
money as a tool for goal-pursuit. Second, we integrate the literature 
in psychology of money and self-regulation to highlight the under-
lying mechanism under the influence of money on goal-pursuit. In 
sum, our data, for the first time, shows that money can be used as a 
facilitator for goal-pursuit. 

REFERENCES
Baumeister, R.F. (1998). The self. In D.T. Gilbert, S.T. Fiske, & G. 

Lindzey (Eds.), Handbook of social psychology (4th ed.; pp. 
680-740). New York: McGraw-Hill.

Bertrand, Marianne, Sendhil Mullainathan, and Eldar Shafir (2006), 
“Behavioral Economics and Marketing in Aid of Decision 
Making Among the Poor,” Journal of Public Policy and 
Marketing, 25 (1), 8-23.

Brehm, Jack W. (1966), A Theory of Psychological Reactance, New 
York: Academic.

Brock, T. C., and Laura Brannon, L. A. (1992), Liberalization of 
Commodity Theory, Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 13, 
135–144.

Carney, Dana R., Amy J.C. Cuddy, and Andy J. Yap (2010), “Power 
Posing: Brief Nonverbal Displays Affect Neuroendocrine 
Levels and Risk Tolerance,” Psychological Science, 21 (10), 
1363-8.

Carver, C. S., & Scheier, M. F. (1990). Origins and functions 
of positive and negative affect: A control-process view. 
Psychological Review, 97, 19-35.

Galinsky, Adam D., Deborah H. Gruenfeld, and Joe C. Magee 
(2003), “From Power to Action,” Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 85 (3), 453-66.

Heath, C., Larrick, R. P., & Wu, G. (1999). Goals as reference 
points. Cognitive Psychology, 38:79-109.

Hong, Sung-Mook, and Salvatora Faedda (1996), “Refinement of 
the Hong Psychological Reactance Scale,” Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 56 (1), 173–182.

Inesi, M. Ena, Simona Botti, David Dubois, Derek D. Rucker, and 
Adam D. Galinsky (2011), “Power and Choice: Their Dynamic 
Interplay in Quenching the Thirst for Personal Control,” 
Psychological Science, 22(8), 1042–1048.

Klesse, Anne-Kathrin, Caroline Goukens, Kelly Geyskens, and Ko 
de Ruyter (2012), “Repeated Exposure to the Thin Ideal and 
Implications for the Self: Two Weight Loss Program Studies,” 
International Journal of Research in Marketing, 29, 355-62.

Liu, Wendy, and Jennifer Aaker (2008), “The Happiness of Giving: 
The Time-Ask Effect,” Journal of Consumer Research, 35 (3), 
543-57.

Locke, E.A., & Latham, G.P. (1990). A theory of goal setting and 
task performance. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Lynn, Michael (1991), “Scarcity Effects on Value: A Quantitative 
Review of the Commodity Theory Literature,” Psychology and 
Marketing, 8 (1), 43–57.

Mitchell, Terence R., and Amy E. Mickel (1999), “The Meaning of 
Money: An Individual Difference Perspective,” The Academy 
of Management Review, 24 (3) 568–578.

Mogilner, Cassie, and Jennifer Aaker (2009), “The Time vs. 
Money Effect: Shifting Product Attitudes through Personal 
Connection,” Journal of Consumer Research, 36 (2), 277-91.

Nelson, Leif D., and Evan L. Morrison (2005), “The Symptoms of 
Resource Scarcity: Judgments of Food and Finances Influence 
Preferences for Potential Partners,” Psychological Science, 16 
(2), 167-73.

Roux, Caroline, Kelly Goldsmith, and Andrea Bonezzi (September 
17, 2012), “On the Consequences of Scarcity: When Limited 
Resources Promote Agentic Responses,” Available at SSRN: 
http://ssrn.com/abstract=2147919.

Sheldon, Kennon M., and Tim Kasser (2008). Psychological Threat 
and Goal Striving, Motivation and Emotion, 32, 37–45.

Shin, Jiwoong, and Dan Ariely (2004), “Keeping doors open: the 
effect of unavailability on incentives to keep options viable,” 
Management Science, 50 (5), 575–586.

Vohs, Kathleen D., and Roy F. Baumeister (2011), “What’s the Use 
of Happiness? It Can’t Buy you Money,” Journal of Consumer 
Psychology, 21 (2), 139–141.

Vohs, Kathleen D., Nicole M. Mead, and Miranda R. Goode (2006), 
“The Psychological Consequences of Money,” Science, 314, 
1154-56.

Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. New York: McGraw 
Hill.

Zhou, Xinyue, Kathleen D. Vohs, and Roy F. Baumeister (2009), 
“The Symbolic Power of Money: Reminders of Money Alter 
Social Distress and Physical Pain,” Psychological Science, 20 
(6), 700–706.


