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CONSUMER CHOICE 2

Abstract

To shed further light on the impact of automatic preterences on consumer

choice, the authors conducted an experiment in which participants had to choose

i

»

[0

between two alternatives. They found that automatic product preferences were be’{te@
at predicting the choice when participants made fast decisions and had clear self-

reported attitudes.
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carefully analyze their reasons and to list at least five arguments concerning ea

Brand choice and choice latency. After participa

focused on their feelings concerning the two chocolate brands, they clicked a button
)

on the screen to proceed. They now read that they had the opportunity to choose
— T

between two bars of chocolate as a-reward for their participation. The bars of

e e

chocolate were “Milka Alpenmitch” and “Ritter Sport Volimilch”. The two products

were represented on the screen with two big pictures. Participants made the choice
by clicking on one of the two pictures. The time participants needed to decide was
recorded. We refer to this measure as choice latency. Because the reaction time
distribution was positively skewed, the reaction times were transformed using a

natural logarithmic transformation (Fazio 1990b).

Automalic brand preference. We used two different versions of the implicit
M

]

association tesi as a measure of automatic brand preference (IAT, Greenwald et al.

1998). Participants first completed a plegsant-unpleasant IAT, and then a self-other /
Qé I_A_I . In both versions, participants had to classify picturesjof bars of chocolate as { 7

belonging to the brand Milka or Ritter Sport. Thi Wwas combined either with the

classification of positive or negative pictures to the categories pleasant or unpleasant

(pleasant-unpleasant IAT), or with the classification of words as fitting to themselves
or to others (self-other IAT). Participanis used two response keys for the
classification. In the relevant phases of the task, the categories were combined so
that each response key was assigned to two categories (e.g., left key: “self” and
“Milka”; right key “other” and “Ritter Sport”). Participants with an automatic preference
for Milka should respond faster when one key is assigned to “Milka” and “self”

(“Milka” and “pleasant”) and the other to “Ritter Sport” and "other” (“Ritter Sport”
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n_p!?g's:ént”) compared to the reverse combination. Both versions included five

hé'é;es':.. Three phases included a simple classification of the brands, the self and
other related words, or the pleasant and unpleasant pictures. Two phases inctuded
the classification with the combined assignment of the response keys. Aliogether the
| classifications were made in the following order: 1.} self-other (pleasant —
unpleasant); 2.) Milka — Ritter Sport; 3.) self — other {pleasant - unpleasant) / Milka ~
Ritter Sport; 4.) Ritter Sport — Milka; 5.) self — other (pleasant — unpleasant) / Ritter
Sport — Milka. The order of phases 2+3 and 4+5 was transposed for half of the
participants. To prepare the data for statistical analyses we followed the procedure

e

recommended by Greenwald, Nosek, and Banaji (in press), with a few exceptions. To / (
e

devise a measure for automatic preferences, we computed the differences between
the combined classification phases. However, before computing this difference we
eliminated the first two trials of each phase, because after clicking the "start” button
with the mouse, participants first needed 1o find the keys and therefore the reaction
time on these frials was often slow. Furthermore, we replaced the latencies of error
trials with the block mean plus two standard deviations. Applying this procedure, we
compuied a seif-other IAT score and a pleasant-unpleasant AT score. On both
measures, positive values indicate an automatic preference for Milka, negative

values an automatic preference for Rilter Sport.

[4-25

Se_lfiggorted product preference and ambiquity of preference. The self-

reported product preferences were measured with ten unipolar 8-point-scales.

Participants were asked to indicate the degree {0 which several adjectives applied to

the two chocolate brands (1= not at all; 9 = very much). Half of the adjectives were
T * - T ;
positive (tasty, nutty, heaithy, digestible, natural), the other were negative (harmiul,

icky, unpleasant, greasy, repelling). First, the ratings were combined inio a single



Intercorrelations Between Preference Measures and hoice fo

Table 1

Affective and Cognitive Focus Conditic

1 2

1. Self-reported
Preference

2. Seli-Other IAT
3. Pleasant-
Unpleasant IAT

4. Choice

Affective Focus

1. Self-reported
Preference

2. Self-Gther IAT
3. Pleasant-
Unpleasant IAT

4, Choice

*p<.05 ™ p<.01;"* p<.001




tercorrelations Between Automatic

Table 2
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Preferences and Choice for Participants as a

Function of Choice Latency and Ambiguity of Prefere

nce

Choice Latency

Ambiguity of Preference

Fast Slow Low High
(n=107) (n=106) (n=105) (n=108)
1 Self-Other IAT .62 A1 63" 38"
o6 AT g

2. Pleasant- b7

unpleasant IAT

*p < .05; **p<.01;***p<.001




