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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Change blindness, the term referring to the phenomenon in 

which individuals fail to notice even substantial disruptions between 
an original stimulus and a subsequent altered version of that stimu-
lus, is a well-researched and documented effect (for a review see 
Simons and Rinsink, 2005).  Although the majority of change blind-
ness studies have focused on substantial visual differences, such as 
adding or removing features to an image or the infamous “invisible 
gorilla” task in which someone in a gorilla suit walks across a room 
while others toss a ball in the foreground (Simons and Chabris, 
1999), recent research has shown that even gradual changes (e.g., 
slowly fading an item out of a picture) go undetected by participants 
(Simons, Franconeri, and Reimer, 2000).  Humans, it seems, are of-
ten consciously oblivious to change regardless of whether or not the 
disruption is instant or gradual.

However, despite this rich an interesting literature on change 
blindness, very little research has explored the consequences of 
change blindness and, to date, only one article has considered conse-
quences of change blindness on consumer behavior (Shapiro and Je-
spire, 2013).  In that study, the researchers found that moving a logo 
to a different location on an advertisement led to increased prefer-
ence for the advertisement compared to a control condition in which 
the logo remained in the same location.  Given the ever-increasing 
demands on consumer attention and the common lay belief of con-
sumers that they can selectively attend to only the marketing messag-
es they want, the purpose of the current research is to explore further 
consequences of change blindness in consumer contexts, specifically 
with respect to subjective ratings.

To motivate the current research, we draw upon a recent find-
ing within the change blindness literature regarding “visual sens-
ing,” which is described as the feeling of change in the absence of a 
consciously perceived visual experience of change (Rensink, 2004).  

Integrating this finding with the vast literature on constructed pref-
erence–the idea that consumers often create their preferences on 
the spot based on often irrelevant, misattributed contextual factors 
(Reber, Schwarz, and Winkielman, 2004; Schwarz, 2004; Schwarz 
and Clore, 1996)–we propose the “Dynamic Transference” effect in 
which exposing participants to a subtle experience of change will 
result in participants misattributing that feeling of change to subse-
quent, unrelated tasks, such as subjective rating tasks.  Furthermore, 
following dynamic constructivist theory, we propose that this misat-
tributed influence holds only for subjective ratings (architectural, for 
which no set answers yet exist), and not for objective ratings (ar-
chaeological, for which there are definitive answers; Gregory, Lich-
tenstein, and Slovic, 1993).

In study 1, participants completed a 10-question, free-response 
survey about their Starbucks habits (e.g., “What do you typically or-
der when you go to Starbucks?”). Each question appeared on a sepa-
rate screen, and above each question was a picture of a cup of Star-
bucks hot chocolate that either decreased in size by 10%, increased 
in size by 10%, or stayed the same size (control) in each frame (note: 
across all five studies no participant reported conscious acknowl-
edgement of the change manipulation in funneled debriefing). Per 
our theoretical explanation, we collapsed the increasing/decreasing 
conditions into one Dynamic Transference (DT) condition. Results 
showed that participants in the DT condition were more likely to 
buy hot chocolate and rate the quality and intensity of Starbucks hot 
chocolate higher than the control group.

Study 2 was identical to study 1 except a North Face jacket 
replaced the Starbucks cup. After the North Face survey, participants 
rated five winter-related products (North Face jacket relevant) and 
five non-winter-related products (North Face jacket irrelevant), to 
see if relevance of the objects evaluated mattered. We also asked par-
ticipants about a relevant, timely topic–Christmas. Results showed 

Table 1: Summary of Results

Study 1: Starbucks Likelihood of Purchasing Hot Chocolate MDT = 5.24, SDDT = 2.72
MControl = 3.67, SDControl = 2.48 F(1,79) = 6.70, p < .01

Study 1: Starbucks Perceived Intensity of Hot Chocolate 
Flavor

MDT = 6.37, SDDT = 1.36 
MControl = 5.50, SDControl = 1.57 F(1,79) = 6.95, p < .01

Study 1: Starbucks Perceived Quality of Hot Chocolate MDT = 6.65, SDDT = 1.60 
MControl = 5.20, SDControl = 1.79 F(1,79) = 14.17, p < .001

Study 2: North Face Liking of Relevant North Face Products MDT = 4.48, SDDT = 1.38
MControl = 4.10, SDControl = 1.51 F(1, 166) = 2.77, p = .10

Study 2: North Face Estimated Spending on Christmas Gifts MDT = 4.35, SDDT = 1.89
MControl = 3.79, SDControl = 1.71 F(1,166) = 3.54, p = .06

Study 3: Nike Print Ad Average Liking of Products MDT = 5.39, SDDT = .53
MDT = 5.13, SDDT = .51 F(1, 91) = 5.09, p < .03

Study 4: Sea World Commercial How Much You Care About Sea Life MDT = 4.84, SDDT = 1.01
MControl = 4.35, SDControl = 1.35 F(1, 149) = 4.93, p < .03

Study 4: Sea World Commercial What Do You Think of Anheuser-Busch MDT = 4.84, SDDT = .94
MControl = 4.46, SDControl = 1.12 F(1,149) = 4.10, p < .05

Note: As predicted, participants in the Dynamic Transference (DT) condition provided higher ratings than  
participants in the control (no experience of change) condition.
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that DT participants rated products higher overall, with ratings being 
highest for winter-related product ratings (suggesting relevance mat-
tered). DT participants also reported they would spend more money 
and expected to receive more presents at Christmas.

In study 3, participants completed a 10-question survey regard-
ing footwear, but instead of varying product size, the color saturation 
of a print ad on the screen decreased/increased by 10% or stayed the 
same on each consecutive screen. Participants then rated 21 random-
ly-presented items, none relevant to footwear. DT again influenced 
results: participants in the DT condition liked the products more 
compared to control. Studies 2 and 3 suggest DT affects subjective 
ratings, in general, but is implicitly applied more towards relevant 
items when such items are included.

In study 4, participants watched a 60-second commercial for 
SeaWorld from the early 1990s.  The commercial demonstrated Sea-
World’s role in saving sea life and mentioned Anheuser-Busch (Sea-
World’s former parent company). The commercial’s color saturation 
either increased from 0% or decreased from 200% in 20% intervals 
every six seconds or remained constant. Participants then responded 
to a series of seven questions, five objective (e.g., “How much more 
expensive are Anheuser-Busch products on average compared to 20 
years ago?”) and two subjective (e.g., “How much do you care about 
sea life?” and “What do you think of Anheuser-Busch as a compa-
ny?”). Results showed that DT affected subjective, but not objective, 
responses: DT participants said they cared more about sea life and 
thought more highly of Anheuser-Busch as a company.

Four studies demonstrate how subtle experiences of change are 
misattributed to subjective preferences, in both relevant and irrel-
evant contexts, bolstering the extent to which individuals like prod-
ucts, perceive quality, and intend to spend. The findings contribute to 
both the constructed preference and metacognitive experience litera-
tures by illustrating 1) how experiences beyond those of fluency sub-
tly influence preferences, 2) how the objective/subjective nature of a 
task lends itself to less/more influence from situational experiences.

REFERENCES
Ackerman, Josh M., Christopher C. Nocera, and John A. Bargh 

(2010), “Incidental Haptic Sensations Influence Social 
Judgments and Decisions,” Science, 328, 1712-1715.

Coupey, Eloise, Julie R. Irwin, and John W. Payne (1998), “Product 
Familiarity and the Expression of Preferences,” Journal of 
Consumer Research, 24, 459-468.

Gregory, Robin, Sarah Lichtenstein, and Paul Slovic (1993), 
“Valuing Environmental Resources: A Constructive 
Approach,” Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 7, 177-197.

Lichtenstein, Sarah and Paul Slovic (2006). The Construction of 
Preference, Cambridge University Press.

Payne, John W., James R. Bettman, and Eric J. Johnson (1992), 
“Behavioral Decision Research: A Constructive Processing 
Perspective,” Annual Review of Psychology, 43, 87-131.

Reber, Rolf, Norbert Schwarz, and Piotr Winkielman (2004), 
“Processing Fluency and Aesthetic Pleasure: Is Beauty in the 
Perceiver’s Processing Experience?” Personality and Social 
Psychology Review, 7, 364-382.

Rensink, Ronald A. (2004), “Visual Sensing Without Seeing,” 
Psychological Science, 15 (1), 27-32.

Schwarz, Norbert (2004), “Meta-cognitive Experiences in 
Consumer Judgment and Decision Making,” Journal of 
Consumer Psychology, 14 (4), 332–48.

Schwarz, Norbert and Gerald L. Clore (1996), “Feelings and 
Phenomenal Experiences,” in Social Psychology: Handbook of 
Basic Principles, eds. E. Tory Higgins and Arie W. Kruglanski, 
New York: Guilford Press, 433-465.

Shapiro, Stewart, and Nielsen, Jesper H. (2013), “What the 
Blind Eye Sees: Incidental Change Detection as a Source of 
Perceptual Fluency,” Journal of Consumer Research, (April), 
forthcoming.

Simons, Daniel J., and Chabris, Christopher F. (1999), “Gorillas 
in our Midst: Sustained Inattentional Blindness for Dynamic 
Events,” Perception, 28, 1059-1074.

Simons, Daniel J., Franconeri, Steven L., and Reimer, Rebecca 
L. (2000), “Change Blindness in the Absence of a Visual 
Disruption,” Perception, 29, 1143-1154.

Simons, Daniel J., and Rensink, Ronald A. (2005), “Change 
Blindness: Past, Present, and Future,” Trends in Cognitive 
Sciences, 9 (1), 16-20.

Simmons, Carolyn J., Barbara A. Bickart, and John G. Lynch, Jr. 
(1993), “Capturing and Creating Public Opinion in Survey 
Research,” Journal of Consumer Research, 20 (September), 
316–329.


