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EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Traditional (e.g., microeconomic) views have presumed that the 

values or utilities people attach to various entities are fixed.  From 
this perspective, making a good decision requires a valid process for 
eliciting what those values are, which may be thought of as equiva-
lent to “looking up” fixed subjective utility measures in a registry.  
More recent behavioral decision research has largely displaced that 
presumption with one maintaining that valuation is a labile process.  
In particular, studies have indicated that decision makers’ value as-
sessments depend on a host of conditions that happen to be present 
at the time of elicitation (e.g., framing and the nature of the required 
decision; Fischhoff, Slovic and Lichtenstein 1980; Hsee 1996; Slovic 
1995).  The resulting consensus has been that values are constructed 
on the spot, per existing conditions and demands.

The present research proposes that the valuation process is a 
dynamic one that extends beyond the incidental circumstances sur-
rounding a given decision situation.  The proposition we examine 
is that among the significant contributors to the values that drive 
people’s decisions are also particulars of their recollections of prior 
decisions.  Many real-life decision problems require the decision 
maker to make tradeoffs.  Thus, choosing Laptop A and therefore en-
joying its superior RAM would necessitate the pain of paying more 
than Laptop B’s lower price.  The specific hypothesis we examined 
is that recalling a prior tradeoff situation can reliably remind decision 
makers that one side of that tradeoff entailed the satisfaction of one 
value (e.g., for high processing speed), but the frustration of another 
value (e.g., for saving money).  Further, and critically, such recall is 
predicted to activate the frustrated values from their dormant states, 
thereby affecting decisions in current contexts that are irrelevant to 
the original tradeoff situations.

We investigated the dynamic nature of value and the possible 
processes underlying such value shifts across two studies. In the first 
study, 62 subjects participated online through Amazon’s Mechanical 
Turk (cf. Goodman, Cryder and Cheema 2012).  Each subject was 
assigned randomly to one of three conditions in which the subject 
recalled and wrote about a time when s/he had: (1) a fast, but low-
quality, restaurant experience; (2) a slow, but high-quality, restaurant 
experience; or (3) any restaurant experience (i.e., control condition).  
Following this manipulation, each participant made a hypothetical 
purchase decision between two cameras.  One camera was superior 
on attribute dimensions commonly recognized as reflective of picture 
quality (megapixels and lens), and the other was superior on an at-
tribute conceptually associated with speed (shutter speed). Perceived 
camera knowledge was also measured, as having a better understand-
ing of the choice options would presumably make the tradeoff sacri-
fice more salient.   

Consistent with our hypothesis, results indicated that high-per-
ceived camera knowledge subjects in Condition 1 (fast/low-quality 
restaurant experience) were more likely than those in Condition 2 
(slow/high-quality restaurant experience) to choose the camera su-
perior on the frustrated tradeoff value dimension they recalled—
quality.  Also consistent with our prediction, high-perceived camera 
knowledge subjects in Condition 2 were more likely than those in 
Condition 1 to choose the camera superior on the value frustrated in 
the recalled tradeoff situation—speed (Table 1).  

One plausible explanation for why this value carryover occurred 
is that having a better understanding of the choice tradeoffs made the 
decision more difficult for high-perceived camera knowledge sub-
jects in Study 1.  This choice difficulty, in turn, increased choice and 
attribute tradeoff processing (see Bettman, Luce and Payne 1998, for 

Table 1: Major results from logistic regression analyses performed in Study 1 and Study 2
Study Description Statistics 

Study 1

Recall Group only model was non-significant. Adding Camera Knowledge as a 
covariate led to trending (p = .092) effect of Camera Knowledge that was moderated 
by a significant interaction between Recall Group and Camera Knowledge

Recall Group only: c2(2) = 0.32, 
p = .852; Recall Group x Camera 
Knowledge: c2(2) = 6.31, p = .043

Slow-High quality, as compared to Fast-Low quality, recall group was significantly 
more likely to choose the Fast Camera

b = 1.66, odds ratio (OR) = 5.25, z 
= 2.02, p = .044

Slow-High quality, as compared to Control, recall group was not significantly more 
likely to choose the Fast Camera

b = 1.17, OR = 3.22, z = 1.41, p = 
.160

Frustrated Value Carryover occurred for High Subjective, but not for Low Subjec-
tive, Camera Knowledge subjects

High: c2(2) = 9.16, p = .010; Low: 
c2(2) = 0.76, p = .683

Study 2

Train Choices affected by Recall Group when the Decision Task was Difficult (i.e., 
in the deep choice processing condition) c2(2) = 6.76, p = .034

Frustrated Value Carryover from the recall occurred in the Difficult, but not in the 
Easy, choice processing condition

Difficult: c2(2) = 7.07, p = .029; 
Easy: c2(2) = 1.91, p = .384  

When the choice was more Difficult, the Slow-High quality, as compared to the 
Fast-Low quality, recall group was significantly more likely to choose the Fast Train

b = 1.19, OR = 3.19, z = 2.55, p = 
.011

When the choice was more Difficult, the Slow-High quality, as compared to the 
Control, recall group was marginally more likely to choose the Fast Train

b = 0.81, OR = 2.25, z = 1.79, p = 
.074
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a review).  To test this explanation, in a second study we predicted 
that inducing greater choice tradeoff processing through manipulat-
ing the difficulty of the decision would increase the attractiveness of 
the option with the frustrated value.  We also wanted to show that our 
effect generalizes to other contexts.  Two hundred and sixty six par-
ticipants were assigned randomly to one of three conditions in which 
the subject recalled and wrote about a time when s/he had: (1) a 
fast, but low-quality, doctor’s office experience; (2) a slow, but high-
quality, doctor’s office experience; or (3) any restaurant experience 
(i.e., control condition).  Following this manipulation, each partici-
pant made a hypothetical purchase decision between two trains trav-
eling between cities.  One train was superior on attribute dimensions 
commonly recognized as reflective of train quality (cleanliness, food 
service), and the other was superior on an attribute conceptually as-
sociated with speed (travel time). To determine if greater tradeoff 
processing is a factor underlying value carryover, we manipulated 
perceived difficulty of the train choice using a standard fluency par-
adigm (Novemsky, Dhar, Schwarz and Simonson 2007; Song and 
Schwarz 2008).  Participants were randomly assigned to view the 
train options in either an (1) easy to read font (i.e., Arial) or a (2) 
difficult to read font (i.e., Mistral).  

Consistent with our hypothesis, participants in the difficult-to-
read font condition, as compared to those in the easy-to-read font 
condition, were more likely to choose the option consistent with their 
frustrated value.  Specifically, those in the difficult decision condi-
tion who recalled the slow/high-quality doctor’s office experience 
were more likely than those in the easy and control conditions to 
choose the train that was superior on the frustrated tradeoff value di-
mension they recalled—speed.  Similarly, those in the fast/low-qual-
ity doctor’s office experience condition were more likely to choose 
the train superior on the value frustrated in the recalled tradeoff 
situation—quality (Table 1).  Thus, our findings suggest that greater 
tradeoff processing increased choices in favor of the frustrated value.  
Ongoing studies are investigating the mechanisms underlying this 
value shifting process, including the possible role that deprivation 
and satiation play in driving the observed carryover.  

The present findings lend credence to the fundamental idea in-
troduced in this new line of research, whereby the construction of 
value is subject to the systematic influences of prior value experi-
ences in contexts that are remote from the current decision situation, 
in both time and domain.  Specifically, in a decision situation involv-
ing difficult tradeoffs, frustrated values do not simply go away, but 
instead remain active and seek to be satisfied.  Subsequent, superfi-

cially distinct, decision situations represent opportunities to satisfy 
those frustrated values.  Current research is being directed toward the 
elaboration of further forces that affect value carryover in consumer 
contexts.
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