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Intention Superiority Perspectives on Preference-dgsion Consistency

ABSTRACT

This paper investigates the cognitive processdsrlying the increased preference-behavior cormpace
following intention formation. In line with ‘intefdn superiority’ principles, three studies showtthédrand tied to
an intention remains in a heightened state of atitim until a choice is made, after which brandhitton sets in.
A fourth study suggests that keeping intentionteglanformation in a heightened state of activateads
consumers to shield their intentions from intenfieesby avoiding information processing and ignogogpeting
information. Moreover, intention superiority priptés are drivers of increased preference-behavior
correspondence independent of decision involverf&ntdies 1 and 2), product involvement (Study 2) an

cognitive dissonance (Study 3). Implications forrkegers conclude the paper.
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INTRODUCTION

Intentions are good predictors of behavior. Theythe most immediate and reliable antecedentstafh
behavior (Sheeran and Abraham, 2003). By now, reBees generally acknowledge that the mere formatdfaan
intention induces behavior that is consistent withindividual's preferences (Feldman and Lynch,8 98orwitz,
Johnson, and Schmittlein, 1993). But, less cleahig exactly intentions trigger more preferencesisient
behavior. Therefore, the main purpose of this paptr uncover the cognitive processes that caheshaightened
degree of preference-behavior correspondenceiafation formation. Starting from the specific cheteristics
of intentions, this paper looks into prospectivenoey literature, which describes the principlesndéntion
superiority. These principles state that human nigrkeeps intention-related cognitions in a heightestate of
activation prior to intention completion (Goschked&Kuhl, 1993) and a decreased state of activaiftan
intention completion (Marsh, Hicks, and Bink, 199Bjanslated to a purchase behavior setting, theseiples
imply that a brand tied to an intention remaina imeightened state of activation until choice,rafthich brand
inhibition sets in. Generally, this paper argues the mere formation of a choice intention inggaa dynamic
process of changes in intention-related brand aduéses, and these changes in brand accesgsilihen induce
individuals to make a choice decision that is me livith their initial preferences.

A series of four studies enhances our understgrafinvhat is and what is not going on after constsnfierm
a choice intention. Using fictitious brands in acsty controlled setting, the first study showsaclges in brand
accessibilities after intention formation, in linéth the intention superiority principles. More sifeally, the
study demonstrates increased accessibility ofrttemiion-related brand before choice and inhibéteckssibility
of this brand post choice. Study 2 replicates theifigs of Study 1 for existing, well-known bran@th studies
also exclude an increase in decision involvemeattduntention formation as an alternative explemator
increased preference-decision correspondence. Styyds further confirmation for intention supmity as a
valid account for intention formation induced prefece-behavior consistency by excluding cognitigsahance
as an alternative explanatory mechanism. Finatlyg4 sheds light on the strategy that consumsgsonce they
have formed an intention. The results show thatnwdomsumers form a purchase intention, they ignore
information on competing, superior brands. So réselts seem to imply that consumers keep intenmtétated
information in a high activation state to shieldithintentions from interference by avoiding infation
processing, even if this behavior results in a ptibwal decision. The reported findings hold impatta

implications for the design of both marketing conmications and market research.



THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The notion of preference consistency is a bagmse within consumer behavior research (Lee, Aamid,
Ariely, 2009). Keeping all attributes equal, wheoomsumer indicates to prefer one brand over anathis
consumer will most likely translate this prefereiit@ consistent choice decision in a subsequemchpse
occasion. However, the reasons why consumers nayeh@ave in line with this preference consisteniygiple
are vast. For instance, deliberation on one’s peefees (Nordgren and Dijksterhuis, 2009), a difiefeaming of
attribute information (Levin and Gaeth, 1988), éimel passing of time (Zhao, Hoeffler, and Zauberr2@9,7) all
have the potential of decreasing preference camsigt

Other studies, however, look at this issue froendpposite angle and try to answer why consumessspe
with past preferences or choices in future situmstion essence, the chosen alternative’s supsrisriften the
main driver of preference persistence. Howevermnthechanisms, such as loss aversion (Tversky ahdétnan,
1991), choice set and brand characteristics (Ctepe@lazer, and Nakamoto, 1994; Simonson and Kyers
1992), and superfluous choices (Muthukrishnan amthiu, 2007) can also explain why consumers
(erroneously) persist with past choices in futungagions.

This paper focuses on intention formation as ahaeism through which consumers persist in their
preferences. The formation of an intention is dahyctional if the intention serves as an inputl&er actual
behavior (Sherman, 1980). If consumers cannoeratra formed intention from memory at the moment of
decision making, this would render intention forimatredundant (Shapiro and Krishnan, 1999). Healteough
people may change their mind between the formatian intention and the actual choice of an altévea
behavior is often likely to correspond to intentd®ieters and Verplanken, 1995). This idea is elkpvessed in
traditional attitude theories, such as the Thedfireasoned Action, which postulate that intentifutly mediate
the effects of attitudes on behavior (Ajzen & Fisimy 1980). Ajzen and Fishbein (1980) indicate Hraattitude
(i.e., a mental event) can influence behavior,(aa.observable action) through an intention, wisatleferred to
as “a particular type of volition that transformpsychological state into guided bodily respon¢8sigozzi,
Baumgartner, and Yi, 1989). Although the exact reatf the transformational process is not yet fultglerstood,
research on prospective memory clarifies how peapeable to act in accordance with the intenttbey formed.

The memory for intentions is unique, in the sehsg respondents keep intention-related conterds in

heightened state of activation up until the monwdrintention enactment (Goschke and Kuhl, 1993grtion



completion next causes a temporary inhibition efititention-related contents (Marsh, Hicks, anckBir998).
Cognitive psychological research refers to thesdifigs as ‘intention superiority’ Hence, intention superiority
describes that people can retrieve informatiortedl#o an intention more rapidly from memory thaformation
that has no associated intentionality (Goschkekartd, 1993). When forming a choice intention, thesn
preferred brand is most likely to become the objéthe intention, turning the brand name of theshpeferred
brand into an ‘intention-related stimulus’. The somers’ mind will then keep this intention-relatgation in a
heightened state of activation facilitating theicedor the most preferred option. Intention forimatis likely to
put the brand name of the most preferred choiciepand not necessarily its attribute informationa
heightened state of activation. Merely remembetiiegbrand name, rather than its specific attrilsatees, is
sufficient to pursue an intention. Hence, the fing¢ntion superiority principle is likely to unfbin a brand choice
context as follows: Forming (versus not forming)haice intention increases the accessibility ofrtioest
preferred brand.

After making a choice, however, this intentiorated option is likely to experience inhibition,ancordance
with the intention superiority principle. When amantion is no longer prospective, the consumerisdrkeeps
this intention-related information temporarily irdacreased state of activation. Hence, formings(x@not
forming) a choice intention results in a decreasazkssibility of the most preferred brand afterstoners make a
choice.

The proposition that the mere formation of anntittn enacts a sophisticated system of changdwin t
accessibility of concepts in memory is importanatgount for in research on consumer decisionsr Rrsearch
findings indicate that accessibility can have aananpact on consumers’ information processing decision
making (e.g., Nedungadi, Chattopadhyay, and MuiBbkan, 2001; Thelen and Woodside, 1997). The more
accessible pieces of information are, the mordylikas that they will influence behavior. Hendbe relationship
between attitudes and behavior grows strongertiisdss become more accessible (Biehal and Chattrava
1983). Likewise, Nedungadi (1990) found changesoimsumer memory and choice as he varied the abdegsi
of fast-food alternatives.

Consequently, due to changes in brand accesgibi(ite., a brand’s retrieval advantage), the rfemation of a

choice intention may increase preference-choicsistency.

” Besides intention superiority, attitude accesisjpfMorwitz and Fitzsimons, 2004) and responseifficy
(Janiszewski and Chandon, 2007) are also viableusits for why answering an intention question iefices the



STUDY 1

The first study investigates whether intentiomfation instigates a dynamic process of changesgainch
accessibilities in a strictly controlled setting tsing fictitious brands of laundry detergents. ¢ééemext to
confirming an increase in preference-behavior apoaedence, this study establishes the existenae effect of
intention formation on brand accessibility. Intemtisuperiority is not the only mechanism that cguian an
increase in preference-behavior correspondence ahdnge in brand latencies after intention foromatAn
alternative explanation could be that intentiomfation increases respondents’ involvement withdxgsion
which in turn affects respondents’ subsequent bcdaices. Those who are high versus low involvetth ie
choice decision may devote more effort to the degiprocess, resulting in a higher likelihood oboking their
initially most preferred brand. To rule out decisiavolvement as an alternative explanation foeptal effects
on preference consistency, this study also invatgggthe relation between intention formation aecigion

involvement.

Method
Pretest

A pretest collects information on absolute andtre¢ attitudes, uniqueness and believability efphoduct,
purchase intentions and perceived availability bfidtitious product concepts from 18 participafi® women
and 8 men, M. = 31.7, SD = 4.4). The gathered data indicatditleeproducts that are the most appropriate for
the main study. More specifically, the main studglides the five pretested products that scorergtbsitive on
likeability, and induce a positive purchase intentin the majority of the participants (i.e., Alkenove, Agom,
Meva, and Olia, for a description of the produat@epts, see Appendix 1).
Participants

The study uses data from 123 participants, 56 anein67 women, age 25 year and oldegdM 31.7, SD =
6.5). By filling in the questionnaire participamsuld win movie tickets and a gift voucher at tiadue of €200.
Design

The experiment employs a 2 x 2 full factorial beg¢w-subjects design. The two manipulations argviEther
or not the participants have to form and reporti@ipase intention regarding new brands of launétgrdents,

and (2) whether brand accessibility measures peeoeducceed respondents’ decision making.

subsequent brand choice behavior. However, notlgese explanations starts from the specific charatics of



Concerning the intention formation manipulatiorgypous research shows that merely responding to a
purchase intention question (e.g., Do you intenaiyt@ut one of these five laundry detergents éytlare available
to you? Yes/No) can indeed instigate the formatiba purchase intention (Feldman and Lynch, 1988)answer
this question, the participants have to form aifpety or negatively valenced) purchase intentiblowever, in
view of the characteristics of the fictitious laupdietergents, the participants most likely devedqgositive
intention. Concerning the second manipulated végjahe measurement of brand accessibilities odoetween-
subjects in this experiment because the measureshém response latencies prior to the choice tasid affect
the outcome of the choice task. To obtain a vakdsare of brand choices only half of the participaespond to
a pre-choice brand accessibility measure.

Procedure

Participants two times read the description ohezahe five fictitious brands of laundry detertgerifter
reading the descriptions, the participants rankotide products according to their preferencest ¢fahe
participants subsequently answer an intention guesd induce intention formation. Afterwards, pdirticipants
respond to a three-item seven-point semantic @iffigal rating scale measuring the degree of impoga person
attaches on a purchase decision for these lauredeygkents and the amount of attention devoted(to=t.91)
(Ratchford, 1987). After completing the subsequet task, all participants focus their attention their attitude
towards their second most preferred choice opfiorthis end respondents answer six additional gurest
regarding their second most preferred option (&lgw important do you consider the benefits of brx? with
1=not at all important and 5=very important). Imggal, respondents are then more likely to selestfbcal
alternative (Posavac, Sanbonmatsu, and Ho, 2082)id@s research indicates that the most accedsibte is
most likely to be chosen (e.g., Nedungadi, 1990b)ceSthe most preferred brand often is more adokessi
especially in a research with fictitious brandsjramease in accessibility of the second brand $oanstrong test
case. Hence, this intervention enhances preferdacision inconsistency, which is necessary to enta
detection of a difference in the choice decisiohhose that did or did not form a choice intentitirall variables
remain the same at the moment participants repeit preferences and at the moment they make a&ehoi
decision, all participants, in both conditions, kkely to depict preference persistence. Next,ghdicipants
either perform (1) a response latency task or @era memory-based choice first, followed by aoasp latency
task. To assess response latencies, the names fofemew laundry detergents, five establisheddiay

detergents and 10 brands of other product categappear on a computer monitor in a random ordehi$

intentions.



product category-identification task participantegs a button labeled ‘laundry detergent’ for beaotlaundry
detergents and press a button labeled ‘non-lauthetigrgent’ for other products. Table 1 summaribes t

experimental procedure.

Table 1 here.

Results and Discussion

The analysis of the memory-based choices (seeeTgbhdicates a difference in preference-choice
consistency depending on intention formation. Bgdints that formed an intention are more likelfinally
select their most preferred choice option compéodtie participants that did not form an intent{60.9 % vs.
69.0 %,x2 = 4.76, p = .029). In line with the expectatiotigse data show that the preference persistence is
stronger after intention formation. Furthermoretipgpants that did not form an intention tend &best the second
most preferred brand more than those that didarat fan intention (27.6 % vs. 3.0 98,= 7.50, p = .006). This
may suggest that the memory for intentions is gtremough to withstand competing threats to accéisgib
induced by focusing on the second most preferredreadtive. In the absence of intention formatiaef@rences
appear more malleable and, consequently, partitspse more likely to choose their second mostepredl brand

after focusing on it immediately prior to decisimaking.

Table 2 here.

A 2 (intention formation: yes vs. no) x 2 (momehtatency measurement: before vs. after the choice
decision) between-subjects ancova, with resporieadees for the most preferred choice option asi#pendent
variable and a mean of the filler latencies as\aate then explores the intention superioritgeffand more
specifically its dynamic properties of activatiamdainhibition, as a theoretical explanation fosthicreased
preference persistence. As instructed by FazioQq;19986), the latencies of filler trials providergans of
controlling for individual differences in generaled in responding. Further, because of positisiedwed
latencies, all analyses include log-transformeeeies. Overall, ancova shows a significant intéeoaeffect
between intention formation and the moment of reaspdatency measurement (F(1,121) = 9.42, p = ,008)
the mean of the filler latencies as a meaningfubciate (F(1,121) = 4.01, p = .048). Figure 1 shtvis

interaction.



Figure 1 here.

When the accessibility of the most preferred cbaiption is measured prior to decision making, tiien
response latencies are faster when consumers basesvhave not formed intentions a priori(ion = 6.9 vs.
Mo intenion= 6.7, F(1,117) = 3.74, p .056). When measurirgatcessibility of the most preferred choice option
after the choice decision, the difference betwéertwo conditions inverses. The most preferredaghoption
becomes significantly less accessible after datisiaking when consumers did versus did not forrim@mtion a
priori (Mintention= 6.6 VS. Mo intenion= 6.8, F(1,117) = 6.03, p = .016). Hence, the &naffect tests for the
influence of forming intentions (vs. not formingentions) on the accessibility of the most preférchoice option
are significant before and after a choice deciganade. This finding indicates that when a consuorens a
purchase intention, the option that this consumnésIwith this intention (i.e., the most preferigotion) becomes
more accessible when the intention is still protpec

After the behavioral stage, this most preferrediad option becomes significantly less accessitiese
findings seem to indicate an increased accesgilnlimemory for prospective elements. Furthermtire data
also provide evidence for inhibition after the bébais performed. Given that both dynamic propestof
increased activation and inhibition occur in théextted data, these data provide first evidencetti@intention
superiority principles apply in consumer settingsell.

In addition, forming an intention does not altee tevel of involvement with a choice decisionhe given
product category. Participants that formed an terview a choice decision as equally importanpaicipants
that did not form an intention (M intention= 4.0 VS. Mhtenion= 4.3, 1(121) = 1.27, p = .207). Based on thisdlifig
and the evidence for a dynamic pattern of branéssibilities, altered levels of decision involvernare not
likely to account for the increased level of prefaze-behavior correspondence after intention faomat

Study 1 shows that the formation of an intentionfictitious brands overcomes preference-behavior
inconsistency by increasing the accessibility ef ttost preferred, intention-related brand. The tip@showever,
remains whether the results also hold for existirapds. Hence, will mere changes in brand actimaleo
account for preference persistence after interfbomation when the brands are familiar and prefessrare

already more crystallized prior to intention forina® A second study provides an answer to thistopres

STUDY 2



The main objective of Study 2 is to replicate findings of Study 1 for real, existing brands. Tsiisdy again
demonstrates that the formation of an intentiotigases a dynamic process of changes in accetisibitather
than altering the level of involvement with the eodecision. If the results of the previous stady robust and
genuine, then the straightforward prediction ig #gain a cross-over interaction will appear indha&, in which
the option associated with the intention showstgreactivation prior to the choice behavior and lastivation
after the choice decision. However, because consumay hold strongly developed attitudes towardstiey
products and may respond in a habitual way towexésing products, an increase in preference gergis may
be much harder to detect.

Therefore, the current study includes product ivenment as a potential moderator in the analyste®brand
choices. Low involved consumers may show an iner@gapreference consistency due to intention foionat
Highly involved consumers, on the other hand, amegally more knowledgeable, and may consequentlgds
likely to divert from a choice for their most prafed brand (Laroche, Kim, and Zhou, 1996), regasitef
intention formation. Hence, preference-behavioresgondence is likely to be high when product ineoient is
high. When product involvement is low, prefereneddwvior correspondence is likely to be high onhyewlan
intention was formed a priori. Pre-choice increased post-choice decreased accessibility of the pregerred
brand, however, are only likely to occur after iitien formation and independent of the level ofdurct category
involvement.

Furthermore, as Study 1, Study 2 also accountthéopotential role of decision involvement in ieasing

preference-decision consistency.

Method
Participants

This study analyses data from 199 students aga Buropean university, aged between 18 and 3g.(M
19.9, SD = .44). Of these students 148 (74.7%jeamale. In return for their participation, partiaits could win
a gift voucher at the value of € 50.
Design and Procedure

The design and procedure of this study are corbfmta those of the previous study. Hence, thidystu
encompasses a 2 x 2 full factorial between subpetgyn, with the formation of a choice intentiaméntion

guestions vs. attitude questions) and the momethteofesponse latencies measurement (before es.d&ftision

10



making) as the between subjects variables. The diiarence with the first study is that the cutretudy focuses
on existing brands as stimuli to test the hypotheEhe focal products in this study are snack bRasticipants
first report to which degree they are familiar witlying products in the target product categorjasequently,
they indicate whether they know the ten brandsiatk bars under investigation, that are, “Nutsruah”,
“Kitkat”, “Lion”, “Mars”, “Milky Way”, “Twix”, “Sni ckers”, “Balisto” and “Bounty”, and report their sddute
attitude towards each brand on a 1-item 9-poinéttikcale with the endpoints ranging from -4 [exiedy
negative] to +4 [extremely positive]. Afterwardsetparticipants report their top-3 of snack baestiag with
their most preferred brand. Subsequently, theyee#dinswer four general intention questions (e.g.y@u intend
to buy one of these candy bars in the near futwethey answer four general attitude questiorgs,(elow much
do you enjoy eating candy bars?). While the pandicts in the control group in the first study jsisipped the
intention questions, the participants in the cdrgroup in this second study answer additional garetitude
guestions. Consequently, the participants in botiditions attend to the product category equalxt, all
participants respond to three items that measu@réetrel of decision involvement (Ratchford, 198l @0 the 20
items from the Personal Involvement Inventory, whiceasures the level of product category involveamen
(Zaichkowksy, 1985). The Chronbach’s Alpha is .@6decision involvement and .93 for the 20 prodiategory
involvement items. After a 10-minutes filler tadkparticipants focus their attention on their sedanost
preferred brand by looking at an advertisementtisr focal brand and completing a 4-item semarifferegntial
with 9 anchor points, ranging from -4 to +4 to assihe attitude towards the ad. Then, participaither perform
a response latency task or make a memory-basedecfatiowed by a response latency task. To registgponse
latencies, a computer monitor presents the namtéedfO target snack bar brands and 10 brand$ef ptoduct
categories, one by one, in a random order. Ingiduct category-identification task participantsgs a button

labeled ‘snack bar’ for brands of snack bars ahdteon labeled ‘non-snack bar’ for other products.

Results and Discussion

At first sight, the participants’ choice decisialts not reveal a significant difference betweenghsdicipants
that did or did not answer intention questions. Whe intention formation conditions are equally simtent in
their decision making (83.0 % vs. 71.49%%~= 1.91, p = 0.167). However, looking separateltha choices of the
participants that are either high or low involveithwhe product category reveals a different peti8ince
Chronbach’s Alpha was comfortably high%£ .93), the mean across all 20 involvement iteepsesents each

participant’s involvement score. Next, a mediarit &gl this mean involvement variable divides thetipgpants
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into a high and a low involvement group {Minvoivement= 4.6 VS. Migh_invoivemen= 6.1, 1(208) = -18.47, p < .001).

Table 3 gives an overview of the results of theiad®for the two involvement groups separately.

Table 3 here.

With respect to these choices, the low involvedigipants appear significantly more consisterthdy did,
versus did not, form an intention (87.5 % vs. 86,42 = 3.70, p = 0.054). High involved participants,tbe
other hand, remain consistent irrespective of ttention formation manipulation (73.3 % vs. 75.9%6; 0.03, p
= 0.854). This difference between high and low Imgd participants is in line with the expectations.

Given the high level of preference persistencerafitention formation, the question is whetherdlirgamic
properties of the intention superiority explanatidso apply in this experimental set up. A 2 (ititemformation:
yes vs. no) x 2 (moment of latency measuremenarbefs. after the choice decision) x 2 (produceégaty
involvement: low vs. high) between-subjects ancevith) response times for the most preferred choftéon as
the dependent variable and a mean of the fillenieies as a covariate explores this propositioe. [&vel of
product category involvement was added as an indigre variable in this analysis because it modsrate
preference persistence. The straightforward priediétom an intention superiority perspective, hoeg is that
intention formation affects the accessibility o tmost preferred brand independent of the levahaflvement.
The ancova-analysis indicates that the three-wi@yantion is not significant (F(1,158) = 1.71, pl€3). The
interaction effect between intention formation &nel moment of response latency measurement (F(17158
21.99, p <.001) is the only significant two-wayeiraction, with the mean of the filler latenciesaameaningful

covariate (F(1,158) = 41.39, p < .001). Figure @spnts this interaction.

Figure 2 here.

More specifically, simple effect tests show thmtor to decision making, this most preferred chadption is
significantly more accessible if intentions arenfied compared to when no intention formation maiaifoth
occured (Mhention= 6.2 VS. Mo _inteniion= 6.50, F(1,150) = 13.78, p < .001). Further, raft@king a choice decision,
the accessibility of the most preferred choiceaptigain significantly differs between the ‘intemiformation’
conditions. This time, the most preferred choictampis significantly less accessible for the papants that

formed an intention compared to the participanthiencontrol condition (Wkention= 6.5 VS. Mg _intention= 6.3,

12



F(1,150) = 8.84, p = .004). Again, the formatioraafhoice intention did not appear to alter thell@f decision
involvement. Participants that form an intentiopa® an equally high level of decision involvemastthose that
do not form an intention in advance {Mniention= 4.3 VS. Mhtention= 4.2, 1(209) = .79, p = .432)

Overall, these results confirm the expectatiorts\alidate the results of the second study. Thasifglthat
only the low involvement group of participants stsoavdifference in preference persistence. Partitipthat are
highly involved with the product category all makeher consistent choices, irrespective of whettey a priori
formed an intention. Further analyses point owtt the increased accessibility and inhibition &f thost preferred
choice option occurs after intention formationegpective of the level of product category involesin
Therefore, these findings confirm that the intemtsiperiority perspective is a valuable factomiveistigating
preference persistence. They, however, also clréyalternative mechanisms can also account lioglalevel of
preference-behavior correspondence. Specificdib/high involved participants that did not formiarention in
advance were also highly likely to make a conststiexision. A dynamic pattern of changes in brand
accessibilities, however, could not be observedHisrgroup of participants and can therefore wabant for this
higher level of preference-behavior correspondence.

The previous studies suggest that intention sapsris an important element in accounting forreesed
preference-decision correspondence after intetionation. The studies also show that the dynarattepn of
accessibilities can neither be explained by prowesdvement, nor by product involvement. The thétddy
further establishes the importance of these intarguperiority principles, by excluding cognitivissbnance as an

alternative explanation.

STUDY 3

Not only intention superiority, but also cogniti#gssonance can account for the accessibility pate
increased activation and inhibition. Whereas o#itrnative explanations for increased preferemesigtence
such as involvement and commitment would also lhe tabaccount for an increase in pre-choice acbiisgiof
the most preferred brand, the post-choice inhibitan only be accounted for by a cognitive dissoaan
perspective. That is, if dissonance emerges aftking a choice, foregone alternatives may become salient,
resulting in a decline in accessibility of the chiw$rand. Therefore, this study investigates whettnébition of
the most preferred brand also occurs in a situatiavhich dissonance is unlikely to emerge. Morecfically,

when participants make a choice but do not redigdrand of their choice due to an alleged stagkiatention

13



superiority would still predict a temporary inhibit because of intention completion, whereas cognit

dissonance would not predict a difference in adb#isg because a dissonance arousing situati@bgent.

Method
Participants and Design

In total, 92 undergraduate students,{M= 22.0, SD = 3.6), 42 men and 50 women, partieigpat Study 3.
To investigate the influence of cognitive dissor@nhis study employs a between-subjects desigmn thvi
formation of an intention (intention question viitade question) as the between subjects factor.
Procedure

At the beginning of the experiment, participamsaive the information that for this study the szshers
collaborate with a national market research orgsitrn for confectionery products. The organizatieportedly
would like to get an idea of the market potentidlooeign brands of candy bars on the domestic eta®n the
next page, participants review brand attributerimi@mion about five unknown brands, available iregghboring
country (see Table 4). They then rank order the lfikands according to their preferences, and tilegreespond
to an intention question in the intention formatammdition (“How likely or unlikely would you be tmy one of
the presented candy bars if they were availabthérstore?”) or an attitude question in the corgoidition
(“How positive or negative is your opinion on madsia new candy bar available in the store?”). Thitude
guestion in the control condition ensures the piadints pay equal attention to the product categsrgo

participants in the intention formation condition.

Table 4 here

After a short filler task, participants make a ickeo followed by a response latency task. The ehdicision
the participants receive informs them that the miar&search organization distributes samples afychars to
participants; the participants that would like tma box of candy bars have to fill in the brandhair choice.
Upon indicating the brand of their choice, a notifion appears on the screen stating that many p#rgcipants
have already chosen the specific brand and, corséguno boxes of this brand are left. Thereftie,
respondents get the opportunity to choose anotiagdb This out-of-stock manipulation intends teorgfiate
dissonance that may arise after making a choicisidac After reading the notification, half of tiparticipants

perform a response latency task. To assess resfat@seies, the names of the five target brands,dkisting
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candy bar brands and ten brands from other prazitegories appear, one by one, on a computer nnémito
random order. Participants then press a buttodddbenack bar” for brands of snack bars or a utabeled

“non-snack bar” for other products, as fast bub als accurately as possible.

Results and Discussion

The participants’ initial brand choices indicatattthose participants that formed a choice intergice
significantly more likely to fill in their most pferred brand as the option of their choice, congénethose
participants that did not form a choice intenti@6.¢ % vs. 56.8 %2 (N=92) = 3.94, p = .047). This finding
confirms the increased level of preference penmsigtafter intention formation. A between-subjectsova, with
response times for the most preferred choice optiothe dependent variable, intention formatioa bstween-
subjects factor and a mean of the filler lateneies covariate explores whether the inhibitiorhefrnost
preferred brand also occurs in this experimentaligein which cognitive dissonance is unlikelyatise.

If intention formation induces inhibition of theast preferred brand after choice in a situation dags not
evoke cognitive dissonance, this yields strong studpr the validity of the intention superioritg@ount. The
ancova-analysis indicates that intention formatéads to significant slower response latencies afteice
(Mintention= 6.6 VS. Mg intenion= 6.4, F(1,89) = 6.29, p = .014), with the meatheffiller latencies as a significant
covariate (F(1,89) = 22.56, p < .001). This findadwmonstrates the importance of intention supeyiami
accounting for increased preference-behavior cpomgence after intention formation, over and alamgmnitive
dissonance.

Together studies 1 to 3 offer convincing evidethed the increased preference-decision consistaftey
intention formation results from intention supeityprAccording to intention superiority principlespnsumers
need to keep intention-related information in ayhténed state of activation in order to be ablertact upon it.
Besides affecting actual brand choices, brand atiibies may also direct information processingrder to
ensure the enactment of the intention. Study 4stigates whether consumers use a specific infoomati

processing strategy to safeguard their intentions.

STUDY 4

Studies 1 and 2 investigated whether intentioméion is associated with an increased level ofsitat

involvement because a change in decision involvémauid induce differential information processing
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subsequently. Intention formation and decision imement appear to be unrelated. But, what aboureatd
relation between intention formation and informatfrocessing? As mentioned before, consumers oeeg able
to retrieve their intentions from memory, otherwiisgntion formation would be redundant (Shapird an
Krishnan, 1999). Intention superiority principlegygest that, to facilitate the retrieval and enactiof their
intentions, consumers hold the most preferred ehofition in a heightened state of activation oheg form an
intention. Deep and profound processing of compgetiformation (i.e., information that is relatedadrand
different from the one that is tied to the intenj)icould impede the heightened activation of thefgered brand.
Therefore, to shield their intentions, consumery traless likely to engage in information procegsince they
have formed an intention.

The main aim of Study 4 is to demonstrate tharition formation has a profound influence on infation
processing. The study shows that intention formmatiay render choices suboptimal by leading conssiteer
persist in choosing the initially most preferredat even when a more attractive new brand is dlaildore
concretely, this first study shows that formingréres not forming) a choice intention increasediketihood of
persistently choosing the initially most prefertdnd over a newly presented, superior brand, lsecau

information on the newly presented brands is igdore

Method
Participants

This fourth study investigates data gathered f2di# students, recruited at a large European uriiyefsout
86 men and 155 women, aged between 18 and 24 éVR0.4) participated in this final study.
Design and Procedure

This study comprises a between-subjects design2uvionditions. The experimental manipulation of
‘intention formation’ takes place at the very bediy of the experiment. Half of the participantsaiee an
‘intention formation’ manipulation by asking themimagine that they are spending a weekend inghbering
country and that they are planning a trip to thecgry store. One of the products they surely waihiatve is candy
bars. Given the fact that they frequently spendtakend in the neighboring country they supposemyamiliar
with six of the candy bars the store holds. ConsuReports-type of information provides the respanse

information on these six different fictitious brand he upper part of Table 5 presents this infoionat

Table 5 here.
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After seeing the information, the participantsaepvhich brand they prefer the most, and they ald@ate
their attitude towards each brand on a 1-item Wimxgale. In the control condition, the particigamterely
imagine that they are spending a weekend in a heigfing country and that the presented brands anedsrof
candy bars that are available in that country. 8gbsntly, they take a closer look at the provigdgdrmation and
report which brand they prefer the most. They atgmrt their attitudes towards each brand. Hereeptain
difference in the script for the experimental alnel tontrol condition is the indication that theteimd to go to the
grocery store and purchase candy bars.

After completing a filler task, the participantsoose one of eight brands. They imagine being Hgtimathe
grocery store while in the foreign country, andideavhich of the presented brands they want to Bagy have
the option to choose among eight brands, the sixhi¢h they saw information and two new brands.l&&b
presents the eight brands that are the availalieelptions for the participants. The two new bisgrSokko and
Mape, are superior to the initial brands. A pretasbng 20 participants illustrates the superiaftthe brands
Sokko and Mape. More specifically, the resultscati that all participants prefer at least ondneftivo brands
over their initially most preferred brand. In thetiaal experiment, boxes hide each brand’s attribotees. To
access the information, the participants move thasa pointer on the box on the screen. As longapainter is
on the box, the box displays the information. Whemehe pointer moves out of the box, the box dasgain.
The mouselabWEB program records the time of eagtopening and closing with high accuracy. Henceyais

this process tracing tool enables monitoring thiermation acquisition process of the respondents.

Results and Discussion

The participants’ choices indicate that the m&jaof the participants remains consistent and cesdiseir
initially most preferred brand (60.6 %). 29.9 %lué participants decides to choose one of the &ve superior
brands, while 9.5 % of the participants makes annsistent choice by deciding upon an alternatia¢ was also
initially available, but that they did not indicade their most preferred one. Comparing the chdaresither a
superior brand or the most preferred brand betwleeitwo intention formation conditions clearly iodfes that
significantly less participants chose the new, sopd&rands when they did versus did not form ititars in
advance (26.0 % vs. 38.5 98,(N = 218) = 3.79, p = .052). This finding indieatthat, although the majority of
the participants make a ‘suboptimal’ choice dedisgspecially the participants that form an int@mtare likely to

do so. Further analyses clarify the differenceth@ninformation acquisition process of the decisitakers
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between the two conditions. In line with expectasiothe formation of a choice intention may notyafécrease
the choice for a new, superior brand, but may dsrease the extent to which respondents pay iattetiotthe
information on the new, superior brands. The redaimount of information that consumers consulthentwo
new, superior brands indeed significantly diffaihen consumers formed an intention a priori, o126 of the
consulted information pertains to the superior sanvhereas 33.6 % of the consulted informatiosteslto the
superior brand when they did not form an intentioadvance (t(1,207) = 1.96, p = .051). Furthermlurgistic
regression analyses indicate that a lack of knogdeghining on superior brands mediates the diftexgin the
choice for an inferior versus superior brand betwibe two intention formation conditions. Whilaténtion
formation’ has a significant effect on the choioe & superior brand (B = -.56, SE B = .30, Wald583p = .058),
this effect disappears when the logistic regressioludes the relative time spent looking at infation on the
two superior brands as a predictor (B =-.36, SE.B1, Wald = 1.35, p =.245); the relative timemsjplooking
for information on the new brands then becomegifgiant predictor of choice consistency (B = 2.3E B =
.63, Wald = 12.87, p <.001).

In sum, Study 4 shows that intention formation &dasofound influence on preference-behavior
correspondence, even in a situation in which thesamers would benefit from inconsistent behaviohew
participants form an intention, they seem to shikid intention from interference. By keeping irtien-related
information in a heightened activation state, camsts block new, incoming information. Avoiding knledge
acquisition on interesting new brands may prevaritformed choice of these brands and consequesglylt in
suboptimal decision-making. Theoretically, this gptimal decision making is also in line with théeintion

superiority principle.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

This paper addresses a major topic in consumenimhresearch, that is, the translation of congume
preferences in actual choice behavior. The reputigide a deeper insight in why consumers act @oatance
with their preferences. The four reported stud@sicm that the formation of a choice intentionneases
preference persistence. The first two studiesfgl#inat the influence of intention formation in fee2nce-decision
consistency can be ascribed to the specific chaingasnd accessibilities that accompany intentaymation,
according to the intention superiority principlé€lreported studies indicate that once a consuomemits

him/herself to an action by notifying a particulatention, cognitive processes enact in order suenthat the
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consumer performs the intended action. The stughies that a consumer’s memory keeps a brand thelaied
to a particular intention in a heightened statadatifvation up until they make the choice. Afterwsathde reverse
pattern emerges and contents related to a completation experience inhibition. Intention fornwtiand the
dynamic pattern of brand accessibilities emergepetdent from choice and product involvement. Theselts
highlight the importance of intention superioritr understanding preference elicitation at choicen@nts. The
results of Study 3 add to the major role of intemtsuperiority by showing that intention formatiamd its
accompanying changes in brand accessibilities tgfiexference-decision correspondence independerttgrfitive
dissonance. The final study demonstrates thatgtersly occurs by ignoring competing informatiorgrewhen
this results in suboptimal decision making.

These findings are relevant and valuable for mardsearch firms in that they provide a betterghsin the
prediction of consumers’ choice behavior. More #pEdly, the finding that measuring intent altesnsumers’
purchase behavior suggests caution in using samgletions and subsequent purchase behavior tacgpred
population purchase patterns (Morwitz, Johnson,Zattmitllein, 1993). Hence, the reported findingdi¢cate the
importance of gathering data on a consumers’ positi the intention formation process to enableketaresearch
firms to fine-tune the prediction of purchase paitte When consumers are not yet in the intentiomébion stage
when filling out a survey, they should be abledspond to an intention question with a ‘not yetrfed’
alternative. Market research firms would benefifrdistinguishing consumers with formed intentiénagn those
with nonexistent intentions, because such a distin@nables them to make a better assessmentoptealictive
intentions are for choice behavior. Furthermores¢hfindings are also problematic for studies tisatpurchase
intentions as a proxy for purchase behavior. Nat@isumers are equally likely to form intentiomsl dranslate
these behavioral intentions in actual buying betrafidbe Canniere, De Pelsmacker, and Geuens, 2B§9).
inducing the formation of a purchase intentionchase intentions are an even worse proxy for abiughg
behavior.

Identifying a consumer’s position in the intentfmnmation process is also of added value for marke The
adoption of the presented insights implies thatehdifferences may exist in consumers’ purchasditiked
depending on whether they formed a purchase iotei@fore or after entering the point of purch&gen that a
purchase intention is highly likely to be transfedrinto actual purchase behavior, sales would befnaf
marketing actions directed at intention formatiSaveral tools are available to induce a consumplato a
purchase in advance. For instance, stickers consurae peel of the package and place on their shgfipt and

coupons are interesting marketing tools to encaueatyance planning (Block and Morwitz, 1999)
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Not only the finding that intention formation rétsuin consistent choice behavior, but also theiige
underlying mechanism that was identified in thipgrais important for marketers to account for. When
consumer sets a general intention and ties thémfian to a specific brand prior to store entraiois, brand is
likely to be kept in a heightened state of actimatiAccessibility is likely to guide attention amdormation search
behavior (e.g., Nedungadi, Chattopadhyay, and Mauislobnan, 2001; Thelen and Woodside, 1997).
Consequently, consumers that form a purchase iatentay shield this intention from interferencecompeting
brands. In-store communication may have a difféaéithpact on consumers that did versus did noetigy
purchase intentions a priori, because brand adzktysdrives in-store attention. Marketers’ commfmeus on in-
store marketing tools, such as end-aisle displagissaelf tags, may be superseded. They may be bétte not
only schedule marketing communications as suchtiiegtreach consumers in close temporal proxinoitshéir
decisions (Ephron, 1998; Posavac et al., 2003)e&sed brand awareness prior to intention formatiay also be
desirable. Hence, designing marketing actions @ suway that they induce consumers to form a @seh
intention for the presented brand will increaserttarns on marketers’ efforts.

The pattern of brand accessibilities, instigatednitention formation is dynamic in the sense thatmost
preferred brand experiences post choice inhibifidns finding may have implications for sequengiatchase
decisions. When an intended brand is purchasetbig;ghis brand is likely to experience inhibitjarhich may
negatively affect the choice for the same brantthénsame product category (i.e., when multiple #amne
needed), or for a different product, when bran@esions are present. Future studies should fuetkemine how
intention formation and its accompanying procesaabivation and inhibition affect consumers’ segigcthoice
decisions within and across product categories.

The reported findings on increased preferencesieheorrespondence induced by intention formatos
closely related to findings of the mere measureraffatt. The mere measurement effect refers tdildéng that
answering an intention question appears to inflaghe likelihood of purchase behavior, as well r@nt choice
probabilities. Several explanations for the merasneement effect have been advanced, such aslattitu
accessibility (Morwitz and Fitzsimons, 2004) andpense fluency (Janiszewski and Chandon, 2007)levte
mere measurement effect is specifically relatean®wering intention questions, none of the advanced
explanations starts with the specific charactesstif intentions. Consequently, research on the measurement
effect could benefit from exploring the potenti&imention superiority as an explanation for tffieet.

Although this research provides a meaningfukigountion to the processes that produce prefereleoésion

consistency, readers should put these findinglsaright perspective. The prediction of consumehgices is a
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complex matter. A consumers’ actual choice is gkt of the interplay of multiple factors. Intertiformation
plays a role in this decision, next to other detaing factors. Study 2 illustrates the importan€etber factors in
evoking a consistent choice decision. Part ofpthigerence persistence results from intention féionagiven
that significant differences emerge depending oattdr consumers did versus did not form a purcimsetion
in advance, but this factor only explains partr& picture. Even when no intentions were inducdaktformed,
high involved participants were highly likely to keaa consistent choice decision. Study 4 alsotititiss that
other factors have an important role in this precBespite the presence of a superior alternatieemajority of
participants opt for the originally preferred aftative. Also here, intention formation only expkijpart of the

picture. Hence, this paper acknowledges that imderibrmation alone cannot fully explain preferempegsistence.
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FIGURES

Figure 1. Interaction effect of measurement momendnd intention formation on the accessibility of themost

preferred choice option in Study 1
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Figure 2. Interaction effect of measurement momenrdnd intention formation on the accessibility of themost

preferred choice option in Study 2
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TABLES

Table 1. Overview of the Experimental Procedure o$tudy 1

Condition Attitude Intention Filler Focus Response  Brand Response
Measures Formation Task  Option 2 Latency Choice Latency
Manipulation Task Task
1 v v v v v
2 Y Y Y Y
3 \ Y \ \ v Y
4 Y Y Y v Y
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Table 2. Research Results Study 1 - (In)consiste@hoice Behavior

Intention Formation

No Intention Formation

Consistent Choice N 30 20

% 90.9 % 69.0 %
Inconsistent Choice N 3 9

% 9.1% 31.0%
Total N 33 29

% 100.0 % 100.0 %

2 =4.76,df =1, p = 0.029
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Table 3. Research Results Study 2 - (In)consiste@hoice Behavior for Each Level of Involvement

Low Product Involvement® High Product Involvement®
Intention No Intention Intention No Intention
Formation Formation Formation Formation
Consistent Choice N 28 18 11 22
% 87.5% 66.7 % 73.3% 75.9 %
Inconsistent Choice N 4 9 4 7
% 125 % 33.3% 26.7 % 241 %
Total N 32 27 15 29
% 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 % 100.0 %

32=3.70,df = 1, p= 0.05442 = 0.03, df = 1, p = 0.854



Table 4. Brand Attribute Information Used in Study 3

Brand Name Taste Grams of fat Calories Shelf life
Mauna Loa 8 4.8 350 100
Skor 7.5 11.0 340 110
Granola 7 7.0 335 105
Abba Zaba 10 8.0 350 105
Mamba 9 6.6 345 100
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Table 5. Attribute Scores for the Brands Used in tady 4

Brand Name Taste Grams of fat Calories Shelf Life
Twizzler 8.0 4.8 350 100
Skor 7.5 11.0 340 110
Granola 7.0 7.0 335 105
Mauna Loa 6.0 13.0 330 110
Abba Zaba 10 8.0 350 105
Mamba 9.0 6.6 345 100
Sokko 9.5 6.5 345 105

Mape 10.0 7.8 350 105




APPENDIX

Appendix 1. Description of the Fictitious Product @ncepts used in Study 1

* MEVA introduces a completely new way of washirigthes, namely by using washing nuts insteadwiday
detergent! A new way of doing laundry that can lokexd right from a three. Hence, this is a compyete
environmental friendly and ecologically responsislgy of removing stains from your clothes. A cléaundry
guaranteed!

* SNOVE introduces a revolutionary change in tandry detergent industry. Your clothes are fronv oo
washed by ‘washballs’. An ingenious system of mégrtbat is located in the centre of the washbedisioves
stains out of clothes and gives them a fresh sdémt.washballs last a lifetime and therefore inelad enormous
price advantage.

* AGOM: the latest revelation in laundry detergetiitat makes ironing redundant! Are you also tirédtaning

for hours after washing your clothes? Then thisthy detergent is the solution for you. This reviolnary anti-
crease formula promises to lighten the work of manynen.

* |s sorting out your laundry also such a big téskyou? Then ALKO is the solution for you! Duettte unique
formula of this laundry detergent you can mix difiet colors in your washing machine. This laundetedgent
guarantees a perfect conservation of colors arahslthem thoroughly at the same time!

* With OLIA we present you the ultimate method tve energy. Due to its unique formula, this laurditergent
is effective in fighting dirt both in cold and hwater. Even the most persistent stains are remfsaedyour

clothes while using even cold water.
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