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SESSION OVERVIEW
Common adages like, “you get what you work for” and “there 

are no shortcuts” emphasize the importance of putting in significant 
“hard work” or effort to obtain the outcomes you desire.  In the cur-
rent session, we apply the notion of “hard work” to consumption. 
While prior research has shown that shopping difficulty leads to 
greater product liking (Cardozo 1965) and people value products 
more that they make themselves (Norton Mochon and Ariely 2012), 
limited research has explored what drives the desire to expend higher 
effort, the consequences of increased effort beyond valuation, or the 
contexts in which higher effort does not yield greater valuation. What 
makes us want to work hard? How might this desire shape our prod-
uct preferences?  How does hard work change our expectations or 
beliefs?  And finally, do we always want what we work for?  In the 
current session, we answer these questions, exploring what causes 
people to desire higher-effort products and the consequences of in-
creased effort across product and service contexts.

The papers in this session flow from antecedents to consequenc-
es. First, Cutright and Samper establish low personal control as a 
causal factor that drives a desire to expend greater effort and seek 
out products that require higher effort (e.g., exercise equipment that 
emphasizes harder vs. easier effort to see results). They find that low-
control consumers view these higher effort products as a vehicle to 
restore control.  Next, Naylor, Haws and Summers look at the conse-
quences of higher consumer effort in a loyalty context, establishing 
that the increased effort put forth by active loyalty program mem-
bers leads to increased feelings of control over randomly-determined 
outcomes.  Buechel and Janiszewski also look at the consequences 
of higher vs. lower effort in contexts where consumers have control 
over product design and composition (e.g., Build-a-Bear).  They find 
that when choices and assembly are integrated (i.e., you create as you 
build), increased effort drives increased value of the components, yet 
this effect reverses when choices and assembly are segregated (you 
make a plan first, then build).  Finally, Mathur, Block and Yucel-
Aybat examine how higher effort tasks can be shaped to improve 

performance and satisfaction for different types of consumers (entity 
vs. incremental theorists) depending on the presence of common goal 
progress cues.  

These papers, all at advanced stages of completion, should ap-
peal to anyone with an interest in consumer effort, identity, personal 
control, product design, customization, loyalty programs and goals.  
More broadly, this session should resonate with anyone interested in 
how hard work is shaped by and shapes the consumption process. 
Consumers are becoming more involved in choosing and design-
ing the products, services and activities they enjoy, thus expending 
a higher level of effort.  By examining this effort, we provide an 
avenue to make a difference in consumer welfare; we can empower 
consumers to use hard work to restore control over their lives, be 
cognizant of their biases in light of their hard work, target their work 
toward activities that will yield greater value, and help develop prod-
ucts that can more aptly benefit different types of consumers in high-
effort contexts.  

Doing it Hard Way: Low Personal Control Drives 
Preference for High-Effort Products

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Get stronger, healthier, skinnier, smarter, and cleaner with less 

work.  Such messaging is hard to escape in today’s marketplace.  At 
every turn, a product promises to help us improve in a variety of 
areas with exceptional ease.  Consistent with such communication, 
research suggests that people often seek experiences that require the 
least effort (e.g., Child 1946, Russell and Mehrabian 1975).  How-
ever, people also often appreciate more effortful experiences (Aron-
son and Mills 1959, Gibbs and Drolet 2003, Kivetz and Simonson 
2003).  Thus, we ask the question—when it comes to improving the 
self (and its extensions, such as the home), do consumers seek high 
or low effort products?  

We predict that feelings of control will be a critical determinant 
of whether consumers choose high or low effort products.  Specifi-
cally, we posit that when feelings of control are low, individuals will 
want to re-establish control (e.g., Fiske, Morling and Stevens 1996).  
Consequently, they will prefer products that emphasize and demon-
strate how their personal effort is required to generate results.  We 
test this hypothesis across 5 studies.

In study 1, our goal was to simply establish that low control 
leads people to favor the idea of high effort over that of low ef-
fort.  Participants first completed a common control manipulation 
(“write about a time when you had low (high) control”) (e.g., Kay, 
et al. 2008) and were presented with 9 different inspirational ads, 3 
emphasizing high effort (e.g., “You get what you work for”) and 3 
emphasizing low effort (e.g., “Relax.”).  For each ad, participants 
were asked, “How much do you agree with this quote?”  Analyses 
revealed a significant interaction of control manipulation by ad type 
(F(1, 54) = 7.42, p = .01).  Individuals in the low control condition 
preferred the high effort ad (M = 5.95) over the low effort ad (M = 
4.99).  The difference was not significant in the high control condi-
tion (in this study or in the remaining studies).

In study 2, we established that the desire for high effort products 
when control is low manifests itself in product attitudes.  We ma-
nipulated control as in study 1 and then presented participants with 
two current Swiffer™ commercials.  In the low effort condition, the 
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Swiffer ad stressed how easy it is to clean with Swiffer.  In the neu-
tral condition, the Swiffer ad highlighted the technical features of 
Swiffer.  Analyses revealed a significant interaction of control and 
effort condition on liking for Swiffer (F(1, 92) = 4.67, p = .03).  In-
dividuals in the low control condition preferred Swiffer more when 
it was associated with the neutral ad (M = 6.04) than when it was 
associated with the low effort ad (M = 5.33). 

In study 3, we sought to better understand the drivers of our ef-
fect.  We manipulated control with an established essay manipulation 
similar to studies 1 and 2 and then presented participants with a Nike 
sneaker that emphasized that it would either take less effort to get in 
shape with the shoe (“You don’t have to work as hard to get fit fast”) 
or more effort (“If you work hard, you get fit even faster.”).  Results 
revealed a 2-way interaction, (F(1, 151) = 3.90, p = .05) such that 
when control was low, individuals preferred the high effort ad (M = 
4.75) to the low effort ad (M = 3.91).  This result was fully mediated 
by the degree to which people felt empowered and restored feelings 
of control when thinking about the sneakers (95% CI, B=-.66; -1.34, 
-.06).

In study 4, our goal was to build on the prior studies and under-
stand not only purchasing attitudes, but also behavior.  We manipu-
lated feelings of control and then presented individuals with an ad 
about golf clubs that either emphasized that very little effort (“Im-
proves performance with limited practice or effort”) or a great deal of 
effort is required to improve performance (“Improves performance 
when accompanied by diligent practice and effort”) outcomes with 
the club.  Participants were then given an opportunity to practice 
putting, followed by questions regarding purchase intent.  Results 
indicated that when control was low, participants practiced longer 
(F(1, 160) = 5.34, p = .02) irrespective of effort condition, indicating 
a desire for greater control over their performance.  Importantly, par-
ticipants were more likely to purchase the clubs that were advertised 
with the high effort message (M = 3.78) than the low effort message 
(M = 2.91), suggesting preference for a product that was congruent 
with their desire to expend greater effort.    

In study 5, we ran a field experiment to test our hypotheses.  We 
recruited intramural basketball players directly after a game and pre-
sented them with a Nike shoe print ad.  The ad suggested that either 
less effort (“Work Less, Jump Higher”) or more effort (“Work Hard-
er, Jump Higher”) was required to improve their performance.  Re-
sults revealed a 2-way interaction (F(1, 82) = 3.91, p = .05) whereby 
when feelings of control were low (i.e., when individuals lost), indi-
viduals were more interested in purchasing the shoe when presented 
with the high effort ad (M = 3.76) versus the low effort ad (M = 2.75).

In conclusion, we find that when feelings of control are low, 
people prefer products that require hard work over those that require 
little work to achieve the same outcome.  We posit that this seeming-
ly irrational preference is due to a desire to reassert control through 
high effort.

Earning Luckiness: The Effect of Active Loyalty 
Program Membership on Consumer Predictions of 

Randomly-Determined Marketing Outcomes

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Prior research on loyalty programs has examined how structural 

and motivational features affect consumer behavior within program 
confines (Bagchi and Li 2011; Dréze and Nunes 2009; Kivetz 2005; 
Kivetz and Simonson 2002, 2003; Kivetz, Urminsky, and Zheng 
2006; Lewis 2004). We add to this work by showing that loyalty 
program membership has psychological effects extending beyond 
the context of the program itself. Our series of studies demonstrates 

that consumers display a “lucky loyalty” effect, such that active loy-
alty program members feel they have a greater subjective likelihood 
of experiencing positive randomly-determined outcomes offered by 
the firm administering the loyalty program, even when these out-
comes are unconnected to the loyalty program. We propose that sta-
tus earned in a loyalty program through past purchases can lead to a 
relative illusion of control compared to non-members of the program 
or program members who lack elite status. This illusion of control, 
in turn, leads consumers to believe that randomly-determined posi-
tive firm-related outcomes are more likely to happen to them than to 
other customers of the firm. Why should this be the case? 

Thompson et al. (1998) introduce the “control heuristic” to ar-
gue that judgments about control are based on two conditions: In 
order for an individual to perceive that he or she has control over an 
outcome, he or she must (1) find the outcome desirable and (2) per-
ceive a link between his or her actions and the outcome. We propose 
that both of these conditions are present for elite members of loyalty 
programs considering randomly determined, positive outcomes like 
winning a sweepstakes or other promotional contest. These consum-
ers will naturally find the outcome desirable and, if they have put 
in enough effort to earn elite status with the company through past 
patronage, they will feel that they have earned special treatment. We 
posit that these two conditions (desirable outcome and perceived 
link between actions and outcome) lead to the perception that ac-
tive members of loyalty programs who have earned elite status are 
more likely to receive randomly-determined firm-related positive 
outcomes compared to others who have not earned the same elite 
status in the loyalty program.

We test our hypotheses across five studies that explore dif-
ferent types of loyalty programs and different types of randomly-
determined outcomes. The primary purpose of study 1a was to test 
whether hotel loyalty program members with elite status feel they 
are more likely to win a random drawing for a gift basket during a 
hotel stay than non-members of the loyalty program. Note that the 
drawing was open to all hotel guests and was not contingent on loy-
alty program membership or status. We conducted a 2 (loyalty pro-
gram elite status: yes vs. non-member of loyalty program) between-
subjects ANOVA with predicted likelihood of winning the random 
drawing as the dependent variable. The results revealed that elite 
loyalty program members thought they were more likely than other 
guests to win the drawing (2.91 vs. 2.39; F(1, 196) = 7.27, p < 0.01), 
supporting our prediction of a relative illusion of control for elite 
loyalty program members versus non-members. We also found that 
the perception that one has earned special treatment from the firm 
mediated the effect of loyalty program status (vs. non-membership) 
on predicted likelihood of winning the gift basket using procedures 
recommended by Preacher and Hayes (2008) and Zhao, Lynch, and 
Chen (2010); the mean indirect effect was positive and significant (a 
x b = .0522), with a 95% confidence interval excluding zero (.0069 
to .1172). Study 1a thus provides evidence that elite loyalty program 
members think they are more likely to receive positive randomly-
determined outcomes than non-loyalty program members and that 
this “lucky loyalty” effect is mediated by a sense of having earned 
special treatment from the firm. Study 1b compares retail credit card 
holders who have earned versus not earned “Valuable Customer” sta-
tus with the retailer. The results replicate the lucky loyalty effect and 
mediation by special treatment using a different positive firm-related 
outcome (Melite status = 2.88, Mno status = 2.44; F(1, 286) = 5.67, p < 0.05).

Study 2 again uses a retailer discount context and provides ad-
ditional evidence for the causal role of effort in the lucky loyalty 
effect by manipulating whether the consumer had to exert effort (by 
making purchases with the firm) in order to obtain elite status within 
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a loyalty program. As expected, the lucky loyalty effect obtains only 
when status is earned and not endowed (Mearned status = 3.16, Munearned status 
= 2.59, Mno status = 2.38; F(1, 198) = 6.61, p < .01). 

In studies 3 and 4, we demonstrate important boundary condi-
tions to the lucky loyalty effect that provide further support for the 
control heuristic as the causal mechanism. Specifically, in study 3 we 
show that the lucky loyalty effect does not extend to randomly-deter-
mined desirable outcomes not related to the firm administering the 
loyalty program, including outcomes related to other firms (i.e., win-
ning a prize under a soda cap, winning a restaurant raffle, getting an 
airline upgrade) or organizations (i.e., winning money in the lottery), 
and outcomes not related to any firm or organization (i.e., hitting 
green lights vs. getting stopped at red lights) (all p’s > .15). Finally, 
study 4 provides additional evidence in support of the control-related 
mechanism by demonstrating that the lucky loyalty effect does not 
obtain when the random firm-related outcome is undesirable (i.e., a 
sprinkler going off in the customer’s hotel room during their stay). 

Theoretically, our work contributes to the literature on illusory 
control (Langer 1975; 1977; Thompson et al. 1998), as our research 
shows that individuals appear to believe that they can “earn” control 
over positive randomly-determined outcomes through effort. It also 
has significant implications for firms deciding how to use loyalty 
programs and promotional contests.

Customized Assembly: How Does Effort Influence the 
Value of To-be-assembled Products?

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumers often invest effort by participating in the production 

of products. Customized product assembly, for example, involves 
making a series of product composition choices while investing 
physical effort in assembling a product (e.g. Build-a-Bear).

Consumer participation in the production of products has been 
shown to lead to a greater valuation of the finished product (Dahl and 
Moreau 2007; Deng et al. 2010; Norton et al. 2012). This increased 
valuation has been attributed to an increased fit between the final 
product and consumer preferences (Delleart and Stremersch 2005; 
Franke and Piller 2004), feelings of competence (Dahl and Moreau 
2007; Norton et al. 2012), and feelings of pride/accomplishment 
(Dahl and Moreau 2007; Deng and Hutchinson 2011). The increase 
in valuation contrasts principles of economic theory, which suggest 
that effort expended during the design and assembly process should 
be subtracted from the value of the co-produced product (Bendapudi 
and Leone 2003; Dellaert and Stremersch 2005; Etgar 2008; Meuter 
and Bitner 1998).

We propose that positive or negative utility can be derived from 
the product assembly experience itself. To understand the utility 
from customization and assembly efforts that is independent from 
the end product (product fit, pride and accomplishment) we assess 
how customized assembly influences the perceived value of the com-
ponents of the to-be-assembled product. This approach assumes con-
sumers will assign more value to the components (e.g., the parts at 
Build-a-Bear) that provide a better customized assembly experience.

We hypothesize that assembly effort increases the perceived val-
ue of the components of the to-be-assembled product when the assem-
bly experience is positively engaging (i.e. creative), whereas assembly 
effort decreases the perceived value of the to-be-assembled product 
when the assembly experience negatively engaging (i.e., irritating). 
A customized assembly experience is more positively engaging when 
customization and assembly are integrated (i.e., the experience is cre-
ative) as opposed to segregated (i.e., the experience is irritating). 

We tested our predictions in four experiments using simple craft 
activity kits. Participants in our experiments were asked to create 
holiday themed figures by (1) choosing adornments from different 
adornment options  (e.g. two different ears, mittens, shoes), (2) cut-
ting out the adornment pieces and (3) assembling the figures by past-
ing these pieces onto a line-drawing of the figures. In all our experi-
ments effort expended to create the figure was manipulated by the 
number of adornments participants selected (3 vs. 8). Our dependent 
variable was their valuation of the craft activity kit (i.e. the to-be 
assembled-product). 

Study 1 manipulated whether customization decisions and as-
sembly actions were integrated or separated.  In an integrated “as-
semble-as-you-go” condition, participants were asked to pick the 
first adornment (e.g. ears) from two options, cut them out and paste 
them on the figure. Then they were asked to pick the second adorn-
ment (e.g. mittens), cut them out and paste them on the figure, and 
so forth. In a separated “assemble-at-the-end condition” participants 
chose their adornments and cut them out but did not paste them on 
the elf (i.e. assemble) until all choices were made and all pieces were 
cut out. In the ‘create-as-you-go” condition more effort (i.e. more 
choices and more pasting) led to a higher valuation of the compo-
nents of the to-be-assembled product (F(1, 152) = 6.75, p < .05). 
Mediation analysis revealed that this higher valuation was a conse-
quence of participants being positively engaged in the assembly task 
(i.e., finding the task creative; 95% CI = .56, 9.22). In the “assem-
ble-at-the-end condition, more effort led to a lower valuation of the 
components of the to-be-assembled product (F(1, 152) = 4.81, p < 
.05). This lower valuation was a consequence of participants being 
negatively engaged in the assembly task (i.e., finding the task irritat-
ing; 95% CI = -7.6, -.06).

Study 2 used the “create-as-you-go” condition from study 1. To 
separate the customization decision from the assembly process, half 
of the participants in this study created a plan of their choices before 
creating the figure “as they were going”. As in study 1, in the “no-
plan-create-as-you-go” condition more effort led to a higher valua-
tion of the components of the to-be-assembled product (F(1, 162) = 
8.38, p < .05). In the “plan-create-as-you-go”, more effort led to a 
lower valuation of the components of the to-be-assembled product 
(F(1, 162) = 7.76, p < .05).

Study 3 used the “assemble-at-the-end” condition from study 1. 
To make this negatively engaging assembly process more positively 
engaging, half of the participants’ mindset was manipulated by  hav-
ing these participants think about what it was like to be young, create 
art at school and bring it home to share it with the family during 
the assembly process. As in study 1, in the “no-mindset-assemble-at-
the-end” condition, more effort led to a lower valuation of the com-
ponents of the to-be-assembled product (F(1, 174) = 3.49, p = .06). 
In the “positively-engaging mindset assemble-at-the-end” condition, 
more effort led to a higher valuation of the components of the to-be-
assembled product (F(1, 174) = 11.22, p < .05).

In summary, we show that the effort associated with customized 
assembly can add or detract from the perceived value of the compo-
nents of the to-be-assembled product.  By focusing on the value of 
the craft kit (or the-to-be-assembled-product) we show an influence 
of the customized assembly experience that is independent of the 
consequences of the customized assembly (i.e., the finished product). 
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The Effect of Goal Progress Salience Cues in Effortful 
Consumer Domains: An Implicit Theory Perspective

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumers are faced with a plethora of products and services 

that provide cues to mark progress (called goal progress salience or 
GPS cues). Several firms endeavor to provide indications of prog-
ress (e.g., e-book readers that provide information about the percent-
age of the e-book completed; video games that provide information 
about the skill a player has learned at different levels) with the as-
sumption that consumers appreciate this information. The literature 
on goal progress has generally shown that providing progress cues 
tends to bolster performance and goal achievement (Cheema & 
Bagchi, 2011). However, contrasting research (e.g., Amir and Ari-
ely 2008) has shown that progress cues could hinder goal pursuit 
and task performance. In this research, we suggest that the effects 
of GPS cues may not be uniform for all individuals and for all kinds 
of consumption domains. Specifically, we suggest and find that the 
consumption domains that are deemed demanding and require con-
sumer effort are differentially impacted by the presence and type of 
such progress cues, contingent on whether consumers endorse an 
incremental-theory and focus on learning goals or endorse an entity-
theory and focus on the outcome.

Research has identified two types of implicit theories: entity and 
incremental. Entity-theorists tend to view people, events, and objects 
in relatively fixed, unchanging terms; whereas incremental-theorists 
possess a more dynamic and flexible view (Plaks, Grant, & Dweck, 
2005). People often rely on their implicit theories to guide judgment 
and behavior when they encounter task domains that require effort 
and are deemed difficult. In the current research, we propose that 
when encountering demanding domains, entity-theorists, who are 
outcome-focused, will prefer opportunities that demonstrate favor-
able outcomes and provide evidence of their ability/achievement. 
Hence, cues that will inform entity-theorists about their achievement 
(e.g. cues that highlight percentage completed) will help them meet 
their performance goals. Thus, they will be less likely to persevere 
on a task and their performance will be negatively impacted. How-
ever, due to the positive outcome they infer from these cues, entity-
theorists’ task-evaluations will be favorable. In contrast, incremen-
tal-theorists, who are process-focused and are driven by learning 
goals, will not be impacted by GPS cues that highlight completion. 
Since incremental-theorists focus on building mastery skills in or-
der to achieve end goals, they will only be impacted by GPS cues 
that highlight learning, such that they will more favorably evaluate 
tasks that include learning-GPS cues, but their performance will be 
unaffected. In three studies, we support these expectations with both 
behavioral and self-reported measures using scenarios in which con-
sumers must expend effort (proofreading a difficult article) and find 
converging evidence in different consumption domains (maze books 
and language learning products). 

In study 1, set as a proofreading task, respondents proofread a 
dense chemistry article (demanding task) or a gossip article (less de-
manding task) that had been separated into five sections. After each 
section, half the respondents saw completion-GPS cues indicating 
the extent of completion, while the rest of the respondents did not 
see any completion-GPS cues. Implicit theory was manipulated by 
having respondents read and internalize proverbs associated with ei-
ther an entity or incremental-theory (Poon & Koehler, 2006). Results 
supported our expectations, such that in the demanding task condi-
tion, when the completion-GPS cue was present, entity (vs. incre-
mental) theorists evaluated the task more favorably (MET-Cue = 2.82, 
MIT-Cue = 2.25; p = .06), but their performance (measured as the ac-

curacy of proofreading) was worse (p < .05). When the completion-
GPS cue was not present, entity (vs. incremental) theorists evaluated 
the task less favorably (MET-no-Cue = 1.97, MIT-no-Cue = 2.82, p < .05). In 
the less demanding task condition, both theorists’ task evaluations 
and performance were unaffected regardless of the absence/presence 
of GPS cues. 

In study 2, we extended this finding by examining the effects 
of GPS cues that highlight learning, expecting incremental-theorists 
to more favorably evaluate tasks that included such cues. Implicit 
theory was manipulated as done in study 1. In a high-effort consumer 
domain, in which a Morse-code training package was presented as 
four modules, participants saw progress bars which informed them 
either about the percentage of the task completed (completion-GPS 
cue condition), or the skill they had learned (learning-GPS cue con-
dition) at the end of the each module. As expected, entity (vs. incre-
mental) theorists evaluated the Morse code training program more 
favorably when completion-GPS cues were present (MET-Completion = 
5.26, MIT-Completion = 4.88) and were more likely to buy the training 
module when they saw the completion (vs. learning GPS cues) (MET-

Completion = 3.77, MET-Learning = 3.02; p < .05).  Incremental-theorists, in 
contrast, evaluated the Morse code training product more favorably 
when they saw the learning (vs. completion) GPS cues (MIT-Completion = 
4.90, MIT-Learning = 5.62; p = .06). We also observed that entity (vs. in-
cremental) theorists felt better about themselves (MET-Completion = 5.34, 
MIT-Completion = 4.59; p < .05) and thought that they were good at Morse 
code when they saw the completion (vs. learning) GPS cues (MET-

Completion = 4.40, MET-Learning = 3.83). 
In study 3, we replicated these results using another consumer 

product category that requires consumer effort, a puzzle book of 
mazes. Participants completed four different mazes and saw either 
completion-GPS cues or learning-GPS cues. Results show that in 
the presence of completion (vs. learning) GPS cues, entity-theorists 
evaluated the mazes more favorably (MET-Completion = 4.85, MET-Learning 
= 4.11) and felt that they improved their ability (MET-Completion = 4.19, 
MET-Learning = 3.48). However, incremental-theorists evaluated the 
mazes more favorably (MIT-Completion = 4.10, MIT-Learning = 4.99) and felt 
that they improved their ability (MIT-Completion = 3.25, MIT-Learning = 4.20) 
in the presence of learning (vs. completion) GPS cues.

Thus, in three studies, we show that an individual’s implicit 
theory of change and whether the consumption domain is associated 
with expending effort, serve as important determinants of how such 
cues that highlight progress or learning impact task pursuit, achieve-
ment, and consumer satisfaction. 
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