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SESSION OVERVIEW

“If you come at four in the afternoon, I’ll begin to be happy by 
three.” - Antoine de Saint-Exupery, The Little Prince. 

Hedonic experiences are multi-faceted and often consist of a 
consumption timeline, rather than isolated events. This timeline en-
tails anticipation, the experience itself, and the memories left behind. 
Consumers also make forecasts about their experiences and relevant 
features, such as mindfulness and consumption norms. Even within 
one phase of a hedonic experience, consumers encounter meaningful 
changes. Further, hedonic experiences do not always occur indepen-
dently, and the nature of their overlap can affect the overall pleasure 
consumers derive from the combined engagements. 

Thus, timelines of a consumption experience help shape its he-
donic value. In this session, we ask, how do consumers evaluate their 
experiences at different stages on the consumption timeline, and what 
role do these evaluations play in the total hedonic value of their con-
sumption experiences? Four papers examine how consumers ascribe 
value to features of the timeline, as well as the psychological pro-
cesses by which such evaluations affect their hedonic experiences. 

The first two papers speak to how consumers value different 
features of consumption experiences before, during, and after con-
sumption. First, Ksendzova, Norton, and Morewedge examine how 
consumers view the relative contributions of anticipation, experience 
itself, and memory to total utility. They uncover a perceived primacy 
of experience – a belief that experience, regardless of its duration, 
contributes most to total utility.

Second, when anticipating an experience, consumers forecast 
their behavior. However, they cannot always properly anticipate key 
features of an experience. Meyvis and Yoon demonstrate that con-
sumers overestimate the extent to which product quality affects their 
consumption amount. Specifically, consumers overestimate their 
mindfulness and the influence of consumption norms, while under-
estimating the role of visceral factors specific to the experience.

The following two papers zoom into the timeline within an 
experience itself. Wei and Häubl examine how knowing a pleasur-
able experience is approaching its end influences the enjoyment of it. 
Specifically, when consumers perceive low control over the hedonic 
quality, the passive contemplation of the imminent end reduces the 
enjoyment of it; however, when consumers perceive high control, it 
enhances the hedonic enjoyment through motivating consumers to 
make better usage of their time. 

Further, timelines of hedonic consumption may overlap. Focus-
ing on simultaneous consumption of multiple experiences, Smith and 
Redden demonstrate that holistic processing (vs. analytical process-
ing) enhances the enjoyment of a combined experience, by increas-
ing the perceived complementary and coherence of it.

Taken together, these papers contribute to a better understand-
ing of how consumers evaluate a consumption experience and as-
sociated features while moving along its timeline. We approach this 
topic by discussing different phases of a consumption experience 
(Ksendzova et al.; Meyvis and Yoon), the time progression within an 
experience itself (Wei and Häubl), and combined timelines of mul-
tiple experiences (Smith and Redden). This session provides insights 
into the temporal dynamics of consumption experiences and guid-
ance for marketers on optimizing consumers’ hedonic consumption.

The Primacy of Experience: Comparing the 
Contributions of Anticipation, Experience, and Memory 

to Total Utility

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
In his conceptualization of the total utility provided by an 

event - the total pleasure or pain it afforded across its anticipation, 
experience, and recollection, Bentham (1789) envisioned a duration-
weighted approach. In his view, the assessment of total utility should 
account for the intensity of pleasure or pain an event incurred at each 
moment in time by the amount of time pleasure or pain was incurred, 
irrespective of phase. Current proposals echo this suggestion, assum-
ing that duration weighting is the optimal way to aggregate the total 
utility of events – the utility provided by their anticipation, experi-
ence, and recollection (Kahneman 1999). These models assume that 
people perceive utility derived from phases of experiences to carry 
the same weight, an assumption we test in our studies: do people 
believe that anticipation, experience, and memory contribute equally 
to total utility, or are some kinds of utility more impactful than other 
kinds?

In Study 1a (N = 99), we prompted participants to generate ex-
amples of three pleasant and three unpleasant experiences lasting 
five, twenty, or sixty minutes. For each experience, participants then 
rated the relative contribution of anticipation, experience itself, and 
recollection (between 0% and 100%) to the total utility provided by 
that event. A duration-weighting approach would suggest that the 
utility of experience should contribute less for shorter than longer 
events. Regardless of event duration, however, participants reported 
that experience contributes more to total dis(utility) than do anticipa-
tion and memory. Additionally, in Study 1b (N = 100), we examined 
events lasting seconds, minutes, hours, and days, and again found 
participants rated utility from experience to be the primary contribu-
tor, regardless of event duration. 
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In addition to the perceived contributions of each phase, we ex-
amined people’s choice between phases of an event in Study 2 (N = 
200). To do so, we first asked participants to generate examples of 
positive or negative events lasting seconds, minutes, hours, and days. 
For all listed events, participants then engaged in a thought experi-
ment. Some imagined, for positive events, that they were able to feel 
pleasure during only one phase of their choosing. Others imagined, 
for negative events, that they were able to block negative feelings 
during one phase of their choosing. People more often chose to pre-
serve positive experience and block negative experience, compared 
to anticipation and memory. Contrary to the duration-weighting ap-
proach, the choice of experience did not decrease among shorter 
events. 

Then, in Study 3, we investigated whether people believe that a 
unit of experience, compared to equal units of anticipation or memo-
ry, has greater impact on total utility. We asked participants (N = 100) 
to imagine going on an enjoyable date – a date which they hypotheti-
cally anticipate, experience, and recall each for three hours. Thus, 
duration of each phase was held constant. Next, participants imag-
ined that one minute was randomly selected from the three hours of 
each phase and rated the intensity of that minute. For each phase (in 
random order), they also rated the intensity of five, fifteen, thirty, 
and sixty minutes. Although people perceived longer time segments 
as more desirable than shorter time segments, they rated segments 
of experience as more desirable than equal segments of anticipation 
and memory. 

Considering that people may think of experience-centric events 
when judging the utility of phases, we also employed more conserva-
tive tests. In Study 4a, we asked one group of participants to name 
events for which a) anticipation, b) the experience itself, or c) its 
recollection defines the nature of that event. This procedure yielded 
a list of 270 events that varied on valence (pleasant and unpleasant) 
and their defining feature (anticipation, experience, or recollection). 
We then recruited an independent sample (N = 135) and randomly 
assigned each person to evaluate a unique pair of pleasant and un-
pleasant events with emphasis on one of the three phases. For each 
event, participants rated the contribution of each phase as a percent-
age of an event’s total utility. They perceived experience to contrib-
ute more to total utility than anticipation or memory for most events, 
and to be at least as important as anticipation and memory for events 
defined by anticipatory or memory-based components (e.g., giving a 
speech or a honeymoon). We conceptually replicated these findings 
in Study 4b (N = 100), even though participants in this study rated 
events they themselves generated. 

Next, we again examined weighting by choice. In Study 5 (N 
= 100), participants generated three pleasant and three unpleasant 
events defined by anticipation, experience, or recollection. For each 
example, participants then engaged in a thought experiment. Some 
imagined (for positive events) that they were able to feel pleasure 
during only one phase of their choosing. Others imagined (for nega-
tive events) that they were able to block negative feelings during 
one phase of their choosing. For all positive and negative events, 
participants were in no cases more likely to preserve or block a 
phase other than experience. Participants chose to preserve posi-
tive experience and block negative experience for events defined by 
their experiential components. More surprisingly, they were also as 
likely to choose experience as they were to choose anticipation for 
anticipation-defined events or memory for memory-defined events.

Together, our findings shed light on a lay belief that experienced 
utility is the primary contributor to total utility, which contradicts 
the duration-weighted assumptions of class proposals of total utility.

Consuming Regardless of Quality: Consumers 
Overestimate the Impact of Quality Differences on the 

Amount Consumed

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumers like quality. They often exert substantial effort to 

identify the highest quality product, and may pay a hefty premium 
to acquire it. This behavior is often justified as higher quality prod-
ucts result in more enjoyable experiences and increased satisfaction. 
Naturally, one would assume that this more enjoyable consumption 
would translate into an increased amount of consumption. The cur-
rent research measures people’s intuitions about this relationship 
between quality and consumption amount, and tests how these in-
tuitions compare to the actual impact of quality differences on con-
sumption. 

We propose that people tend to overestimate the impact of qual-
ity differences on the amount that they consume. Specifically, we 
suggest that consumers overestimate the mindfulness of their repeat-
ed consumption decisions, which in turn leads them to underestimate 
the influence of visceral factors such as hunger and boredom (Loew-
enstein, Prelec, and Shatto 1998) and overestimate the influence of 
consumption norms (e.g., one should [not] consume high [low] qual-
ity products) (Kivetz and Tyler 2006). We tested this conjecture in 
four studies.

In study 1, participants (N=156) were given two cups with 31 
jellybeans each. They tasted one jellybean of each of the two fla-
vors, after which they indicated how much they liked each flavor and 
selected the flavor they preferred. Participants then predicted how 
many of the remaining jellybeans of each flavor they would eat dur-
ing the rest of the session. They then proceeded with other, unrelated 
studies. At the end of the session, we measured the number of jelly-
beans each participant had consumed. As hypothesized, participants 
predicted that the quality difference would have a greater influence 
on their consumption (M Preferred = 13.4, M Not Preferred = 8.1) than it ac-
tually had (M Preferred = 14.0, M Not Preferred = 10.3; F Interaction (1,155) = 
5.36, p < .05). Although this suggests that actual consumption was 
less mindful and discerning than participants anticipated, it is also 
possible that participants underestimated their desire to seek variety. 
To rule out this possibility, the next studies varied quality between 
subjects, which meant that participants only consumed a single jel-
lybean flavor.

In study 2, participants (N =59) again tasted one jellybean of 
two flavors and rated each flavor. They then indicated which flavor 
they preferred and predicted how many of each flavor they would eat 
if they were given a cup of 50 jellybeans. After that, they randomly 
received one of the two flavors to consume during the remaining 
time in the session. At the end of the session, we measured the num-
ber of jellybeans each participant had actually consumed. Partici-
pants again overestimated the impact of quality on their consump-
tion; they predicted they would eat significantly more high-quality 
than low-quality jellybeans (M Preferred = 18.9, M Not Preferred = 11.5), but 
ended up eating slightly more of the low-quality jellybeans (M Preferred 
= 19.7, M Not Preferred = 22.9; F Interaction (1,57) = 10.75, p < .01). 

In study 3 (N=110), we extended our investigation to the con-
sumption of cartoons that differed in entertainment value. Partici-
pants first saw five cartoons that were randomly drawn from one of 
two sets of 80 cartoons each. One set of cartoons were pretested to 
be high-quality (funny), while the other cartoons were pretested to 
be low-quality (not so funny). To view each cartoon, participants had 
to enter a short captcha, thus imposing a small cost. Participants next 
predicted how many of those cartoons they would select to watch (by 
entering the corresponding captcha) during the next 5 minutes. We 
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then observed how many cartoons they actually watched from the 
remaining set of 80 low (or high) quality cartoons. The results rep-
licated the jellybean findings. While participants expected to watch 
about 11 more cartoons when they were given a high-quality (vs. 
low-quality) set (M High-quality = 31.7, M Low-quality = 20.8), the number of 
cartoons they actually watched did not differ between two conditions 
(M High-quality = 27.3, M Low-quality = 28.3; F Interaction (1,109) = 7.14, p < .01). 

We have proposed that consumers overestimate the mindful-
ness of their consumption decisions and underestimate the impact 
of their visceral states (e.g., hunger and boredom) which are less 
discerning to the quality of the object being consumed. However, 
it is also possible that the overestimation of the impact of quality is 
instead being driven by participants’ inadequate accounting for the 
effects of satiation. While the difference between the two jellybean 
flavors may be quite apparent initially, this difference may reduce 
over time as participants get satiated to the flavor they’re consuming 
(DePaoli and Khan 2014). If participants do not take this into ac-
count, they may overestimate the impact of quality, especially with 
prolonged consumption. To test between these two accounts, study 4 
measured how predictions and behaviors diverged over time.

In study 4 (N=141), rather than asking participants to make a 
single prediction, we now asked participants to predict about how 
much they thought they would eat in the first 5 minutes, 10 min-
utes, 15 minutes, and 20 minutes of the session. Likewise, the actual 
consumption was also measured four times. Consistent with under-
estimating the (non-discerning) impact of hunger, but inconsistent 
with underestimation of satiation, the overestimation of the impact 
of quality was most pronounced for the initial consumption phase. 
During the first five minutes of consumption, quality had less impact 
on behavior than participants predicted (M Preferred = 5.2, M Not Preferred = 
3.5 vs. behavior: M Preferred = 3.7, M Not Preferred = 3.1; F interaction (1,136) = 
3.73, p = .056) but this was not the case during the last 15 minutes of 
consumption (prediction: M Preferred = 8.5, M Not Preferred = 6.6 vs. behav-
ior: M Preferred = 5.6, M Not Preferred = 3.8; F interaction < 1).

Together, these studies indicate that consumers tend to overesti-
mate the impact of quality differences on their consumption amount, 
an effect that seems to be driven by consumers’ underestimation of 
the impact of (non-discerning) visceral motivations.

The Imminent-End Effect: How the Approaching End of 
an Experience Affects Enjoyment

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
How does knowing a pleasurable experience is coming to an 

end influence its enjoyment? The answer was discussed with con-
sumption experiences that entail repeated episodes of a homogenous 
nature: consumers enjoy a consumption episode more when they 
know that it is the last one (O’Brien and Ellsworth 2012; Tsai and 
Zhao 2016). However, the answer is not clear when an experience is 
non-repetitive and heterogeneous in nature (e.g., vacations, movies, 
musical performances, and games). Common intuition suggests that 
the imminent end of a pleasurable experience can have a detrimen-
tal effect on enjoyment, particularly. For example, consumers often 
dread the end of a vacation and feel sad on the last day. The current 
research introduces a theoretical framework for how and why the 
imminent end of a heterogeneous experience impacts consumers’ 
enjoyment of it. 

We propose that a key factor that governs this “imminent-end” 
effect is the extent to which consumers feel that they can control the 
hedonic quality of a consumption experience. This subjective judg-
ment of perceived control is influenced by the nature of the experi-
ence and by situational factors. We hypothesize that when perceived 

control over the hedonic quality of an experience is low, consum-
ers’ enjoyment of it depends on the allocation of undivided attention 
to the specifics of the experience. This is because, when consum-
ers know that a pleasurable experience is approaching its end, the 
frequent contemplation of the imminent end interferes with them 
devoting their undivided attention to the experience, thus reducing 
their enjoyment. By contrast, when perceived control is high, the im-
minent end increases the perceived scarcity of the experience, thus 
motivating consumers to make better use of their time, ultimately 
enhancing their enjoyment of it (Kurtz 2008). Four experiments pro-
vide evidence for these predictions.

Experiment 1 demonstrates the hypothesized interaction be-
tween imminent end (yes vs. no) and perceived control (high vs. 
low) in a 2 x 2 between-subjects design. The imminent end was ma-
nipulated through progress bars of different lengths: for the same 
experience, participants saw a progress bar either progressed to its 
end (imminent end condition) or progressed to its midpoint (no 
imminent end condition). The perceived control was manipulated 
through experiences types: in the low perceived control condition, 
participants watched an enjoyable video; and in the high perceived 
control condition, participant played a Tetris game that was pretested 
to be equally enjoyable. We sampled participants’ enjoyment every 
30 seconds on an 11-point scale (0-not at all; 10- very much), the 
last measure of which served as the key dependent variable. Results 
show that the imminent end reduced enjoyment when perceived con-
trol was low (MEnd=7.61 vs. MNoEnd=8.14; t(359)=-2.13, p=.035), and 
increased enjoyment when perceived control was high (MEnd=7.51 
vs. MNoEnd=6.88; t(359)=-2.16, p=.032).

Experiment 2a examines the psychological process underlying 
the negative effect of the imminent end. To do so, we introduced 
experience discretization as a moderator. As we predict that an im-
minent end reduces consumption enjoyment by interfering with con-
sumers’ undivided attention, partitioning an experience into discrete 
segments should facilitate consumers’ concentration on the ongoing 
segment, instead of the distracting information of the imminent end. 
Experiment 2 employed a 2 (imminent end: yes vs. no) by 2 (ex-
perience framing: discretization vs. continuous) between-subjects 
design, in which all the participants viewed a funny video. In the 
discretization condition, we partitioned the same video into 30-sec-
ond segments and told participants to expect to view 5 (imminent 
end) or 10 (no imminent end) separate videos. When the video-
watching experience was framed continuously as a whole, replicat-
ing Experiment 1, the imminent end reduced the enjoyment of this 
video-watching experience (MEnd=7.15 vs. MNoEnd=7.93; t(302)=-
2.05, p=.041). When the same experience was framed as discrete 
segments, the imminent end no longer influenced enjoyment of the 
video-watching experience (MEnd=7.98 vs. MNoEnd=7.37; t(302)=1.53, 
p=.13). 

Moreover, a bootstrap analysis (N=5,000) found that discretiza-
tion interacted with imminent end to influence the level of distraction 
participants had in the video-watching experience (b=1.39, p=.03), 
which reduced enjoyment of the video (b=-.13, p=.02). We also 
found evidence of distraction in a separate follow-up experiment 
(2b) with video-watching, such that participants needed to click a 
button to check how much time left. Participants in the imminent 
end condition checked the progress bar more often than those in the 
no imminent end condition (MEnd=7.17 vs. MNoEnd=7.78; t(221)=-
2.01, p=.045), and enjoyed the experience less (MEnd=5.21 vs. MNo-

End=3.61; t(221)=-2.16, p=.032). 
Experiment 3 extends this imminent end effect into a new do-

main—food consumption—and shows how an imminent end can 
enhance enjoyment, using a 2 (imminent end: yes vs. no) by 2 (se-
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lection: yes vs. no) between-subjects design. Participants were asked 
to sample 5 (imminent end) or 10 (no imminent end) different snacks 
from a list of 15. In the selection condition, participants chose their 
preferred snacks and the order to sample them, whereas in the no 
selection condition, participants sampled a randomly selected set 
of snacks. The key dependent variable was the enjoyment of the 5th 
snack. Consistent with results in Experiment 2, when the snack-sam-
pling experience was passive and consisted of discrete segments, the 
imminent end had no influence on its enjoyment (MEnd=7.41 vs. MNo-

End=8.18; t(158)= -1.68, p=.095). When participants could choose 
what to consume, the imminent end motivated participants to save 
the best for the last, thus enhancing the enjoyment of the snack-sam-
pling experience (MEnd=8.88 vs. MNoEnd= 8.12; t(158)=2.16, p=.033). 

To summarize, this research sheds light on how an imminent 
end influences the hedonic enjoyment of a consumption experience. 
Evidence from 4 experiments shows that the imminent end reduces 
enjoyment when perceived control over the hedonic quality of the 
experience is low, and that the imminent end can increase enjoy-
ment when perceived control is high. These findings add to our un-
derstanding of how imminent end shape consumption experiences 
and can guide managers in creating more enjoyable experiences for 
consumers.

The Role of Holistic Processing on Enjoyment During 
Simultaneous Consumption

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
People frequently consume multiple things simultaneously, 

from eating chips while watching television to listening to classical 
music while strolling through an art museum. This multi-tasking or 
multi-consuming is increasing (Nielsen 2010), to the point where 
77% of the time spent watching television now also involves the use 
of another screen (Google 2012). Some samples report 46% of their 
meals are consumed while watching television (Gore et al. 2003), 
and television watching while snacking is even more prevalent 
(French, Story, & Jeffery 2001). Although joint consumption experi-
ences are quite common, little research has explored the calculus for 
how two separate experiences combine to create overall enjoyment.  
We draw on research on holistic versus analytic processing styles to 
propose that enjoyment depends on whether the combined experi-
ence is processed in a holistic fashion or an analytic fashion.

Holistic processing involves focusing on the relationship be-
tween an object and its field or between components of an object. 
Analytic processing involves a detachment of an object from its con-
text and the construal of components as independent entities (Nisbett 
et al. 2001). Interestingly, past research generates conflicting predic-
tions for whether people would enjoy a simultaneous consumption 
experience more when processing holistically or analytically. On 
one hand, research on mental accounting suggests that two distinct 
positive experiences have more hedonic impact than a single one 
combining them (Thaler 1985; Thaler 1999). This would seemingly 
predict that expected and realized enjoyment would increase with 
analytic processing that highlights each contribution to enjoyment. 
On the other hand, holistic thinkers focus on relationships between 
objects and are more sensitive to interdependence (Chiu 1972; Ma-
suda and Nisbett 2001), which, for example, results in increased 
perceptions of fit for brand extensions, especially those with low fit 
(Monga and John 2007). If these same mental processes increase 
the perceived complementarity of the multiple consumption objects, 
or the coherence of the whole experience, holistic thinking may be 
expected to enhance enjoyment.  

We explored these questions in two studies that involved si-
multaneous consumption of multiple stimuli. We found that people 
enjoyed and desired simultaneous consumption more when they 
viewed the experience holistically as an integrated experience (ver-
sus analytically processed as multiple distinct components). This 
holistic approach, and the resulting increased enjoyment, can be en-
couraged through processing style primes or individual trait differ-
ences. We develop process evidence showing that these effects for 
enjoyment are driven by joint categorization into a single integrated 
experience, which then makes the components seem more related 
and hence more enjoyable together.

In study 1, 201 MTurk workers began with a Navon task that 
primes holistic versus analytic processing (Navon 1977). On the 
computer, participants were presented with a series of “global” let-
ters made up of smaller “local” letters (e.g., a ‘V’ shape made out of 
‘D’s). Over 44 trials, participants were asked to report as quickly as 
possible whether the stimulus contained either of two focal letters. 
These target letters were always the global letter (e.g. ‘V) for partici-
pants in the holistic processing condition, and always the local letter 
(e.g., ‘D’) for participants in the analytic processing condition. Par-
ticipants then spent two minutes simultaneously watching a montage 
of Monet paintings and listening to classical music. As expected, 
participants who were primed to process the combined experience 
holistically enjoyed it significantly more (M=75.3) than participants 
who were primed to process it analytically (M=61.72, t(96)=3.03, 
p=.003). They also rated the experience as more of a single coherent 
experience (p=.024), and reported focusing marginally more on the 
overall experience versus individual parts (p=.097). These variables 
both significantly mediated the increased enjoyment, whether ana-
lyzed together, independently, or serially. 

In study 2, 179 undergraduate participants watched a video of 
surfing footage and listened to upbeat instrumental rock music for 
two minutes.  They then rated their enjoyment, several process mea-
sures, and then completed the “locus of attention” subscale of the 
Analysis-Holism Scale (AHS; Choi, Koo, and Choi 2003), which 
measures tendencies toward analytic versus holistic thinking. It in-
cludes items such as “it is more important to pay attention to the 
whole than its parts” (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). The 
tendency to focus on stimuli in a holistic way, as indicated by higher 
scores on the AHS, was associated with more enjoyment of the com-
bined experience (r=.24, p=.001), more construal of the combined 
experience as a single coherent experience (r=.34, p<.001), and more 
focus on the overall experience versus the individual parts (r=.34, 
p<.001). This pattern conceptually replicated the results of study 1. 
Additional measures revealed that higher scores on the AHS were 
also associated with an increased perception of complementarity be-
tween the two stimuli (measured by three items: complementarity, 
whether the stimuli made each other better, and whether they belong 
together; α=.92; r=.33, p<.001), and the perception that attention was 
paid to both stimuli simultaneously as measured by summing the 
amount of attention paid to each stimuli (r=.17, p=.02). A variety of 
mediation models suggest that holistic processing enhances enjoy-
ment of combined stimuli by increasing the perceived complemen-
tarity of the multiple stimuli and coherence of the combined experi-
ence.  

Holistic processing involves focusing on the relationship be-
tween objects (Nisbett et al. 2001), and we show it enhances enjoy-
ment of combined experiences by increasing the perceived coherence 
between the multiple stimuli. This finding is consistent with research 
highlighting the benefits of perceived coherence between consump-
tion objects (Rahinel and Redden 2013). However, it is somewhat 
surprising that enjoyment of combined experiences is higher when 
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they are construed as a single coherent experience (versus multiple 
distinct experiences occurring simultaneously) based on mental ac-
counting research suggesting that pleasant experiences should be 
mentally segregated (Thaler 1999). From a theoretical standpoint, 
this research brings holistic processing theories to bear on multi-
tasking and consumption enjoyment. It also carries implications for 
both marketers and consumers seeking to maximize enjoyment.  Ad-
ditional studies will be conducted before the conference to examine 
both the effect of holistic processing on enjoyment for singular expe-
riences, and the potential moderating role of whether the combined 
stimuli are seen a priori as complementary. 

REFERENCES
Bentham, Jeremy (1789). An Introduction to the Principles of 

Morals and Legislations, Oxford, UK: Blackwell. 
Chiu, Lian-Hwang (1972), “A Cross-Cultural Comparison of 

Cognitive Styles in Chinese and American Children,” 
International Journal of Psychology, 7 (4), 235–42.

Choi, Incheol, Minkyung Koo, and Jong An Choi (2007), 
“Individual Differences in Analytic Versus Holistic Thinking,” 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 33 (5), 691–705.

DePaoli, Alexander, and Uzma Khan (2014), “Favorites Fall Faster: 
Greater Liking Leads to Greater Satiation,” in NA-Advances 
in Consumer Research, Vol. 42, eds. June Cotte and Stacy 
Wood, Duluth, MN: Association for Consumer Research, 
Pages: 220–24.

French, Simone A., Mary Story, and Robert W. Jeffery (2001), 
“Environmental Influences On Eating and Physical Activity,” 
Annual Review of Public Health, 22 (1), 309–35.

Google (2012), “The New Multi‐Screen World Study,” https://
www.thinkwithgoogle.com/research-studies/the-new-multi-
screen-world-study.html.

Gore, Stacy A., Jill A. Foster, Vicki G. DiLillo, Kathy Kirk, and 
Delia Smith West (2003), “Television Viewing and Snacking,” 
Eating Behaviors, 4 (4), 399–405.

Kahneman, Daniel (1999), “Objective Happiness,” In Well-
Being: The Foundations of Hedonic Psychology, eds. Daniel 
Kahneman, Edward Diener, and Norbert Schwartz, New York, 
NY: Russell Sage, 3-26.

Kivetz, Yifat and Tom R. Tyler (2006), “Tomorrow I’ll Be Me: 
The Effect of Time Perspective on the Activation of Idealistic 
Versus Pragmatic Selves,” Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 102 (2), 193–211. 

Kurtz, Jaime L. (2008), “Looking to the Future to Appreciate 
the Present the Benefits of Perceived Temporal Scarcity,” 
Psychological Science, 19 (12), 1238–241.

Loewenstein, George, Drazen Prelec, and Catherine Shatto (1998), 
“Hot/Cold Intrapersonal Empathy Gaps and the Under-
Prediction of Curiosity,” unpublished manuscript, Carnegie 
Mellon University, Pittsburgh, PA.

Masuda, Takahiko, and Richard E. Nisbett (2001), “Attending 
Holistically Versus Analytically: Comparing the Context 
Sensitivity of Japanese and Americans,” Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 81 (5), 922–34.

Monga, Alokparna Basu, and Deborah Roedder John (2007), 
“Cultural Differences in Brand Extension Evaluation: The 
Influence of Analytic Versus Holistic Thinking,” Journal of 
Consumer Research, 33 (4), 529–36.

Navon, David (1977), “Forest Before Trees: The Precedence of 
Global Features in Visual Perception,” Cognitive Psychology, 
9 (3), 353–83.

Nielsen (2010), “Americans Using TV and Internet Together 
35% More than A Year Ago,” http://www.nielsen.com/us/en/
insights/news/2010/three-screen-report-q409.html.

Nisbett, Richard E., Kaiping Peng, Incheol Choi, and Ara 
Norenzayan (2001), “Culture and Systems of Thought: 
Holistic Versus Analytic Cognition,” Psychological Review, 
108 (2), 291–310.

O’Brien, Ed, and Phoebe C. Ellsworth (2012), “Saving the Last for 
Best: A Positivity Bias for End Experiences,” Psychological 
Science, 23 (2), 163–65.

Rahinel, Ryan, and Joseph P. Redden (2013), “Brands as Product 
Coordinators: Matching Brands Make Joint Consumption 
Experiences More Enjoyable,” Journal of Consumer Research, 
39 (6), 1290–299.

Thaler, Richard (1985), “Mental Accounting and Consumer 
Choice,” Marketing Science, 4 (3) 199–214.

Thaler, Richard (1999), “Mental Accounting Matters,” Journal of 
Behavioral Decision Making, 12 (3), 183–206.

Tsai, Claire I., and Min Zhao (2016), “The Intensification Effect of 
Quantity Specificity on Consumption Experience over Time,” 
working paper, University of Toronto, Toronto, ON. 


