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SESSION OVERVIEW
Consumers and practitioners are often mistaken about the most 

effective ways to get motivated or to enhance perceived value. In 
part, their mistakes may be due to not recognizing the counterintui-
tive forces that operate on consumer value and motivation. This ses-
sion will highlight the variety of counterintuitive ways that people 
come to see things as particularly valuable, and get motivated to act. 

In the first talk, Maglio describes how consumers who rely on 
careful, rational reasoning end up making poor decisions. Remark-
ably, those who rely on their intuition feel more satisfied with their 
chosen options, leading them to pursue these options with larger 
investments of both money and effort. Next, Akhtar, Paunesku, and 
Tormala outline how using weak rather than strong arguments can 
motivate political advocacy. Weak arguments bolster supporters’ ap-
praisals of their abilities to advocate effectively, making these argu-
ments, surprisingly, more useful than strong arguments for rousing 
supporters. Third, Kappes and Balcetis find that focusing on the ac-
tions people have done makes them feel less entitled to rewards—al-
though they apply the opposite criteria when judging others’ entitle-
ment. Finally, Hershfield, Galinsky, and Roese show that, ironically, 
thinking about how a company almost didn’t make it (rather than how 
it was destined for success) makes its products seem more valuable. 
Counterfactual reflection on the company’s origin imbues it with 
meaning, which in turn heightens willingness to pay for its products.

While surprising at first, these interesting effects are, in fact, 
far from counterintuitive and instead derive from predictable psy-
chological precursors to valuation and action. The papers included 
here show that the manner in which basic facts are framed steers the 
course for how they are processed and acted upon: feelings of satis-
faction predicting donations (Maglio), feelings of efficacy predicting 
behavioral intentions (Akhtar et al.), feelings of self-worth predict-
ing consumer demands (Kappes & Balcetis), and feelings of mean-
ing predicting willingness to pay (Hershfield et al.). By focusing on 
the processes underlying valuation and motivation, these four papers 
provide a way forward for consumers and practitioners hoping to 
better understand surprising judgments of value and investment of 
resources. 

Taken together, these papers ask: What are the larger themes 
that account for counterintuitive, and even ironic, consumer be-

havior? These studies highlight the fact that value and motivation 
depend not only on qualities of the product and of the person, but 
also on the way that the consumer approaches a decision. Since these 
decision processes are more malleable than product attributes or per-
sonality characteristics, they offer new insights into the precursors 
of purchase decisions, and into understanding counterintuitive con-
sumer behavior. 

Implementing Intuitive Decisions

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Deliberative decision strategies have historically been consid-

ered the surest path to sound decisions, but recent evidence suggests 
that intuitive strategies may be equally effective. By relying upon 
an affect heuristic, people use their feelings as a guide to decisions 
about choice options rather than weighing the individual pros and 
cons (Slovic et al. 2002). Such feeling-based choice has been shown 
to improve decision quality, leading people to more accurately 
choose among hypothetical cars and vacations (Mikels et al. 2011) 
and to more accurately predict real-world outcomes like stock prices 
and the weather (Pham, Lee, and Stephen 2012). However, an open 
question remains as to how feeling-based decisions are translated 
into action. Because intuition boosts choice satisfaction (Mikels et 
al. 2011), which in turn enhances effortful action (Locke and Latham 
1990), we predicted that people would work harder toward decisions 
reached using gut feelings versus deliberation.

Study 1 assessed commitment to choice options as a function of 
decision strategy. Participants were presented with information about 
four different (ostensibly real) restaurants. Beforehand, they were 
randomly assigned to process the information based on either a “de-
liberative, rational analysis”, their “intuitive, gut feeling”, or with no 
explicit instruction. The information was presented in a grid format 
in which participants saw the 12 pieces of information defining the 
first restaurant for 10 seconds, then the 12 pieces of information de-
fining the next restaurant for 10 seconds, and so on. We constructed 
the choice options such that one restaurant was the ‘best’ option in 
that it had more positive attributes (75%) than the others (50%, 50%, 
and 25%). After learning about the restaurants, they received 12 en-
tries into a lottery in which they could win a $50 gift certificate. Par-
ticipants indicated, for each of the entries, one of the four restaurants 
about which they had learned. They were free to allocate the tickets 
however they wished among the four restaurants. They were told that 
we would select a random entry (i.e., one participant + restaurant 
choice) to win $50 to the restaurant indicated on that specific ticket. 
Our dependent variable of interest was the number of lottery entries 
participants allocated toward the best restaurant. Consistent with our 
hypothesis, participants in the gut feeling condition allocated more 
tickets to the best restaurant than those in the rational or control con-
ditions; the later two conditions did not differ from each other. 

Study 2 used a similar paradigm to consider the relationship be-
tween intuition and effortful action. It also tested the moderating role 
of when decisions are implemented, as past research has suggested 
that a break between learning and choosing can compromise the ben-
efits of intuition (Mikels et al. 2011). Participants were presented 
with information about four different restaurants (one at a time and 
for 10 seconds each), but they then choose the one they preferred. 
They were told that each participant would, by default, receive 5 
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entries into a lottery for a $50 gift certificate toward the restaurant 
they chose. Additionally, they would have the opportunity to earn 
additional entries into the lottery by performing a word search task 
after making their choice, and all bonus entries would go toward 
their chosen restaurant. Participants were randomly assigned to pro-
cess the information deliberatively or intuitively, and the information 
about the restaurants was presented in the same manner as Study 1. 
Here, however, the options were constructed such that no one restau-
rant dominated the others; instead, each was defined by 50% positive 
attributes and 50% negative attributes. After the information presen-
tation, participants chose the restaurant they preferred.

Next, participants had the chance to find up to twenty words in 
the word search task. For each correctly identified word, we would 
provide them with one additional entry in the lottery. For half of 
the participants, they performed the word search task uninterrupted. 
For the other half, a pop-up ad appeared very early during the word 
search (before any words were identified) that participants had to 
close in order to proceed. We recorded how long participants spent 
on the word search task and also scored how many words they had 
correctly identified.

Neither the main effect of decision style nor the main effect of 
distraction was significant, but we did obtain the predicted interac-
tion between the two factors. When not presented with a pop-up ad, 
participants in the gut feeling condition spent more time working on 
the word search task than those in the rational condition. However, 
when the pop-up ad was presented, participants in the gut feeling 
condition spent less time working on the word search task than those 
in the rational condition. We observed an identical pattern of results 
for the number of words found. This suggests that intuitive deci-
sions are most effectively translated into action immediately. Adding 
a break – even briefly – between choice and implementation negated 
the benefit for intuition.

Study 3 examined choices in a different domain and targeted ac-
tual spending behavior. Participants were presented with information 
about four different children’s charities (one at a time and for 10 sec-
onds each). They were randomly assigned to process the information 
deliberatively or intuitively. All of the options were defined by 50% 
positive attributes and 50% negative attributes. After the informa-
tion, they chose the charity they preferred. Additionally, they were 
given the opportunity to donate to their chosen charity from the $2 
they had received for participation. As predicted, participants who 
chose their charity based on intuition felt more satisfied with their 
choice and donated more money to that charity.

In sum, this research identifies important downstream conse-
quences for how people approach decisions in the first place. Consis-
tently, people focused on feelings worked harder and longer toward 
their choices, suggesting that affect facilitates the immediate imple-
mentation of decision-relevant action.

Weak > Strong: The Ironic Effect of Argument Strength 
on Supportive Advocacy

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
A great deal of research has tested the effect of argument qual-

ity—or message strength—on persuasion (for reviews see Petty & 
Wegener, 1998; Petty, Rucker, Bizer, & Cacioppo, 2004). This vast 
literature consistently shows that, when argument quality does exert 
an impact on persuasion (e.g., under conditions of high message pro-
cessing), strong arguments produce more persuasion than do weak 
arguments. The present research suggests that under some condi-
tions the opposite strategy may be superior—in particular, presenting 
weak rather than strong arguments might motivate greater advocacy 

and action. Across three studies, we show that when individuals al-
ready agree with a cause (i.e., it is pro-attitudinal), receiving weak 
arguments in its favor can prompt them into advocating more on its 
behalf. Perceived argumentation efficacy mediates this effect such 
that people exposed to weak arguments are more likely to feel they 
have something valuable to contribute. Moreover, consistent with 
the notion that it is driven by subjective feelings of increased ef-
ficacy, the effect is more likely to emerge when initial argumentation 
efficacy and attitude certainty are moderate or low. Individuals with 
high argumentation efficacy and high certainty generally advocate 
regardless of the strength of arguments received.

Study 1. Prior to the 2012 presidential election, participants 
were told that the researchers conducting the study were part of 
a new national initiative entitled Voter’s Voice. The initiative was 
ostensibly designed to inform Americans about why other citizens 
are motivated to support or oppose particular political candidates. 
All participants were told that the researchers were investigating the 
ways in which voters view and make sense of their fellow citizens’ 
reasons for supporting and opposing those candidates. All partici-
pants were also led to believe that the information they provided 
could be used in get-out-the-vote campaigns and political advertise-
ments. Following this introduction, participants reported their atti-
tudes towards Obama’s reelection. Then, participants were assigned 
to read arguments made by other citizens in support of Obama’s re-
election campaign. They read either weak or strong arguments for 
Obama, and then they answered questions about their willingness 
to advocate (i.e., trying to persuade others, making phone calls for 
Obama, donating money to Obama’s campaign) and their subjective 
feelings of efficacy (i.e., knowledge compared to others, perceived 
argumentation effectiveness).

Results indicated that when participants received pro-attitudinal 
(i.e., pro-Obama) arguments, they ironically showed greater inten-
tion to advocate for Obama when those arguments were weak rather 
than strong. Perceived argumentation efficacy mediated this effect. 
In essence, when participants came to feel more efficacious at argu-
ing for a cause than their like-minded peers, they displayed greater 
willingness to promote, endorse, and advocate for it. This subjective 
feeling of efficacy was derived from weak arguments. As expected, 
this pattern did not hold for counter-attitudinal participants, who had 
similar levels of advocacy regardless of whether they saw weak or 
strong arguments. Finally, the argument quality manipulation (even 
among pro-attitudinal participants) did not change participants’ at-
titudes or affect their voting preference.

Study 2. The primary objectives of Study 2 were to replicate 
the weak > strong effect among pro-attitudinal participants and to 
explore the moderating role of perceived argumentation efficacy. 
Pro-attitudinal participants went through the same paradigm as in 
Study 1, except that before seeing the weak or strong arguments, 
they completed an ostensibly unrelated task in which their argumen-
tation skills were analyzed. Participants were given false feedback 
that their argumentation skills were either in the 91st percentile (high 
argumentation efficacy) or in the 53rd percentile (moderate argu-
mentation efficacy). Results indicated that weak arguments led to 
greater advocacy for those who were told that they were moderately 
effective at arguing. Participants in the high argumentation efficacy 
condition had higher levels of advocacy regardless of the type of ar-
guments they saw. As in Study 1, perceived efficacy mediated this ef-
fect. Thus, participants were more motivated to advocate for a cause 
more when they felt that they would be effective at doing so, whether 
that feeling came from our efficacy manipulation or the fact that their 
peers had made weak arguments.
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Study 3. Our goals in the third study were to replicate the weak 
> strong effect in a completely different paradigm and to determine 
its relationship with a well-established, conceptually related mod-
erator—attitude certainty. Participants were asked to imagine that 
their town recently proposed a policy that would make all school 
cafeterias vegetarian by law. After reporting their attitudes and at-
titude certainty towards the policy, participants were told that the 
town government was going to hold a town hall meeting before they 
made their decision. In this town hall meeting scenario, participants 
were exposed to either weak or strong arguments from other citizens 
against the policy (i.e., pro-attitudinal arguments as participants also 
were largely against this policy). After reading these arguments, par-
ticipants answered questions about their willingness to advocate for 
their views (i.e., trying to persuade others, sharing their views with 
friends). Results indicated that pro-attitudinal (i.e., anti-vegetarian 
policy) participants who were low in attitude certainty showed the 
weak > strong effect, expressing greater intent to advocate when they 
saw others’ weak rather than strong arguments. By contrast, partici-
pants who were high in attitude certainty expressed high advocacy 
intentions irrespective of the quality of arguments others made.

Discussion. Taken together, these findings reveal that weak ar-
guments can play an important role in motivating advocacy. They 
suggest, counterintuitively, that it might sometimes behoove ad-
vocacy groups to expose their supporters to weak arguments from 
others—especially if those supporters initially feel uncertain about 
their attitudes or about their ability to make the case for them. Weak 
arguments appear to be capable of bolstering such supporters’ sub-
jective appraisals of their own abilities to advocate effectively, and 
perhaps also of the need to advocate in the first place. Ironically, 
then, motivating supporters to advocate on behalf of a cause might 
be facilitated by the strategic use of weak arguments. New questions 
for research exploring the intersection of attitudes, persuasion, feel-
ings, and motivation will be raised, and implications for understand-
ing self-efficacy and attitude certainty will be discussed.

Feeling Entitled Because of Who You Are

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumer behavior is driven in part by feelings of entitlement. 

Particularly when selecting goods and services that are not necessi-
ties, consumers may reward themselves with particularly desirable 
selections to the extent that they feel deserving. Although entitle-
ment beliefs may therefore play an important role in consumption 
behavior, these beliefs are also associated with negative outcomes 
like acting selfishly in ways that take a toll on others (e.g., Campbell, 
Bonacci, Shelton, Exline, & Bushman, 2004; Fisk, 2010; Harvey & 
Martinko, 2009; Moeller, Crocker, & Bushman, 2009). The goal of 
the current research was to aid in understanding the source of entitle-
ment beliefs.

Lerner (1991) defined entitlement as “the judgment, often tacit, 
that someone, or some category of people, is entitled to a particular 
set of outcomes by virtue of who they are or what they have done” 
(italics added; p. 13). Who people are, or their attributes, include 
personal characteristics like being smart, a hard worker, and expe-
rienced in a given area; what people have done, or their actions, are 
behaviors like having earned a degree from a prestigious university 
and working a 60-hour week. A pre-study supported our supposi-
tion that people see others as entitled to desirable outcomes to the 
extent that those others emphasize their actions rather than their 
attributes. We predicted, however, that this would not apply when 
people thought about their own entitlement. Instead, people should 

feel more entitled to desirable outcomes when they think about who 
they are than when they think about what they have done. 

We tested this idea in four experiments by manipulating wheth-
er people focused on their attributes or their actions and then measur-
ing entitlement. As dependent variables, we measured both general 
entitlement, using an established instrument, the Psychological En-
titlement Scale (PES; Campbell, et al., 2004), and also beliefs about 
specific outcomes that were deserved (e.g., salary). 

In Experiment 1, participants were instructed to think about 
either “the kind of person that you are” (attribute focus condition) 
or “the kinds of things you do” (action focus condition) as they re-
sponded to a resource dilemma. Those in the attribute focus condi-
tion subsequently scored higher on the PES than those in the action 
focus condition. Control measures indicated that construal level (ab-
stract versus concrete thinking) did not explain the effect. 

In Experiment 2, law students read that many lawyers earn a 
high salary “because of who they are” (attribute focus condition) or 
“because of what they do” (action focus condition). Controlling for 
gender and the type of law participants were interested in practicing, 
those in the attribute focus condition had higher PES scores and also 
gave a higher number as the starting salary to which they believed 
they were entitled.

We next investigated mechanisms underlying entitlement be-
liefs. As the first mechanism tested, we asked whether perceived 
consistency of favorable inputs increases entitlement. Attributes de-
scribe more enduring behavior than actions (Semin & Fiedler, 1988). 
Perhaps the attribute focus manipulations made participants think 
about their favorable inputs as being especially enduring or charac-
teristic, and they rewarded themselves accordingly. Apart from this 
consistency mechanism, we tested a second mechanism. We asked if 
self-worth increases entitlement. Most people think of themselves as 
good and worthy people (Baumeister, Tice, & Hutton, 1989), so the 
more that they base their judgments of entitlement on these global 
evaluations of the self, the more entitled they should feel. In this 
case, even information about an ancillary negative input might boost 
entitlement, if it leads people to focus on their attributes. 

In Experiment 3, we tested both the effects of perceived con-
sistency and self-worth on entitlement. Students completed a tat-
too-drawing task and received positive or negative feedback that 
focused on their attributes or actions. Participants indicated how 
much (hypothetical) pay they deserved for their drawing. Both 
attribute-framed feedback and positive feedback increased entitle-
ment to pay, and the effects of one factor did not depend on feedback 
valence. If consistency were the only underlying mechanism, then 
attribute-framed feedback would have increased entitlement when 
positive and decreased entitlement when negative, but there was no 
such interaction effect. Moreover, participants who received nega-
tive attribute-framed feedback also reported the highest PES scores 
of any condition. Thus, these findings provide support for the self-
worth mechanism.

Further support came from Experiment 4, where participants 
were randomly assigned to complete a task that would induce tem-
porarily low or high feelings of self-worth (Brown, Dutton, & Cook, 
2001), before they wrote personal ads focusing on the “kind of per-
son you are” (attribute focus condition) or on the “kinds of things 
you do” (action focus condition). PES scores as well as entitlement 
to a desirable romantic partner were highest in participants with high 
feelings of self-worth who focused on their attributes. 

 In sum, these four experiments shed light on the sources of 
high entitlement beliefs, which in turn have consequences for con-
sumer behavior. 
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Wanting What Almost Wasn’t: Counterfactual Reflection 
Heightens Valuation of Branded Products

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Apple and Google were started in garages. Fedex took off with 

$27,000 in winnings at a Vegas blackjack table. Southwest was con-
ceived on a cocktail napkin. The story behind a brand has always 
been important to its consumers; indeed when the above companies 
come up for discussion, references to their interesting starting points 
are often not far behind. These examples also suggest that some ori-
gin stories contain a particular twist, a fork in the road or a close-call 
with disaster, that make the current stature of the brand seem more 
valuable. If not for the improbable blackjack win that saved the com-
pany from bankruptcy, there would be no Fedex today, and this story 
may make the company seem, as a result, more valuable. The present 
research explores the impact of these “what might have been” reflec-
tions on brand perceptions and consumption experiences. We further 
explore whether a particular mechanism – the elevation of product’s 
sense of meaningfulness to the individual – underlies the counterfac-
tual reflection effect on brand experience.

In Study 1, we tested the idea that counterfactual reflections are 
associated with greater preference for given brands at a very general 
level. If counterfactual reflection enhances brand attitude, then all 
else being equal, the salience of counterfactuals regarding brand ori-
gin might be associated with brand preference. To this end, we asked 
participants to list either their favorite or least favorite brand. We pre-
dicted that participants would be more likely to indicate that their fa-
vorite brand had a turning point or “fork-in-the-road” moment (i.e., a 
salient counterfactual embedded in the brand origin story) compared 
to their least favorite brand. In line with our hypothesis, a greater pro-
portion of participants noted a fork-in-the-road moment (i.e., counter-
factual connected with brand) for their favorite versus least favorite 
brand (32.3% vs. 22.1%), c2(1, N = 324) = 4.27, p = .039.

The goal of Study 2 was to test the causal impact of counter-
factual reflection on brand valuation. We manipulated counterfac-
tual reflection by creating two framings of the origin story behind a 
well-known brand (Gatorade), one inviting the participants to reflect 
on “what might have been” and the other sticking solely to factual 
events. We predicted that participants in the counterfactual condi-
tion would be willing to pay a greater amount for a correspondingly 
branded product than those in the factual condition. Indeed, partici-
pants in the counterfactual-reflection condition expressed a higher 
willingness-to-pay (M = $2.14, SD = $1.18) than did participants 
in the factual-reflection condition (M = $1.72, SD = $0.89), t(132) 
= 2.33, p = .021, d = .40. In short, highlighting the counterfactual 
origins of Gatorade led to a higher willingness to pay for a 20-ounce 
bottle of Gatorade.

Whereas Study 2 documented the impact of counterfactual re-
flection on product evaluation, Study 3 pushed further to examine 
consumption experiences. Specifically, in Study 3 we examined 
whether counterfactual reflection influences how much participants 
enjoyed consuming a product. If the counterfactual reflection makes 
evaluations of the brand more positive, this evaluative effect might 
spill over to consumption experience. To this end, participants in 
the counterfactual-origins condition read a description of a fictional 
chocolate company that highlighted the ways in which events could 
have turned out differently. Participants in the factual-origin condi-
tion read a description that simply discussed the origins of the com-
pany. All participants were then given a chocolate wrapped in silver 
foil ostensibly from Droese Chocolates to sample and rated the taste 
and flavor of the chocolate on 7-point scales, from which we created 
a composite taste-flavor score (a = .93). We predicted that reflect-

ing on the counterfactual origins of a chocolate company would im-
prove the very taste of its chocolates. An omnibus ANOVA revealed 
significant differences among the three conditions in ratings of the 
chocolate, F(2, 38) = 4.35, p = .02, hp

2 = .19. As predicted, a contrast 
test revealed that participants in the counterfactual-origins condition 
rated the chocolate as having better taste and flavor (M = 4.90, SD = 
.71) than did participants in the factual-origins condition (M = 4.00, 
SD = .90) and the control condition (M = 4.33, SD = .89), t(38) = 
2.72, p < .01.

Past research has found that people find meaning in mutabil-
ity (Galinsky et al. 2005; Kray et al. 2010, Ersner-Hershfield et al. 
2010). That is, counterfactual reflection increases the meaningful-
ness of an event or relationship. Study 4 tests whether perceptions 
of meaningfulness underlie the effect of counterfactual reflection on 
branded product valuation. We hypothesized that counterfactual re-
flection would lead to a heightened sense of meaningfulness, which 
would in turn heighten willingness-to-pay. To do so, participants 
read about a man who had nearly missed his flight (counterfactual 
condition) or missed his flight by a large margin (non-counterfactual 
condition), and then went on to having a meeting with a friend at 
the airport that led to the formation of a chocolate company. An out-
lier from the near-miss condition who was more than 2.5 SDs above 
the mean WTP price was excluded from the analyses that follow. 
In line with our hypothesis, participants in the near-miss condition 
were willing to pay significantly more for the box of chocolates (M 
= $9.20, SD = $5.02) than were participants in the far-miss condition 
(M = $6.87, SD = $3.98), t(70) = 2.19, p = .032, d = .51. Moreover, 
participants in the near-miss condition also saw Droese Chocolates 
as more meaningful (M = 3.99, SD = .95) than did participants in 
the far-miss condition did (M = 3.31, SD = 1.04), t(70) = 2.90, p < 
.01, d = .68. To examine the mediating role of meaningfulness, we 
regressed willingness to pay scores on condition and perceptions of 
meaningfulness. As hypothesized, when taking into account mean-
ingfulness, condition was no longer a significant predictor of will-
ingness to pay, b = .15, t = 1.26, p = .212, whereas meaningfulness 
was a significant predictor, b = .32, t = 2.76, p = .007.
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