Consumers Make Different Inferences and
Choices When Product Uncertainty Is
Attributed to Forgetting Rather than
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When a consumer realizes that information relevant to a consumption decision is
missing, such uncertainty can be attributed to ignorance (i.e., the information has
never been observed and is unknown) or to memory failure (i.e., the information
has been observed and is forgotten). Although research has examined inferences
about unknown attributes, no prior work has examined inferences about forgotten
attributes. Across six experiments in the lab and in the field, we find that when un-
certainty is attributed to ignorance, consumers often make inferences about
unknown attributes based on existing correlational evidence (e.g., a brand com-
parison sheet that could indicate a positive or negative correlation between the
unknown attribute and observable attributes). However, when uncertainty is attrib-
uted to memory failure, consumers tend to ignore such existing correlational
evidence and instead make inferences about forgotten attributes that tend to be
positively correlated with known attributes. This process occurs partly because
when consumers believe that an attribute was forgotten, they falsely retrieve an
impression about the attribute that tends to be consistent with their overall product
evaluation. Overall, believing that an attribute is forgotten and believing that it is
unknown can lead to opposite inferences and choices.
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O ne consequence of information becoming more avail-
able in the modern world is that consumers may learn
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product’s detailed specification sheet, hear about a friend’s
experience, watch expert reviews on CNET, or view multi-
ple product websites over a multiday or multiweek period.
When a consumer realizes that information relevant to a
consumption decision is missing, such uncertainty can be
attributed to ignorance (i.e., the information has never been
observed and is unknown) or memory failure (i.e., the in-
formation has been observed and is forgotten). Even if
some memory failures can easily be resolved by an online
search, many others cannot. For instance, a consumer may
learn about and forget product information from someone
who is no longer present, from a review website that can
no longer be located, or from a prior experience of which
there is no written record. Recent research has even
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suggested that use of technology increases forgetting
(Barasch et al. 2017; Tamir et al. 2018). A central question
for understanding the purchase decision, then, is how do
consumers make inferences when the uncertainty is attrib-
uted to forgetting as opposed to ignorance?

For illustration, consider two consumers, Ignorant Iggy
and Forgetful Fredric, both of whom are inferring the bat-
tery life of a phone that performs poorly on known attrib-
utes, including processing power. Although Iggy believes
he never learned the battery life (i.e., it is unknown),
Fredric believes he read a product review that tested it, but
now has forgotten the outcome of the test and can no lon-
ger find the review. Both have access to a comparison
sheet of brands that shows a negative correlation between
battery life and processing power. Past research suggests
that Iggy would infer a long battery life based on this exist-
ing correlational evidence of a negative relationship be-
tween battery life and processing power (Dick,
Chakravarti, and Biehal 1990; Ford and Smith 1987). In
contrast, since Fredric construes the battery life as forgot-
ten, we predict that he will first search his memory to de-
termine how long the battery life is. We propose that even
though Fredric realizes that he has forgotten the precise
battery life, this memory search will lead him to retrieve an
impression that is positively correlated with known attrib-
ute levels, based on constructive memory processes
(Brainerd and Reyna 2005; Deese 1959; Gallo 2010).
Thus, Fredric will be more likely than Iggy to make the
positively correlated inference that the battery life is short
(because the processing power is also low) and will be less
likely to attend to existing correlational evidence that bat-
tery life is long (i.e., that it is negatively correlated with
processing power).

Past research has not examined how consumers make
inferences about attributes that are believed to be forgotten
and has instead focused on attributes that are perceived to
be unknown (Bradlow, Hu, and Ho 2004; Broniarczyk and
Alba 1994; Chernev and Carpenter 2001; Dick et al. 1990;
Downing, Sternberg, and Ross 1985; Ford and Smith 1987;
Hoch 1984; Huber and McCann 1982; John, Scott, and
Bettman 1986; Johnson and Levin 1985; Kardes and
Sanbonmatsu 1993; Meyer 1981; Ross and Creyer 1992).
In this article, an “unknown” attribute is defined as an at-
tribute value that a person believes she never observed
(i.e., the uncertainty is attributed to ignorance). In contrast,
we define a “forgotten” attribute as an attribute value that
is believed to have been learned and then forgotten (i.e.,
the uncertainty is attributed to memory failure). Notably,
this definition is based on the attribution of uncertainty to
forgetting. Thus, a consumer could attribute uncertainty to
forgetting when information was encoded and now is
unavailable (Tulving and Pearlstone 1966), inaccessible
(Wixted and Ebbesen 1997), lost (Peterson and Peterson
1959), or inhibited (Postman and Underwood 1973). This
definition also encompasses situations where a consumer
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mistakenly attributes uncertainty to forgetting. For in-
stance, a consumer might believe that she learned about an
attribute, but in truth the attribute was never encoded
(Craik and Lockhart 1972) or was never observed (Reason
and Mycielska 1982).

The major contribution of this article is to be the first to
examine how consumers make inferences about product at-
tribute values that are believed to be forgotten rather than
unknown. We show that when attributes are believed to be
unknown, consumers tend to incorporate existing correla-
tional evidence and make inferences about those unknown
attributes that are positively or negatively correlated with
known attributes. However, when attributes are believed to
be forgotten, consumers tend to ignore existing correla-
tional evidence and instead make inferences about those
forgotten attributes that tend to be positively correlated
with known attributes. This process occurs in part because
in such situations, consumers attempt to retrieve the forgot-
ten attribute value, which leads to distinct cognitive pro-
cesses and potentially opposite inferences and choices.

In what follows, we first review how consumers use exist-
ing correlational evidence to make inferences about un-
known attributes when uncertainty is attributed to
ignorance. We then develop our theoretical predictions that
when consumers make inferences about forgotten attributes,
they will place less weight on existing correlational evidence
and instead engage in a reconstructive memory process. We
then test our predictions across six studies (one field experi-
ment, two multiday experiments, and three laboratory
experiments), across five product categories, across real and
simulated forgetting, across correlational evidence presented
in the study and held in ecological beliefs, across positive
and negative correlational structures, and across a variety of
delays between encoding and retrieval.

INFERENCES ABOUT UNKNOWN
ATTRIBUTES

A seminal finding in marketing research is that consum-
ers rely on existing correlational evidence to infer the cor-
relational relationship between an observable attribute and
an unknown attribute. This process is known as a correla-
tional inference (Kardes, Posavac, and Cronley 2004) and
has been documented across a multitude of domains and
decisions (Bradlow et al. 2004; Broniarczyk and Alba
1994; Chernev and Carpenter 2001; Dick et al. 1990;
Downing et al. 1985; Ford and Smith 1987; Hoch 1984;
Huber and McCann 1982; John et al. 1986; Johnson and
Levin 1985; Kardes and Sanbonmatsu 1993; Meyer 1981;
Ross and Creyer 1992).

Prior research has distinguished between existing corre-
lational evidence that is observed during the inference
(Broniarczyk and Alba 1994; Dick et al. 1990) and existing
correlational evidence that is held in prior beliefs
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(Broniarczyk and Alba 1994; Chernev and Carpenter 2001;
Ford and Smith 1987). Broniarczyk and Alba (1994) re-
ferred to these two types of evidence as “data-based” and
“theory-based,” respectively, but for ease of discussion, we
will refer to them descriptively. In one demonstration of the
role of existing correlational evidence that is observed in an
inference task, participants were asked to make inferences
about camera lens sharpness (Dick et al. 1990). During the
experiment, participants were shown the correlation between
lens sharpness and maximum shutter speed across nine
brands. Participants made inferences about lens sharpness
that were consistent with the direction of this existing corre-
lational evidence (e.g., when the correlation was positive
and shutter speed was high, consumers inferred that lens
sharpness was high). Researchers have consistently found
that participants attend to such information to make posi-
tively or negatively correlated inferences (Malmi 1986),
though negatively correlated inferences may be less com-
mon or harder to understand in some domains (Johnson,
Meyer, and Ghose 1989; Newman 1977).

Prior beliefs are a second type of existing correlational
evidence consumers use to make inferences. In a demon-
stration of the role of prior beliefs about product parity,
Chernev and Carpenter (2001) showed that consumers
made negatively correlated inferences about unknown
attributes from observable attributes: consumers held the
belief that products at similar price points must sacrifice
high performance on one attribute to achieve high perfor-
mance on another attribute (see also Simonson, Carmon,
and O’Curry 1994). Prior beliefs can also result in posi-
tively correlated inferences. Ford and Smith (1987) sur-
veyed participants’ prior beliefs about the correlation
between bicycle workmanship and both durability and
weight and found that participants believed workmanship
and durability were positively correlated, whereas work-
manship and weight were not. They then provided partici-
pants with a bicycle’s durability or weight and asked
participants to infer workmanship, observing that infer-
ences about workmanship were highly correlated with du-
rability but not weight, consistent with prior beliefs.

Taken together, these studies show that when dealing
with unknown information, consumers rely on a variety of
existing correlational evidence to make positively or nega-
tively correlated inferences. In the next section, we will
turn to forgotten attributes and discuss why we believe that
consumers will fail to integrate such existing correlational
evidence when an attribute is perceived to be forgotten and
instead make positively correlated inferences.

INFERENCES ABOUT FORGOTTEN
ATTRIBUTES

We propose that when consumers make inferences about
an attribute that is believed to be forgotten, such existing
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correlational evidence will be suppressed. We argue that
consumers will instead make inferences that tend to be posi-
tively correlated, even when existing correlational evidence
suggests that the inference should be negatively correlated.

Memory is not an exact record of the past but rather a
constructive process that is subject to errors and distortions
(Bartlett 1932; Bernstein and Loftus 2009; Johnson 2006;
Johnson, Hashtroudi, and Lindsay 1993; Mantonakis,
Whittlesea, and Yoon 2008; McClelland, McNaughton,
and O’Reilly 1995; Schacter and Tulving 1994).
Information about an object is drawn from different areas
of the brain (Damasio 1989; Squire 1987), and memories
are formed through pattern completion processes
(McClelland et al. 1995), including linking together associ-
ated information (Deese 1959), separating out nonrelevant
information (Norman and Bobrow 1979), and filling infor-
mation gaps through reconstructive memory processes
(Brainerd and Reyna 2005; Gallo 2010; Koutstaal and
Schacter 1997). For instance, when consumers attempt to
align attributes in product comparisons, they may falsely
retrieve an attribute value that was never shown (Mehta,
Hoegg, and Chakravarti 2011).

Past research suggests that people might also use con-
structive processes to retrieve an impression about an at-
tribute value that has been completely forgotten. Within
this project, we operationalize this retrieved impression as
a memory of the approximate value of a product attribute
(e.g., remembering that a bicycle is lightweight while for-
getting the precise weight). Retrieved impressions are sub-
ject to constructive processes and may reflect true or false
memories (Brainerd and Reyna 2005). Impression retrieval
has been studied in subjective judgment domains, such as
memories of pain (Terry and Gijsbers 2000), emotions
(Kensinger and Corkin 2003), and consumer attitudes
(Sanbonmatsu and Fazio 1990). However, impressions
have not been studied in the context of estimating an attrib-
ute value that has some objective value. Thus, studying
this type of impression retrieval also makes a modest but
novel contribution to understanding how retrieved impres-
sions affect inferences about attribute values.

We propose that when consumers are making an infer-
ence about a forgotten attribute, they will attempt to re-
trieve an impression of the attribute, even when it has been
completely forgotten. We first argue that retrieving this im-
pression will “crowd out” attention for existing correla-
tional evidence. Thus, we expect that existing correlational
evidence will be suppressed and will be less likely to be in-
corporated into inferences about forgotten attributes as
compared to unknown attributes.

H1: Consumers will be less likely to rely on existing corre-
lational evidence to make an inference when they believe a
missing attribute is forgotten as compared to unknown.

We propose that consumers will retrieve an impression
of a forgotten attribute value that is positively correlated
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(i.e., evaluatively consistent) with overall product evalua-
tions. Past research suggests that consumers might engage
in a constructive process where they recall an impression
of a forgotten attribute based on an overall evaluation of a
product. Memories retrieved through constructive pro-
cesses tend to be consistent with an overall theme
(Roediger et al. 2001; Roediger and McDermott 2000), re-
lated facts that are known (Loftus 2005), or an overall gist
meaning (Brainerd and Reyna 2005). For example, in the
Deese—Roediger—-McDermott memory illusion, the presen-
tation of a series of thematically consistent words (e.g.,
bed, night, pajamas, pillow, dreams) that are associated
with a nonpresented “critical lure” (e.g., sleep), can cause
false recall and recognition of the critical lure in a later test
(Deese 1959; Gallo 2010; Roediger and McDermott 1995).
Similarly, 70% of people in an experiment retrieved the
false memory that they had committed criminal assault and
were confronted by police during early adolescence when
presented with false facts consistent with this conclusion
(Shaw and Porter 2015). Likewise, consumers falsely recall
product information consistent with the gist of an adver-
tisement (Braun 1999; Braun, Ellis, and Loftus 2002;
Braun-LaTour, Grinley, and Loftus 2006; Braun-Latour
and Zaltman 2006), or thematic information presented in a
story (Sulin and Dooling 1974).

We predict that consumers will tend to falsely recall that
a forgotten attribute’s value is consistent (i.e., positively
correlated) with their overall evaluation of the product.
Memory of overall product evaluations remain strong as
time passes and product details fade from memory (Kardes
1986; Sanbonmatsu, Kardes, and Sansone 1991) and con-
sumers tend to rely heavily on these evaluations in
memory-based decisions (Sanbonmatsu and Fazio 1990).
Thus, it makes sense that as other product details fade, con-
sumers would rely on overall product evaluations to re-
trieve an impression of a forgotten attribute value. We
propose that retrieved impressions of attribute values will
be consistent with overall product evaluations (i.e., re-
trieved impressions of an attribute value will tend to be
high when attributes of the same product are known or re-
membered to be high). We expect that consumers will rely
on these positively correlated impressions, rather than
existing correlational evidence, to make an inference about
an attribute that is perceived to be forgotten.

H2: If consumers believe a missing attribute is forgotten as
opposed to unknown, then they will be more likely to make
inferences that are positively correlated with known
attributes.

The directional predictions that would be expected based
on these patterns of inference making are shown in table 1.
In summary, we predict that inferences about unknown
attributes will be more likely than those about forgotten
attributes to adhere to existing correlational evidence of a
negative or positive correlation between the known
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TABLE 1

THE PREDICTED DIRECTIONAL INFERENCE ABOUT THE
VALUE OF FORGOTTEN AND UNKNOWN ATTRIBUTES WHEN
THE VALUE OF KNOWN ATTRIBUTES IS LOW OR HIGH AND
THE EXISTING CORRELATIONAL EVIDENCE INDICATES A

POSITIVE OR NEGATIVE CORRELATION

Existing correlational evidence

Evidence of positive

Evidence of nega-

correlation tive correlation
. Inferred unknown Inferred unknown
2 attribute value: attribute value:
£ 5 High Low
2 I Inferred forgotten Inferred forgotten
= attribute value: attribute value:
g High High
§ Inferred unknown Inferred unknown
5 attribute value: attribute value:
© H Low High
% 4 Inferred forgotten Inferred forgotten
= attribute value: attribute value:
Low Low

attributes and the unknown attribute. In contrast, we expect
inferences about forgotten attributes to be more likely than
inferences about unknown attributes to be positively corre-
lated with known attributes, even when existing correla-
tional evidence indicates that the relationship is negative.

Implicit in this prediction is the idea that the thought
processes involved in making an inference about a forgot-
ten attribute will be different from those involved in mak-
ing an inference about an unknown attribute. When an
attribute is perceived to be unknown, we expect consumers
to engage in well-documented reasoning processes (i.e.,
they will think about how the relationship between un-
known and observable attributes can be deduced from
existing correlational evidence; Dick et al. 1990). In con-
trast, when consumers believe the same attribute has been
forgotten, we expect that they will first attempt to retrieve
an impression of the attribute. We expect consumers will
then use this retrieved impression of the value as a primary
input to making an inference.

H3: If an attribute is perceived to be forgotten as opposed to
unknown, then consumers will be less likely to think about
relevant existing correlational evidence and more likely to
think about their overall impression of the attribute.

Across one field experiment, three multiday studies, and
five lab experiments, we tested the predictions outlined
above by manipulating the perception that information was
forgotten versus unknown (table 6 summarizes the studies
and their findings). All of the studies followed the same ba-
sic structure shown in figure 1: participants first learned
about product attributes, took a break, and then made infer-
ences about an attribute that was perceived to be either un-
known or forgotten. To manipulate whether an attribute
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FIGURE 1

FLOW OF TYPICAL STUDY

[ Learning Phase ]—> [ Break or Filler Task ] — { Inference Phase ]

was forgotten or unknown in studies la, 1b, 2, and supple-
mental study 1 (web appendix A), we placed participants
in either a forgotten condition where they learned and then
forgot an attribute value, or an unknown condition where
they were never told the value of the same attribute. Studies
3-5 and supplemental studies 2 and 3 employed a novel
“simulated forgetting” method that held information constant
across conditions and merely varied the perception that an at-
tribute was forgotten as opposed to unknown. Specifically,
we did not show the attribute value in the learning phase of
either condition. Instead, we either told participants that we
had shown them an attribute value in the forgotten condition,
or that we had not shown them the attribute value in the un-
known condition. In study 4, we also used a query theory pro-
tocol to test our prediction that consumers tend to think more
about their impressions of an attribute when inferring forgot-
ten attributes, but they tend to think more about existing cor-
relational evidence when inferring unknown attributes.
Finally, in study 5, we moved outside of the laboratory to ex-
amine the consequences of these inferences for decision mak-
ing in a field setting with real choices.

STUDY 1A: INFERENCES ABOUT
BICYCLE ATTRIBUTES

The goal of study la was to test our prediction that when
an attribute was perceived to be forgotten as compared
to unknown, participants would be less likely to incorpo-
rate existing correlational evidence (hypothesis 1) and
more likely to make a positively correlated inference
(hypothesis 2).

We tested these predictions by having participants make
inferences about a bicycle in a multiday study. We experi-
mentally manipulated (1) whether a target attribute would
be perceived as forgotten or unknown (i.e., uncertainty
condition), (2) whether externally presented evidence indi-
cated that the target attribute was positively or negatively
correlated with observable attributes (i.e., existing correla-
tional evidence condition), and (3) whether the quality
level of the observable attributes was high or low (i.e.,
quality condition). Thus, the study employed a 2 (uncer-
tainty: forgotten vs. unknown) x 2 (existing correlational
evidence: positive vs. negative correlation) x 2 (quality:
high vs. low) mixed factorial design where the first factor
was between-participant and the second two factors were
within-participant. This design and the stimulus material

5

were adapted from Ford and Smith (1987) and developed
from real mountain bike reviews on bikeradar.com.

Table 2 shows our predictions, which were preregistered
at http://aspredicted.org/blind.php? x=ve3n7n.

Method

We recruited 336 participants (69.7% female; M,y =
36.3; SD = 12.3 years) on Prolific Academic to complete a
multiday online study in exchange for a £.80 payment. A
total of 398 participants completed the learning phase, and
336 returned a day later for the inference phase. Attrition
did not differ between the two uncertainty conditions, x>
(1) =.62,p = 431.

Learning Phase. Participants entered the study and
were told that they would learn about two different moun-
tain bikes as reviewed by Mountain Biking magazine. Half
of the participants first viewed a high-quality bicycle with
25 attributes. The other half first viewed a low-quality bi-
cycle also with 25 attributes. To ensure that participants
read the attributes, we had them copy each attribute value
into a box. Sample screenshots of what participants saw
during the learning phase are shown in web appendix D.

Participants were also assigned at random to a between-
participant forgotten or unknown condition. We experi-
mentally manipulated whether the missing attribute would
be unknown or forgotten by hiding the target attribute in
the learning phase when a participant was in the unknown
condition and by showing the attribute in the learning
phase when a participant was in the forgotten condition.
The target attribute was “Number of retail locations servic-
ing bike” for one bicycle and “Carbon emissions produced
in manufacturing” for the other bicycle." We randomly var-
ied which attribute was assigned to the high- and low-
quality bicycle. The actual value of each target attribute
was assigned randomly from a uniform distribution of 21—
80, to ensure that it was uncorrelated with the other bicycle
attributes. Confirming that a majority of participants did
encode the value of the forgotten attribute, in a post-test
(n=49) a majority of participants appeared to encode the
value of the forgotten attribute.’

1 We pretested this design to confirm that most participants would
forget these values before the inference phase (i.e., participants’ re-
membered values on average were no better than random guessing one
day after they had learned the attribute). The position of the forgotten
attribute in the list was also set at random.

2 In this post-test, participants learned about a bicycle, following the
exact procedure from study la. Participants were then quizzed on the
value of the “forgotten” attribute immediately after taking a short
break (during which they answered unrelated questions). To assess
encoding, we calculated the percentage of participants who had a level
of estimate accuracy (calculated as the absolute difference between
the inferred value and true value) above chance levels. The mean ac-
curacy that would be achieved by drawing at random from a 1-100
uniform distribution was 28. The results suggested that many partici-
pants had encoded the value, at least in short-term memory: 91.8% of
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TABLE 2

STUDY PREDICTIONS (MAPPED ON TO TABLE 1)

Existing correlational evidence condition

Evidence of positive

Evidence of nega-

correlation tive correlation
Inferred unknown Inferred unknown
attribute value: attribute value:
c S High Low
S I Inferred forgotten Inferred forgotten
'-g attribute value: attribute value:
8 High High
Z Inferred unknown Inferred unknown
© N .
=] attribute value: attribute value:
o z Low High
= Inferred forgotten Inferred forgotten
attribute value: attribute value:
Low Low

Participants then advanced to a new page and learned
about the opposite bicycle following the exact same proce-
dure. Whether the participant was evaluating the high- or
low-quality bicycle is the within-participant “quality con-
dition.” Participants then exited the first phase of the study.

Inference Phase. Participants returned to the second
phase of the study a day later. Half of the participants first
viewed the high-quality bicycle; the other half first viewed
the low-quality bicycle. Both bicycles were shown in the
same format as in the learning phase, except that the target
attribute was now hidden for all participants.

While participants viewed either bicycle, they were
shown a brand comparison sheet with three other bicycles,
ranging from low to high quality, shown in web appendix
P. The comparison sheet was assigned at random to indi-
cate either a positive or negative within-brand correlation
between the observable attributes and the missing target at-
tribute. In the positive correlation condition, the rating of
the target attribute was 5 on the low-quality comparison bi-
cycle 1; 50 on the medium-quality comparison bicycle 2;
and 95 on the high-quality comparison bicycle 3. In the
negative correlation condition, the rating of the target at-
tribute was reversed: 95 on the low-quality comparison bi-
cycle 1; 50 on the medium-quality comparison bicycle 2;
and 5 on the high-quality comparison bicycle 3.

participants’ accuracy levels (M = 8.2, SD = 15.8) were below 28,
significantly better than 50% (chance level) in a binomial test, p <
.001. Demonstrating that forgetting did occur in study 1la, the recall in
the post-test was much better than in the inference phase of study la,
where only 50.9% of inferences were more accurate than 28 (M =
27.6, SD = 20.8), no different than 50% (i.e., chance level) in a bino-
mial test (p = .694).

3 The existing correlational evidence condition was within-
participant and randomly assigned at the bicycle level. This means
that some participants were presented with existing correlational evi-
dence of a positive correlation on both bicycles, some participants
were presented with existing correlational evidence of a negative
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Participants were then asked to make an inference about
the target attribute while viewing the brand comparison
sheet. In the forgotten condition, participants read, “The at-
tribute value of ‘[forgotten attribute]’ for the [target bicycle]
was shown to you yesterday. You learned about this yester-
day, but the experimenter has hidden this value on the list
below at random.” In the unknown condition, participants
read: “The attribute value of ‘[unknown attribute]’ for the
[target bicycle] was not shown to you yesterday. The experi-
menter chose this attribute to be hidden from you yesterday
at random.” Inferences in both conditions were made on a
1-100 scale (worst = 1, best = 100) in a numeric text box.
Of note, we emphasized to participants that the hidden at-
tribute had been chosen at random by the experimenter to
avoid the confound that participants might make more nega-
tive inferences about deliberately withheld attributes (John,
Barasz, and Norton 2016).

Impression Retrieved. After making the inferences,
and on a separate page, participants were asked: “Were
you able to accurately remember whether the value of
‘[forgotten attribute]” on the bicycle fell into a high range
(51 or higher) or fell into a low range (50 or lower)?”
(0=1low, 1 =high, 2 = “No, I forgot whether the value fell
into a high or low range”). The purpose of this question
was to measure whether participants retrieved an impres-
sion of the bicycle and to see if this impression also tended
to be positively correlated with the quality level.

Participants then completed a second round, following
the same procedure for the opposite bicycle. The brand
comparison sheet showed the same three comparison
bicycles, but the target missing attribute was now replaced
with the missing attribute on the opposite bicycle.

Manipulation Check. After making both inferences,
participants responded to a manipulation check where they
were asked if they had been shown the value of the target at-
tribute in the first phase of the study. Participants in the for-
gotten condition were also asked if they were able to
accurately remember the exact value of the target attribute
(0=no, 1=yes). Participants also provided a written re-
sponse to the question: “What do you believe is the reason
that some attributes were hidden from you?” Participants
were then asked: “How knowledgeable do you consider
yourself to be about mountain bikes?”” on a seven-point scale
(1=Not at all knowledgeable, 7 =Extremely knowledge-
able), and then they provided demographic information.

In summary, participants first learned about a high- and
low-quality bicycle (i.e., within-participant quality condi-
tion). Participants then returned to the study a day later to
make an inference about a missing attribute on each bicycle

correlation on both bicycles, and some participants were presented
with existing correlational evidence of a negative correlation on one
bicycle and a positive correlation on the other bicycle. The reported
results did not differ across the four possible within-participant combi-
nations of correlational evidence conditions.
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WALTERS AND HERSHFIELD

that was either unknown or forgotten (i.e., between-
participant uncertainty condition). While making the infer-
ence, participants viewed existing correlational evidence in-
dicating a positive or negative correlation between the
missing attribute and the observable bicycle attributes (i.e.,
within-participant existing correlational evidence condition).

Results and Discussion

Participants remembered the exact value of the attribute
in only 4.4% of reviews in the forgotten condition, which
suggests that most participants forgot the exact attribute
value. In an additional 5.3% of the reviews in the forgotten
condition, participants reported that they were able to re-
member the exact value but recalled an incorrect value. As
specified in our preregistration, we dropped those trials in
which participants remembered or reported remembering
the exact value in the forgotten condition. Results do not
significantly change if either group is included.

Manipulation Check. We first confirmed that the ma-
nipulation was successful. Participants responded that they
had been shown the attribute value in 74.8% of the reviews
in the forgotten condition, but only 6.5% of the reviews in
the unknown condition, clustered xz (1) =201.0, p < .001.
This suggests that the manipulation was successful and
most participants construed the target attribute as previ-
ously viewed in the forgotten condition and not previously
viewed in the unknown condition.

Confirming that participants forgot the attribute value in
the forgotten condition, the accuracy (calculated as the ab-
solute difference between the inferred value and true value:
M =27.6, SD = 20.8) was no better than 28—the accuracy
that would be achieved drawing at random from a 1-100
uniform distribution (#(304) = .310, p = .754, d=.03). In
addition, accuracy was no different in trials where partici-
pants reported retrieving an impression (M =27.9, SD =
21.6) than in those where they did not (M =27.4, SD =
20.3, clustered #(208) = .163, p = .871,d = .02).

Inferences. We first investigated our primary predic-
tion that in the forgotten as compared to the unknown con-
dition, participants would be less likely to incorporate
existing correlational evidence (hypothesis 1) and be more
likely to make a positively correlated inference (hypothesis
2). As figure 2a shows, the inferences were in line with our
predictions across all eight conditions. In the unknown
condition, participants attended to existing correlational
evidence and made negatively correlated inferences about
the missing attribute in the negative correlation condition
(Mhigh = 381, SDhigh = 32.0 vs. Mlow = 689, SDlow =
28.3, clustered #(168) = 5.72, p < .001, d=1.01) and posi-
tively correlated inferences in the positive correlation con-
dition (Mhigh = 788, SDhigh =25.7 vs. M]OW = 302, SD]OW
= 28.9, clustered #(164) = 8.11, p < .001, d=1.77). In
contrast, in the forgotten condition, participants
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systematically made positively correlated inferences, in
both the negative correlation condition (Myign = 57.6,
SDhigh = 28.9 vs. Mioy, = 47.4, SDyoy, = 30.1, clustered
1(148) = 2.08, p =.039, d=.35) and positive correlation
condition (Mhigh = 700, SDhigh = 272 vs. Mlow = 412,
SDjw = 32.0, clustered #(155) = 5.45, p < .001, d = .97).

Formally, we tested these predictions using the follow-
ing OLS regression:

Li= Ui+ Q+ Ej+ Uy x Qi+ Uj xEj+ Q; xEj
+ Uj x Qi X Ejj + Accuracyj;

where inference L;; is the inference made by participant j on
trial i. Uj is an indicator variable for our uncertainty condi-
tion (unknown = —1, forgotten = 1), Q; represents our qual-
ity condition (low = —1, high = 1), and Ej; is our existing
correlational evidence condition (negative correlation = —1,
positive correlation = 1). We also include a variable repre-
senting the accuracy, calculated as the absolute difference
between the actual value of the target attribute and the in-
ferred value, to control for the actual accuracy of memory.
The model includes all two-way and three-way interaction
terms, and standard errors are clustered by participant.

Test of Hypothesis 1. The three-way interaction be-
tween existing correlational evidence, quality, and uncer-
tainty (E;; x Q; x Uj) serves as a test for hypothesis 1, as it
indicates whether participants in the forgotten condition
were less likely than participants in the unknown condition
to change their inferences as a function of the existing cor-
relational evidence; we predicted a negative coefficient.
The results of this analysis are shown in regression table 3.
As predicted, in the forgotten as compared to the unknown
condition, participants were less likely to incorporate exist-
ing correlational evidence, as indicated by a negative
three-way interaction.*

4 A potential alternative explanation for the finding that existing corre-

lational evidence was suppressed in the forgotten condition is that some
participants remembered the true value of the target attribute. We
addressed this issue by (1) showing that memory was no better than
chance, and (2) controlling for accuracy in this regression model. To fur-
ther test whether accurate memories played a role in the confirmation of
hypothesis 2, we reran this analysis in three models. In the first model,
we excluded participants who accurately recalled an impression (i.e.,
recalled that the attribute was “51 or higher” when it was 51 or higher).
In the second model, we excluded participants whose accuracy was bet-
ter than 30 (i.e., the inferred value was within 30 points of the true
value). In the third model, we included participants in the forgotten con-
dition only when the true value of the attribute was in fact negatively
correlated with the bicycle quality (i.e., above 50 when bicycle quality
was low, or 50 or below when quality was high). Thus, in the third
model, any accurate memory should work against our hypothesis.
The interaction of E;; x Q; x Uj was significant in model 1 (b =
-7.7,95% CI = [-10.4, -4.9], p < .001), model 2 (b = -6.5, 95% CI
=[-10.1,-2.8], p = .001), and model 3 (b =-7.6,95% CI = [-10.1,
—-5.0], p < .001), suggesting that accurate memories in the forgotten
condition played no role in the confirmation of hypothesis 2.
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FIGURE 2

ACROSS ALL STUDIES, THE SAME PATTERN EMERGES: WHEN AN ATTRIBUTE WAS PERCEIVED TO BE FORGOTTEN AS OPPOSED
TO UNKNOWN, PARTICIPANTS WERE LESS LIKELY TO INCORPORATE EXISTING CORRELATIONAL EVIDENCE TO MAKE A
NEGATIVELY CORRELATED INFERENCE (HYPOTHESIS 1) AND WERE MORE LIKELY TO MAKE A POSITIVELY CORRELATED

INFERENCE (HYPOTHESIS 2); STANDARD ERRORS DISPLAYED
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TABLE 3

STUDY 1A REGRESSION ESTIMATES OF EXPERIMENTAL
CONDITIONS ON ATTRIBUTE INFERENCES

Dependent variable Inference (1)

Uncertainty condition (U;) -.013

(unknown = —1, forgotten = 1) (1.157)
Quality condition (Q;) 7.113*
(low = -1, high=1) (1.192)

Existing correlational evidence condition (E;) 1.025
(negative correlation = —1, positive correlation = 1) (-999)
Uj X Qi 2.639*
(1.186)
(.994)
Qi X Eij 12.271***
(1.310)
Uj X Qi X Eij —7.582***
(1.300)
Accuracyj; -.012
(.060)
Constant 54.411**
(1.835)
Observations 641
R-squared .245

Note.—Estimates represent OLS coefficients with robust standard errors
in parentheses.
*p<.05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.

Test of Hypothesis 2. 'The two-way interaction between
quality and uncertainty (Q; x Uj) serves as a test for hy-
pothesis 2, as it indicates whether participants in the for-
gotten condition were more likely than participants in the
unknown condition to make positive correlated inferences;
we predicted a positive coefficient. As expected, in the for-
gotten as compared to the unknown condition, participants
were more likely to make a positively correlated inference.
Of note, this analysis controls for quality condition when
assessing the effects of the existing correlational evidence
condition, and vice versa. Thus, we can conclude that per-
ception of a forgotten attribute reduces reliance on existing
correlational evidence independently of increasing posi-
tively correlated inference making (i.e., hypotheses 1 and 2
are not simply two sides of the same effect). Also, this
analysis controls for the accuracy of memory, so the infor-
mational differences across uncertainty conditions should
be minimized. We found that Aj; did not predict the infer-
ence, which suggests that accuracy was very low and most
participants completely forgot the attribute value.

Impression Retrieval. We next examined our predic-
tion that positively correlated inferences in the forgotten
condition would be associated with the retrieval of posi-
tively correlated impressions. Finding such a result would
provide additional evidence for our theoretical account that
positively correlated inferences in the forgotten condition
are driven by the retrieval of positively correlated impres-
sions, rather than by other processes. Participants retrieved
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an impression in 46.2% of the trials in the forgotten condi-
tion. In line with a positive correlation, participants were
more likely to retrieve the impression that the target attrib-
ute was “51 or higher” when the bicycle was high-quality
(63.1%) as opposed to low-quality (37.9%), even though
the actual value was equally likely to be high or low. In
contrast, participants were more likely to retrieve the im-
pression that the target attribute was “50 or lower” when
the bicycle was low-quality (68.3%) as opposed to high-
quality (31.7%), Xz (1) =12.6, p < .001. We also tested a
mediation model to examine if the quality condition drove
inference making through retrieved impressions. The full
model is specified in web appendix E. As predicted, in a
bootstrap model with 10,000 replications, the retrieval of
impressions mediated the relationship between quality con-
dition and inference making, bingirect-quatity = 3.03, boot-
strapped 95% CI = [1.26, 4.80], p = .001, 30.7% of effect
mediated.

Knowledge. In a purely exploratory analysis, we exam-
ined whether more knowledgeable individuals were more
susceptible to false retrieval, as past research has shown
(Baird 2003; Castel et al. 2007; Mehta et al. 2011). We
found that there was no interaction between knowledge
and the three experimental conditions when predicting in-
ference making. However, high-knowledge individuals
were more likely to retrieve a false impression, indepen-
dent of the experimental conditions. A full analysis is con-
tained in web appendix F.

Ruling Out an Alternative Explanation. We also ruled
out the possibility that participants in the unknown condi-
tion made more negative inferences about deliberately
withheld attributes (John et al. 2016). To test this possibil-
ity, we had a research assistant read and code each partici-
pant’s response to the question: “What do you believe is
the reason that some attributes were hidden from you?”
The research assistant was instructed to:

Please code which of these responses is about the reason:
“This information was hidden from me because the bike
manufacturer was trying to hide a poorly performing
attribute”

0 = does not express this reason, 1 = does express this
reason

There was no difference in this reason in the forgotten
condition (.0%) as compared to the unknown condition
(.5%), %* (1) = 1.0, p = .317. Dropping the single partici-
pant who expressed this reason did not change the results.’

5 A secondary alternative explanation for these results is that partici-
pants provided noisier responses in the forgotten condition, which
resulted in less weight placed on existing correlational evidence. To
examine this possibility, we tested whether inferences were noisier in
the forgotten condition than in the unknown condition. We found no
evidence in support of this explanation: in an F test for the homogene-
ity of variances, there was no difference in variance between treatment
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To summarize, when an attribute was forgotten as op-
posed to unknown, participants were less likely to incorpo-
rate existing correlational evidence (hypothesis 1) and
more likely to make positively correlated inferences (hy-
pothesis 2). We predicted that this pattern would occur be-
cause when an attribute was perceived to be forgotten,
participants would attempt to retrieve the value. We pro-
posed that in attempting to retrieve the exact value, partici-
pants would realize that this value had been forgotten and
would instead retrieve an impression of the attribute value.
We find preliminary evidence to suggest that many partici-
pants did view the exact value as forgotten but still re-
trieved an impression of the value. However, this
impression was no more accurate than random guessing
and tended to be positively correlated with quality level,
even though the actual value in the forgotten condition was
not related to quality level. We replicated the results of
study la in supplemental study 1 (web appendix A) with a
design in which the quality condition is a between-
participant factor where participants view only one bicycle.
This addresses a potential concern that viewing contrasting
quality levels is a necessary condition for the effects estab-
lished in study 1a to occur.

STUDY 1B: INFERENCES ABOUT
BICYCLE ATTRIBUTES OVER
DIFFERENT DELAYS

The goal of study 1b was to replicate study la while also
measuring overall product evaluations and manipulating
degree of forgetting. Degree of forgetting was manipulated
by separating the time between the learning phase and the
inference phase by either one day or one week, following
the methods of Sanbonmatsu et al. (1991). Consistent with
hypothesis 2, we expected that inferences about a forgotten
attribute would be positively correlated with overall prod-
uct evaluations. We expected this correlation would
strengthen as forgetting increased (i.e., as the delay period
was longer). We predicted this would occur because as
time passes, the actual correlation between a target attrib-
ute and other attributes tends to fade from memory,
whereas overall product evaluations remain stable (Kardes
1986; Sanbonmatsu et al. 1991). Thus, we expected this
study to show that as forgetting increases, reliance on over-
all product evaluations for inference making increases.
Since this study focused only on forgotten attributes, we
had no unknown condition or existing correlational infor-
mation condition. Thus, the study employed a between-

conditions when participants evaluated a high-quality bike with posi-
tive correlational evidence (SDyorgotten = 27.2 VS. SDynknown = 25.7, p
= .624); a high-quality bike with negative correlational evidence
(SDforgotten = 28.9 Vs. SDynknown = 32.0, p = .355); a low-quality bike
with positive correlational evidence (SDforgotien = 32.0 VS. SDynknown
= 28.9, p = .356); or a low-quality bike with negative correlational
evidence (SDgorgotien = 30.1 V8. SDunknown = 28.3, p = .590).

JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH

participant two-condition (delay: one day vs. one week) de-
sign. Our predictions were preregistered at http://aspre-
dicted.org/blind.php? x=nu7v3w.

Method

We recruited 351 participants (53.1% female; M,y =
28.1; SD = 8.5 years) on Prolific Academic to complete a
multiday online study in exchange for a £.80 payment.
Attrition was worse in the one-week delay condition: 126
out of 175 in this condition completed both phases, com-
pared to 151 out of 176 in the one-day delay condition, x>
(1) =10.04, p = .002. Dropout rates did not appear to vary
with demographic variables, as there was no difference
across delay conditions in gender, #(275) = .03, p = .974,
or age, t(275) = .84, p = .399.

Learning Phase. Participants entered the study and
were told that they would learn about a mountain bike as
reviewed by Mountain Biking magazine, following the pro-
cedure of study la. Participants copied 25 attribute values
into separate text boxes. To simplify the procedure in study
1b, participants only learned about the high-quality bicycle
from study la, and the target attribute was always
“Number of retail locations servicing bike,” which was
assigned randomly from a uniform distribution of 1-100 to
ensure that it was uncorrelated with the other bicycle attrib-
utes. Participants then exited the first phase of the study.

Inference Phase. Participants were assigned at random
to be invited to return to the study oneday or one week
later. As a manipulation check, participants were first
instructed to recall as many of the attributes of the bike as
they could in an open text box. Participants were told:
“You don’t have to remember the exact value of the attrib-
ute, just that the attribute was listed. For instance, if you
write down ‘price’ below, this would count, even if you
don’t recall the precise price.” On the following page, par-
ticipants were shown the bike attributes they listed and the
actual bike attributes (without values). Participants then
self-coded the number of attributes they were able to recall
accurately. This was our manipulation check of recall.

Participants then made an overall evaluation of the bicy-
cle: “Please indicate your overall evaluation of the bicycle”
(very unfavorable = —4, very favorable = 4). This measure
was taken from Sanbonmatsu et al. (1991) and was our pri-
mary measure of overall evaluation.

Participants were then shown the bicycle with all the at-
tribute values except the “Number of retail locations ser-
vicing bike” (i.e., the forgotten attribute). Participants
estimated this attribute value on a 1-100 scale (worst = 1,
best = 100). Participants then assessed how confusing the
task was (not at all confusing = 1, very confusing = 7),
provided demographic information, and were debriefed.
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Results and Discussion

Manipulation Check. We first confirmed that the ma-
nipulation was successful. Participants were able to recall
fewer bicycle attributes after a one-week delay (M =2.8,
SD = 2.2) than after a one-day delay (M =3.6, SD = 2.6,
#275) =2.60, p = .010, d = .31).

Our primary prediction was that participants would rely
on their overall evaluation of the bicycle to retrieve an im-
pression and make an inference about the forgotten attrib-
ute (hypothesis 2). We also predicted that the strength of
the relationship between the overall evaluation and the in-
ference would increase as the period of delay increased
and participants forgot more details about the bicycle. We
tested this in an OLS regression with the dependent vari-
able as the inferred value of the forgotten attribute, and the
independent variables as overall evaluation, delay condi-
tion (oneday = 0, one week = 1), the interaction of these
variables, and accuracy (the absolute difference between
the actual value of the forgotten attribute and the inferred
value). As predicted, we found a significant interaction,
h=6.61,95% CI = [1.61, 11.60], p = .010, i = .02. The
relationship between the overall evaluation and inference
was stronger after a one-week delay, b=10.4, 95% CI =
[6.64, 14.16], p < .001, than after a one-day delay, b =3.8,
95% CI = [.52, 7.07], p = .023. Notably, we controlled for
the accuracy of the memory of the attribute value, so reli-
ance on overall evaluation is not simply increasing as con-
sumers forget the specific value.

Ruling Out Alternative Explanations. This study also
allowed us to rule out two alternative explanations. First,
the tendency to make positively correlated inferences about
forgotten attributes could be driven, in part, by the mere
thought effect, in which beliefs become more extreme as
time passes and people ruminate on confirmatory evidence
(Tesser 1978). Providing evidence against this explanation,
overall product evaluations were, if anything, less extreme
after a one-week delay (M =6.7, SD = 1.1) than after a
one-day delay (M =6.9, SD = 1.1, #275) = 1.78, p =
.075, d=.22). This evidence suggests that the mere
thought effect is not driving these results.

Second, we examine whether confusion played a role in
the tendency to make positively correlated inferences about
forgotten attributes. For instance, it is possible that when
consumers are more confused about a task, they tend to
rely more on overall evaluations to make an inference. We
tested this in an OLS regression with the dependent vari-
able as the inferred value of the forgotten attribute, and the
independent variables as overall evaluation, confusion, and
the interaction of these variables. The interaction was not
significant, b =.59, 95% CI = [-.94, 2.13], p = .448, nz =
.00, and provided no support for this alternative
hypothesis.

To summarize, when an attribute was forgotten, consum-
ers made inferences that were positively correlated with
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overall product evaluations (hypothesis 2). As expected,
we found that this mode of inference making increased as
forgetting increased.

STUDY 2: MEASURING RETRIEVED
IMPRESSIONS OF A HOTEL ATTRIBUTE

In study 2, we further examined the inference process to
test the prediction that retrieved impressions about forgot-
ten attributes would be positively correlated with known
attributes. In study la, we measured impression retrieval
after participants made inferences so that the impressions
themselves would not influence the inference process.
Because of this ordering, the retrieved impression may
have been influenced by the inference in study la. In study
2, we measured impression retrieval before inferences
were made so that inferences would not affect impression
retrieval. Further, in study 2, the learned attribute was
slightly negatively correlated with other attributes. Thus,
any accurate memory about the forgotten attribute should
work against our hypotheses.

We tested these predictions by having participants recall
an impression about a forgotten attribute of a high- and a
low-quality hotel. We experimentally manipulated whether
the quality level of the observable attributes was high or
low (i.e., quality condition). Thus, the study employed a
within-participant two-factorial design.

Method

We recruited 202 participants (66.8% female; M,o. =
34.0; SD = 10.6years) on Prolific Academic to complete
an online study in exchange for a £.50 payment.

Learning Phase. Participants entered the experiment
and were told they would evaluate two hotels. Half of the
participants first learned about a high-quality hotel; half of
the participants first learned about a low-quality hotel.
Whether a participant was evaluating the high- or low-
quality hotel served as our manipulation of quality condi-
tion. For both hotels, participants viewed the same 20
attributes (e.g., Location, Concierge Service, Restaurant,
etc., all shown in web appendix H). Each attribute was
rated on a five-point scale with 1 being the worst and 5 be-
ing the best. Attribute values for the good (bad) hotel were
shuffled at random for each participant from a negatively
(positively) skewed distribution with a mean of 4.2 (1.8), a
maximum of 5.0 (3.1), and a minimum of 2.9 (1).
Participants clicked a box next to each attribute to ac-
knowledge that they had read the value. The attribute
“Room Amenities” was always shown to participants, but
it was hidden in the inference phase and became the forgot-
ten attribute. Room Amenities was always 2.9 for the good
hotel and 3.1 for the bad hotel, so it was slightly negatively
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correlated with hotel quality. Participants then learned
about the opposite hotel following the same procedure.

Next, participants completed a filler task that took ap-
proximately 5 minutes. In this filler task, participants read
a performance review and answered three questions (web
appendix G).

Inference Phase. Participants were then told they
would evaluate the two hotels again. Half of the partici-
pants first evaluated the high-quality hotel; half of the par-
ticipants first evaluated the low-quality hotel. For both
hotels, participants were shown the values of all the attrib-
utes except Room Amenities in the same format as in the
learning phase.

While viewing the first hotel, participants were asked if
they were able to recall an impression of room amenities:
“We would like you to attempt to remember if the attribute
‘Room Amenities” was high (3 or above) or low (below 3).
Are you able to remember this?” (0 =no, 1 =yes). If they
responded yes, participants indicated if their impression
was that the attribute was high or low. As a manipulation
check to confirm that participants believed they had forgot-
ten the exact value, they were asked if they could remem-
ber it (0 =no, 1 =yes).

Participants then made an inference about the rating of
Room Amenities for the first hotel in a text box, completed
the same round of questions for the opposite hotel, and
were debriefed.

In summary, participants learned about a high- and low-
quality hotel (i.e., within-participant quality condition),
took a short break, recalled their impression of the value of
room attributes, and made an inference about the value of a
missing attribute for both hotels.

Results and Discussion

Participants reported remembering the exact value in
23.0% of trials and retrieving an impression of the attribute
in 65.3% of trials. As planned, we dropped the trials where
participants reported remembering the exact value. Results
do not change if these participants are included.

Impressions Retrieved. The key prediction in this study
was that participants would report remembering an impres-
sion that was positively correlated with the hotel quality
(even though the opposite was true). As predicted, a higher
proportion of participants retrieved the false impression
that the Room Amenities attribute for the high-quality ho-
tel was rated “3 or higher” (40.5%) as compared to “below
3” (25.0%). In contrast, more participants retrieved the
false impression that the Room Amenities attribute for the
low-quality hotel was rated “below 3” (35.0%) as com-
pared to “3 or higher” (19.0%), clustered x2 (H)=13.1,p
< .001.

Inference. We then examined the prediction that partic-
ipants would make the positively correlated inference that

JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH

Room Amenities was higher for the high-quality hotel than
for the low-quality hotel, even though the actual value was
negatively correlated. As predicted, participants made the
positively correlated inference that the high-quality hotel
had a higher rating (M =3.45, SD = .81) than the low-
quality hotel (M =2.57, SD = .80), clustered #(309) =
7.60, p < .001, d=1.09. We also tested a mediation model
to examine whether inferences were driven by retrieved
impressions. The full model is specified in web appendix I.
As predicted, the retrieval of impressions mediated the re-
lationship between quality condition and inference making,
bindirect = -14, bootstrapped 95% CI = [.07, .22], p < .001
(30.4% of effect mediated; bootstrapping based on 10,000
resamples).

The contribution of this study was to test whether partic-
ipants would retrieve an impression that a forgotten attrib-
ute was positively correlated with observable attributes,
independently of making an inference. Unlike in study la,
the impression was retrieved before any inference was
made. Because of this ordering, this impression should be
relatively unbiased by reasoning processes that may have
impacted the impression in study la. Since we found that
participants were biased to falsely retrieve a positively cor-
related impression, we conclude that the positively corre-
lated inferences observed in study la were driven, in part,
by the retrieval of a positively correlated impression.
Notably, we did not manipulate whether an attribute was
forgotten or unknown, or whether any existing correla-
tional evidence was presented in study 2. Thus, the primary
contribution of this study is to understand the processes of
making an inference about a forgotten attribute and to rule
out alternative explanations for the results of study 1la.

STUDY 3: SMARTPHONE INFERENCES

A critical issue in studies 1 and 2 is that the forgotten
condition is informationally different from the unknown
condition. We address this issue in studies 3—5 (and supple-
mental studies 2 and 3) by using a novel “simulated for-
getting” design where participants were placed either in a
forgotten condition where they were induced to believe
they had seen and forgotten a specific attribute, or in an un-
known condition where they were induced to believe they
had never seen the same attribute. Participants did not see
the attribute in either condition (except in study 5, where
they saw the attribute in both conditions). All other infor-
mation was held constant in both conditions.

Another contribution of studies 3 and 5 is that they ma-
nipulate existing correlational evidence using prior beliefs.
In study la, we introduced existing correlational evidence
directly by providing participants with a brand comparison
sheet that showed between-attribute correlations following
the methods of Dick et al. (1990). In study 3, we intro-
duced existing correlational evidence through prior beliefs
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WALTERS AND HERSHFIELD

about the correlations between attributes (Broniarczyk and
Alba 1994; Chernev and Carpenter 2001; Ford and Smith
1987). We did this by designing our stimulus based on the
prior belief that attributes tend to be negatively correlated
because products at similar price points must sacrifice high
performance on one attribute to achieve high performance
on another attribute (i.e., a compensatory inference:
Chernev and Carpenter 2001). In a pretest (n=201), we
confirmed that participants held the prior belief that smart-
phone battery life would be negatively correlated with the
performance of observable attributes (r = —.29, p < .001)
across the similarly priced smartphones shown in table 4.

The design of study 3 was a 2 (uncertainty condition:
forgotten vs. unknown) x 2 (quality condition: high vs.
low performance) factorial mixed design. The uncertainty
condition was between-participant, and the quality condi-
tion was within-participant. We predicted that when an at-
tribute was forgotten as opposed to unknown, participants
would be less likely to make a negatively correlated infer-
ence based on the negatively correlated prior beliefs mea-
sured in the pretest (hypothesis 1), and more likely to make
a positively correlated inference (hypothesis 2).

Method

We recruited 299 participants (42.6% female; M,,. =
36.2; SD = 1l.4years) on Amazon Mechanical Turk
(MTurk) to complete an online study in exchange for a
$.35 payment.

Learning Phase. Participants first entered the study and
were told they would learn about two phones. One phone
had high-performance attributes, and the other phone had
low-performance attributes, as shown in table 4. Whether
the participant was evaluating the high- or low-performance
phone served as our within-participant experimental manip-
ulation of quality condition. Half the participants were first
shown the attributes of the high-performance phone; half the
participants were first shown the attributes of the low-
performance phone. Attributes were presented for 1 second
at a time on separate screens that advanced automatically.
After the first round, participants were told they would learn
about a second phone, and they repeated the same task view-
ing the attributes of the opposite phone.

Next, participants completed the same brief filler task as
in study 2 to separate the learning phase from the inference
phase. In this filler task, the participants read a performance
review and answered three questions (web appendix G).

Inference Phase. Participants were assigned at random
to a between-participant forgotten or unknown condition.
In the forgotten condition, participants were told: “In the
previous section, we told you the battery life.” In the un-
known condition, participants were told: “In the previous
section, we did not tell you the battery life.” Across the
two conditions, only the information in bold was changed.
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TABLE 4

ATTRIBUTES OF A HIGH- AND LOW-PERFORMANCE
SMARTPHONE

High-performance phone Low-performance phone

Resolution: 4K Resolution: 480p

Price: $750 Price: $750
Processor: 2.35 GHz Processor: 1.35 GHz
RAM: 4 GB RAM: 2 GB

Storage: 128 GB

Rear camera: 12 megapixel
Front camera: 8 megapixel
Waterproof: IP68

Weight: .30 pounds
Security: thumbprint
Display size: 7 inches

Storage: 32 GB

Rear camera: 6 megapixel
Front camera: 2 megapixel
Waterproof: IP67

Weight: .30 pounds
Security: none

Display size: 4 inches

Participants were asked to judge the battery life of both the
high- and low-performance phones on two separate seven-
point scales (Very Short Battery Life = 1, Very Long
Battery Life = 7). Finally, participants were asked to pro-
vide demographic information and were debriefed.

In summary, participants first learned about a high- and
a low-performance phone (i.e., within-participant quality
condition). Participants took a short break and then made
an inference about the battery life of both phones, which
was framed as either unknown or forgotten (i.e., between-
participant uncertainty condition).

Results and Discussion

Inference. We tested our predictions in a regression
with battery life inference as the dependent variable and
condition (0 =unknown vs. 1=forgotten), target phone
(0 =1low- vs. 1 =high-performance), and the interaction of
condition and phone as independent variables while clus-
tering standard errors on participant. Results are shown in
figure 2b. In line with our prediction, we found a signifi-
cant interaction, b =1.04, 95% CI = [.62, 1.46], p < .001.
As predicted, in the unknown condition participants made
the negatively correlated inference that the battery life
would be shorter on the high-performance phone
(M =4.23, SD = 1.22) than on the low-performance phone
(M =4.63,SD = 1.16), b = -.40, 95% CI = [-.68, —.13], p
= .004, d=.34. In the forgotten condition, however, par-
ticipants made the positively correlated inference that the
battery life would be longer on the high-performance
phone (M =4.62, SD = 1.08) than on the low-performance
phone (M =3.98, SD = 1.29), b=.64, 95% CI = [.32,
.96], p < .001, d=.54.

In summary, our results held in a simulated forgetting
experiment. When participants construed the attribute as
unknown, they incorporated existing correlational evidence
that observable attributes were negatively correlated with
missing attributes. When participants construed the attrib-
ute as forgotten, they tended to make positively correlated
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inferences. We also replicated the findings of study 3 in
the incentive-compatible choice of a smartphone in supple-
mental study 2 (web appendix B).

STUDY 4: PROCESS TRACING OF
TELEVISION INFERENCES

The previous studies showed that people consistently
make different inferences when the same attribute is per-
ceived to be forgotten as compared to unknown. In study 4,
we dig more deeply into this process and use a query the-
ory—based thought-listing protocol (Johnson, Haubl, and
Keinan 2007) to verify our prediction that consumers tend
to think more about existing correlational evidence when
inferring an unknown attribute and tend to have more
thoughts consistent with retrieving an attribute impression
when inferring a forgotten attribute (hypothesis 3). A sec-
ondary contribution of this study is that it involves an
incentive-compatible choice to show how differences in
the attribution of uncertainty can lead to consequential con-
sumer behavior.

Method

We recruited 292 participants (48.1% female; M,,. =
36.7; SD = 12.3 years) on MTurk to complete an online
study in exchange for a $.45 payment plus the possibility
of receiving a TV.

Learning Phase. Participants were first told they would
be evaluating a TV. They were then shown all the attrib-
utes of TV A in table 5. Participants viewed each attribute
for approximately 1 second, and then the screen advanced
to the next attribute. This continued in a randomized order
until all attributes had been shown. Notably, screen size
was never shown to participants to induce them to believe
that it was either forgotten or unknown. Next, participants
completed the same filler task as in past studies (web ap-
pendix G).

Inference Phase. Participants were then randomly
assigned to a between-participant uncertainty condition,
which served as our primary experimental manipulation. In
the forgotten condition, participants were told: “In the pre-
vious section we told you the screen size of TV A.” In the
unknown condition, participants were instead told: “In the
previous section we did not tell you the screen size of TV
A.” Across the two conditions, only the information in
bold was changed.

Next, participants estimated the screen size of TV A in a
numeric text box labeled “inches” while viewing table 5.
Of note, we also presented the existing correlational evi-
dence that the screen size was negatively correlated with
resolution on TVs B and C.

Participants then made a choice between TV A and TV
C. Participants were told: “A participant will be selected at
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TABLE 5
STUDY 4 STIMULI
TVA TVB TVC
Price: $795 Price: $795 Price: $795

Screen: ?? inches Screen: 40 inches Screen: 51 inches
4K resolution 2K resolution 1080p resolution
Touch screen remote  Touch screen remote  Touch screen remote

YouTube plugin YouTube plugin YouTube plugin

Eco friendly Eco friendly Eco friendly

1 year warranty 1 year warranty 1 year warranty
Bluetooth Bluetooth Bluetooth

Blu-ray Blu-ray Blu-ray

Surround sound Surround sound Surround sound
LED LED LED

Quadcore processor  Quadcore processor  Quadcore processor
DirectTV ready DirectTV ready DirectTV ready

Multi lingual display ~ Multi lingual display ~ Muilti lingual display

Voice recognition Voice recognition Voice recognition

random to receive their actual TV choice. Winners will be
notified and the TV will be shipped direct via Amazon.” A
winner was selected, and the chosen TV was shipped and
delivered (receipt in web appendix O).

Thought Rating. On the next screen, participants
responded to the prompt, ‘“Please tell us in 1 to 2 sentences
how you judged the screen size of TV A in the previous
task” in an open text box (responses are shown in web ap-
pendix J). Participants then advanced to a screen where
they viewed and self-coded this response. Participants
rated how much the thought described the use of existing
correlational evidence (i.e., evidence thoughts) by respond-
ing to this prompt: “Please examine your response above.
Is your response about the relationship between the screen
size and TV resolution?” on a seven-point scale (1 =This
does not describe my response at all, 4 =This somewhat
describes my response, 7=This exactly describes my
response). Participants then rated how much their thoughts
were consistent with retrieving an impression of the screen
size (i.e., impression thoughts) by responding to this
prompt: “Please examine your response above. Is your re-
sponse about evaluating your general impression of the TV
screen size?”” on the same scale.

Results and Discussion

Inference. As expected, screen size estimates were
larger in the forgotten condition (M =44.7, SD = 10.4)
than in the unknown condition (M =40.1, SD = 7.3),
1(290) = 441, p < .001, d=.52. This finding is in line
with participants making more negatively correlated infer-
ences in the unknown condition and more positively corre-
lated inferences in the forgotten condition (hypotheses 1
and 2).

Choice. As predicted, we found that the choices partic-
ipants made were consistent with the inferences they drew.
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A higher percentage of participants chose TV A in the for-
gotten condition (40%) than in the unknown condition
(28%), z=2.26, p=.024.

Thought Rating. Drawing on hypothesis 3, we pre-
dicted that thought processes would be more impression-
based in the forgotten condition and more evidence-based
in the unknown condition. We tested this prediction in two
OLS regressions. In the first regression, evidence rating
was the dependent variable, and uncertainty condition
(0O =unknown, 1=forgotten) was the independent vari-
able; we controlled for impression rating. As predicted,
inferences were rated as less evidence-based in the forgot-
ten condition (M =3.8, SD = 2.3) than in the unknown
condition (M =5.2, SD = 2.2), b = —-1.33, 95% CI =
[-1.88, —.79], p < .001, d=.64. In the second regression,
impression rating was the dependent variable and uncer-
tainty condition was the independent variable; we con-
trolled for evidence rating. As predicted, inferences were
rated as more impression-based in the forgotten condition
(M=4.5, SD = 2.0) than in the unknown condition
(M=33,SD =21),b=121,95% CI = [.71, 1.70], p <
.001, d =.62. Importantly, both regressions control for the
alternative rating, which suggests that the processes mea-
sured by these thought ratings are independent—the de-
creasing occurrence of evidence-based thoughts does not
fully account for the increasing occurrence of impression-
based thoughts in the forgotten as compared to the un-
known condition. This is consistent with our finding in
study la that hypotheses 1 and 2 are independent.

Ruling Out Alternative Explanations. We first exam-
ined the possibility that participants in the unknown condi-
tion made more negative inferences about deliberately
withheld attributes (John et al. 2016). A research assistant
blind to our hypotheses coded participants’ reasons follow-
ing the same coding scheme from study la. None of the
participants in either condition expressed the reason: “This
information was hidden from me because the TV manufac-
turer was trying to hide a poorly performing attribute.”
This finding suggests that participants did not view the fea-
ture as deliberately withheld in either condition.

The design of this study also allowed us to test another
alternative hypothesis: namely, that our results could be
explained in part by consumers’ self-perceptions about the
type of information they forget. For example, consumers
might infer that they tend to forget less surprising or less
extreme information. Therefore, the results in this study
could be related to the more complex inference that con-
sumers believe they forget less extreme screen sizes.
Following this logic, consumers might estimate the forgot-
ten screen size to be more average than the unknown
screen size. To test this possibility, we had a research assis-
tant blind to our hypotheses read and code each of the par-
ticipants’ described thought processes. The research
assistant was instructed to:
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Please read the statements below and classify whether any
of the participants expressed the logic that they would ex-
pect to only forget less surprising or less extreme informa-
tion. For example, a participant might say: “I would only ex-
pect to forget a value that’s not surprising, so I estimated the
TV size to be average.” Mark “1” under logic if the state-
ment follows the logic above, and “2” if not.

We then examined the number of participants in the for-
gotten condition who self-described this thought process.
Only three participants (2.1%) described a thought process
that our research assistant rated as consistent with this
logic. This suggests that most participants did not base
their inferences and judgments on the belief that they for-
got less extreme information. This finding is consistent
with the results of Morewedge, Gilbert, and Wilson (2005),
who found that people are unaware that they tend to forget
more typical instances.

In summary, we replicated our main results in a real
choice context: when participants viewed TV resolution as
unknown as compared to forgotten, inferences tended to be
more negatively correlated. We also uncovered important
evidence about the inference process. When participants
viewed an attribute as forgotten as opposed to unknown,
they were less likely to report thinking about existing corre-
lational evidence of a negative relationship between ob-
servable attributes and the missing attribute and were more
likely to have thoughts consistent with attempting to re-
trieve an overall impression of the screen size. Finally, we
showed that the tendency to have such thoughts mediated
the relationship between the uncertainty condition and the
degree to which participants drew positively or negatively
correlated inferences.

STUDY 5: HAND WARMER CHOICES IN
THE FIELD

A weakness of the prior studies is that they all occurred
in a laboratory setting. In study 5, we examined how these
effects generalize to a field setting with real choices. In
this study, participants made an inference and a choice
about a hand warmer. Participants were placed either in a
forgotten condition where they were induced to believe
they had forgotten the “heating life” of a hand warmer, or
in an unknown condition where they were induced to be-
lieve they had never seen the heating life. In both condi-
tions, participants were shown the heating life in a
difficult-to-remember format. Participants were also placed
in a quality condition where the observable attribute,
“maximum temperature,” was either high or low. Thus, the
study employed a 2 (uncertainty: forgotten vs. unknown) X
2 (quality: high-heat vs. low-heat) factorial design where
both factors were between-participant.

In a pretest, we established that participants held the
prior belief that heating life and maximum temperature
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were negatively correlated (n=75, r = —.27). We pre-
dicted that when heating life was viewed as unknown, par-
ticipants would incorporate this existing correlational
evidence and make a negatively correlated inference about
heating life from the maximum temperature. In contrast,
we predicted that when heating life was viewed as forgot-
ten, participants would ignore this existing correlational
evidence (hypothesis 1) and instead make a positively cor-
related inference (hypothesis 2). We preregistered these
predictions at http://aspredicted.org/blind.php? x=fn7ta7.

Method

We gave out hand warmers to 182 people (59.9% fe-
male) in Paris over three cold days in March 2018. The
first author collected data at multiple locations in and
around the Luxembourg Gardens and the FEiffel Tower.
The average daily temperature was 37 degrees Fahrenheit
across the days the study was conducted. To attract partici-
pants, we created a sign that read “Receive a hand warmer
in exchange for your participation in a 2 minute study with
the INSEAD-Sorbonne Lab” (in French). Participants
approached the experimenter, were handed a tablet, and
were instructed to follow the on-screen instructions in
French. All the questions and stimulus material were on
the tablet so that the experimenter was blind to conditions
and responses. When participants finished the survey, they
handed the tablet back to the experimenter, who then gave
them the hand warmer they chose from a display on the
tablet. When groups of individuals approached the experi-
menter, they were asked to complete the survey one at a
time.

Learning Phase. Participants entered the study and
were given a tablet that provided all instructions on screen.
Participants first learned about a warmer by reading a short
description that included the heating temperature and by
viewing 15 attributes that were shown in rapid succession
(250 milliseconds each). Participants were randomly
assigned to learn about one of two warmers: either a high-
heat warmer, which has a 136 degree Fahrenheit tempera-
ture and lasts for 8 hours, or a low-heat warmer, which has
a 104 degree Fahrenheit temperature and lasts for 12 hours
(descriptions and pictures appear in web appendixes K and
L). Whether a participant learned about the high- or low-
temperature warmer served as our between-participant ex-
perimental manipulation of quality condition. The actual
brand names of the hand warmer were hidden and replaced
by the names Diamond and Silver at random.

Filler Task. On the next screen, participants were
asked to memorize the number 934578. The only purpose
of this task was to provide a break between the learning
and inference phase and increase the likelihood that partici-
pants would forget the hand warmer’s heating life. This
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manipulation has been shown to greatly increase rates of
forgetting (Squire 1987).

Inference Phase. Participants were then asked to make
an inference about the number of hours the target warmer
lasted on a 20-point scale ranging from 1 to 20 hours.
While making this inference, participants were randomly
assigned to either an unknown or a forgotten uncertainty
condition. In the unknown condition, participants read, on
screen: ““You were not shown the heating life at the begin-
ning of the study”; in the forgotten condition, participants
read: “You were shown the heating life at the beginning of
the study.” Across the two conditions, only the information
in bold was changed. This served as our primary manipula-
tion of uncertainty condition and was shown on the same
page as participants made their inference. As a control var-
iable, participants also rated the importance of hand-
warmer life on a seven-point scale (1 =Not at all impor-
tant, 7 = Extremely important).

Participants were then asked to make a choice between
the warmer they had just learned about (i.e., the target
warmer) and an alternative warmer, which was always the
opposite warmer (e.g., if the participant had learned about
a low-heat, long-duration warmer, then the alternative
warmer was a high-heat, short-duration warmer). On this
screen, participants were shown the maximum temperature
of both warmers, the price of both warmers (1euro for
both), and the life of the alternative warmer. However, the
life of the target warmer was always hidden (a screenshot
of this choice is shown in web appendix M). The order of
presentation of the choice and the inference screen was
randomized. We detected no differences by order.

Manipulation Check. On the final screen, participants
responded to a manipulation check that asked if they had
been told the heating life of the target hand warmer at the
beginning of the study (0 =no, 1 =yes) and whether they
had forgotten the heating life (0 =no, 1 =yes, 2=1 was
not told the heating life). Participants were then debriefed
and returned the tablet to the experimenter, who gave them
the chosen warmer.

In summary, participants first learned about a high- or
low-heat hand warmer, were then induced to believe its
heating life was unknown or forgotten, and then made an
inference about the heating life and chose between the tar-
get warmer and an alternative warmer. Thus, our study was
a 2 (quality condition) x 2 (uncertainty condition) factorial
design, with both factors between-participant.

Results and Discussion

Manipulation Check. We first confirmed that partici-
pants construed the missing attribute as not previously
shown in the unknown condition and previously shown in
the forgotten condition. In the unknown condition, 11.6%
of the participants responded that they were told the
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heating life, whereas 93.1% of participants in the forgotten
condition responded that they had been told the heating
life, xz (1) = 120.7, p < .001. In the forgotten condition,
84.8% of the participants who reported having been told
the heating life also reported that they had forgotten the
heating life, which suggests that the manipulation was suc-
cessful. Removing participants who failed the manipula-
tion check did not significantly alter the results, so we left
them in the sample for all analyses, following the proce-
dure specified in our preregistration.

Inference. Our primary prediction was that participants
would make more negatively correlated inferences in the
unknown condition and more positively correlated infer-
ences in the forgotten condition. We tested our prediction
in a regression model with inference as the dependent vari-
able and uncertainty condition (0=unknown,
1 =forgotten), quality condition (0=1low, 1 =high), and
the interaction of uncertainty and quality condition as inde-
pendent variables. Means from this analysis are shown in
figure 2c. As predicted, this interaction was significant,
b=4.51, 95% CI = [2.31, 6.98], p < .001. When heating
life was viewed as unknown, participants appeared to in-
corporate their prior beliefs and made the negatively corre-
lated inference that the high-temperature warmer had a
shorter heating life (M =9.2hours, SD = 3.6) than the
low-temperature warmer (M = 11.1 hours, SD = 3.8), b =
-1.91, 95% CI = [-3.54, -.77], p = .022, d=.52. In con-
trast, when heating life was viewed as forgotten, partici-
pants appeared to ignore these prior beliefs and instead
made the positively correlated inference that the high-
temperature warmer had a longer heating life
(M=11.7hours, SD = 5.0) than the low-temperature
warmer (M =9.1hours, SD = 3.5), b=2.61, 95% CI =
[.90, 4.31], p = .003, d = .60.

Choice. We tested whether participants made choices
in line with their inferences in a logistic regression with
choice (0= alternative warmer, 1 =target warmer) as the
dependent variable; the independent variables were uncer-
tainty condition (0 =unknown, 1 = forgotten), quality con-
dition (0=1low, 1=high), and the interaction of
uncertainty and quality condition. Means from this analysis
are shown in figure 2d. As predicted, we found a signifi-
cant interaction, b =1.76, 95% CI = [.56, 2.97], p = .004.
Participants in the unknown condition chose the inferred
warmer less frequently when heating life was high (43.5%)
but more frequently when heating life was low (53.1%),
consistent with a negatively correlated inference.
In contrast, participants in the forgotten condition chose
the inferred warmer more frequently when heating life was
high (68.1%) but less frequently when heating life was low
(35.0%), consistent with a positively correlated inference.

Mediation. We also examined whether choice was
driven by inferences in a logistic moderated-mediation
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model using the KHB method (Karlson, Holm, and Breen
2012), which is fully described in web appendix N. We
found that the relationship between uncertainty condition
(moderated by quality condition) and choice is fully medi-
ated by the inference, bj,girec = 1.14, bootstrapped 95% CI
= [.27, 2.01], p = .010 (bootstrapping based on 10,000
resamples).

In summary, we replicated our key findings in a field
setting with real choices. When participants believed an at-
tribute was unknown, they tended to make negatively cor-
related inferences and choices consistent with negative
correlational beliefs (hypothesis 1). When participants be-
lieved heating life was forgotten, they did the opposite and
made positively correlated inferences (hypothesis 2).

GENERAL DISCUSSION

The amount of available product information has in-
creased tremendously in recent decades, but the capacity of
human memory has remained largely unchanged. It is
likely that consumers learn and forget more information
now than ever before. Complicating matters, as consumers
have grown more and more accustomed to using the inter-
net as a form of memory, they may forget more from their
own mind (Tamir et al. 2018). Even though a great deal of
information is available at our fingertips, forgotten infor-
mation may still be difficult to reaccess in several situa-
tions. For instance, a consumer may learn about and forget
product information from someone who is no longer pre-
sent, from a review website that can no longer be located,
or from a prior experience of which there is no written re-
cord. Even if a memory failure can easily be resolved by
an online search, inferences are still likely to influence
many choices. For example, a consumer may learn exten-
sively about product specifications on the internet, forget
some of this information, and then be unable to access the
internet when making an in-store purchase. Consumers
may not feel the need to look up forgotten information be-
fore purchasing a small item such as a hand warmer, and
they may find it impractical to look up every bit of forgot-
ten information when constructing a consideration set,
which involves assessing many products.

Across eight studies (studies 1-5 in the main text and
supplemental studies 1-3), we found a consistent pattern of
results. When uncertainty was attributed to ignorance, par-
ticipants incorporated existing correlational evidence and
made positively or negatively correlated inferences (hy-
pothesis 1). When uncertainty was attributed to forgetting,
however, participants tended to make positively correlated
inferences (hypothesis 2), tended to think less about exist-
ing correlational evidence and more about an overall im-
pression of an attribute (hypothesis 3), and tended to
retrieve false attribute impressions that were positively cor-
related with observable attributes and overall evaluations.
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Notably, attributing uncertainty to forgetting rather than ig-
norance influenced real choices: the incentive-compatible
choice of a TV in study 4, a phone in supplemental study
2, and a hand warmer in study 5. Table 6 summarizes the
studies and their results.

The major contribution of this research is to show that
when consumers perceive an attribute to be forgotten as
opposed to unknown, they engage in different inference
processes that can lead to opposite conclusions. We found
evidence for a three-step process that helps to explain why
consumers make different inferences when an attribute is
forgotten as compared to unknown.

In the first step of the process, consumers recognize that
a missing attribute value is forgotten. They then attempt to
retrieve the forgotten attribute value. In contrast, when an
attribute is perceived as unknown, consumers do not at-
tempt to retrieve the attribute value and instead examine
any existing correlational evidence. We found support for
this process in study 4: when participants perceived an at-
tribute to be forgotten as opposed to unknown, they explic-
itly reported more thoughts consistent with retrieving an
impression and fewer thoughts about existing correlational
evidence.

In the second step of this process, consumers retrieve an
impression of the attribute value that is positively corre-
lated with observable attributes. We proposed that these
impressions would be evaluatively consistent with overall
evaluations (i.e., positively correlated with known attrib-
utes) because prior constructive memory research suggests
that retrieved information tends to be consistent with an
overall theme (Roediger et al. 2001; Roediger and
McDermott 2000), with related facts that are known
(Loftus 2005), or with an overall gist meaning (Brainerd
and Reyna 2005). We found evidence of such positively
correlated impression retrieval in study la, study 1b, study
2, and supplemental study 1. Notably, roughly 50% of par-
ticipants in the forgotten conditions of our studies retrieved
an impression, which suggests that it is common to do so.
Across all studies, retrieved impressions were no better
than random guessing and tended to be falsely remembered
as positively correlated with observable attribute values.

In the third part of the process, consumers use this re-
trieved impression as an input to inference making. Doing
so leads them to make positively correlated inferences
about forgotten attributes, even in situations where they
would normally make a negatively correlated inference
about the attribute if it were perceived to be unknown.

A second contribution of this work is to show that this
retrieval process draws attention away from existing corre-
lational evidence that indicates some relationship between
observable attributes and a missing attribute. Importantly,
in study la we showed that participants placed less weight
on existing correlational evidence independently of more
positively correlated inferences when they viewed an at-
tribute as forgotten rather than unknown. In other words,
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hypotheses 1 and 2 are independent and not simply two
sides of the same effect. In further support of this conclu-
sion, participants in study 4 reported thinking about exist-
ing correlational evidence less when making an inference
about an attribute that was forgotten as opposed to un-
known. This occurred independently of participants having
more thoughts consistent with the retrieval of an
impression.

We also ruled out alternative explanations for these
results. Namely, we found that this pattern of results could
not be explained by participants making negative infer-
ences about unknown attributes (John et al. 2016) by cod-
ing these attributions in studies la and 4, by self-
perceptions about the type of information that is forgotten
by coding these attributions in study 4, or by greater esti-
mate noise when uncertainty was attributed to memory
failure as compared to ignorance by measuring differences
in estimate variance across all the studies and by taking a
subjective measure of confusion in study 1b.

Limitations and Future Research

Will Inferences about Forgotten Attributes Always Be
Positively Correlated?. 1In this article, we found that
inferences about forgotten attributes tended to be positively
correlated across a wide range of judgments. This is nota-
ble, since a consumer could retrieve an attribute impression
in the presence of a schematic representation that contained
negative associations between attributes (Alba and Hasher
1983). For instance, if consumers believed there is a nega-
tive correlation between phone screens and battery life (or
hand warmer temperatures and heating life), then why did
they not retrieve a memory consistent with this belief?

We offer one possible reason: applying a belief may re-
quire a higher order of cognition than is typically present
in constructive memory processes. Constructive memory
processes are viewed as lower-order processes (Schacter,
Norman, and Koutstaal 1998). People tend to be unaware
of any reconstruction processes occurring (Dodson and
Johnson 1993; Dobson and Markham 1993; Johnson et al.
1993) and are often unable to distinguish real memories
from false memories (Bernstein and Loftus 2009). In con-
trast, applying a prior belief to make an inference is typi-
cally regarded as a rule-based process that follows a series
of logical calculations (Bradlow et al. 2004; Chernev and
Carpenter 2001; Ross and Creyer 1992), and it is viewed as
a higher-order process (Hinton 1990; Sloman 1996;
Smolensky 1988). Evidence in support of this view is that
prior beliefs are more likely to drive inference making
when they are consciously prompted (Broniarczyk and
Alba 1994; Simmons and Lynch 1991), and inferences
based on prior beliefs occur more frequently among people
who tend to engage in deeper cognition (Stayman and
Kardes 1992). In addition, reality-monitoring processes
may help to identify a memory as false when retrieving
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TABLE 6

SUMMARY OF STUDIES AND RESULTS

Existing
Product Forgetting correlational
Study (n=2,553) domain Study design manipulation evidence Key findings and test statistics
1a Bicycles Multiday (Prolific) Real Learnedin study  Hypothesis 1: b=-7.6, 95% Cl =[-10.1,
(n=336) -5.0], p < .001
Hypothesis 2: b = 2.6, 95% Cl =[.31,
4.97], p=.027
1b Bicycles Multiday (Prolific) Real None Hypothesis 2: by_qay = 3.8, 95% Cl =[.52,
(n=351) 7.07], p=.023
Hypothesis 2: by_week = 10.4, 95%
Cl =[6.64, 14.16], p < .001
2 Hotels Lab study (Prolific)  Real None Hypothesis 2: #309) = 7.60, p < .001
(n=200)
3 Phones Lab study (MTurk) Simulated Prior beliefs Hypotheses 1 and 2: b = 1.04, 95%
(n=299) Cl =1[.62, 1.46], p < .001
4 Televisions Lab study (MTurk) Simulated Learnedinstudy  Hypotheses 1 and 2: #(290) = 4.41,
(n=292) p < .001
Hypothesis 3: bevigence = —1.33, 95%
Cl=[-1.87,-.79], p < .001
Hypothesis 3: bimpression = 1.21, 95% Cl =
[.71,1.70], p < .001
5 Hand warmers Field experiment Simulated Prior beliefs Hypotheses 1 and 2: biyserence = 4.51, 95%
(n=182) Cl =[2.31,6.98], p < .001
Hypotheses 1 and 2: benoice = 1.76, 95%
Cl =[.56, 2.97], p=.004
Supplemental 1 Bicycles Multiday (Prolific) Real Learnedinstudy  Hypothesis 1: b=-9.7,95% Cl = [-13.7,
(n=341) -5.6], p < .001
Hypothesis 2: #(134) = 4.20, p < .001
Supplemental 2 Phones Lab study (MTurk) Simulated Prior beliefs Hypotheses 1 and 2: binference = 2.65, 95%
(n=302) Cl =[1.31, 3.99], p < .001
Hypotheses 1 and 2: bopoice = 1.76, 95%
Cl =[.70,2.81], p=.001
Supplemental 3 Phones Lab study (MTurk) Simulated Prior beliefs Hypotheses 1 and 2: b= .36, BS 95%

(n= 248)

Cl=[.13, .60], p = .003

that memory requires greater cognitive effort (Johnson
2006; Sugimori et al. 2014). Thus, if consumers falsely re-
trieve a memory based on a rule-based prior belief, they
may also be more likely to detect it as false.

Will Other Types of Existing Correlational Evidence or
Rule-Based Inference Strategies Be Suppressed When a
Consumer Considers an Attribute Forgotten?. 1In this re-
search, we tested two pieces of existing correlational evi-
dence that informed how consumers made inferences: prior
beliefs and observed correlations. We believe these to be
two of the most relevant, according to our reading of prior
research. However, many other inference strategies for un-
known attributes have been observed. Consumers infer
unobserved attributes based on inter-attribute correlations
across products (Huber and McCann 1982; Jaccard and
Wood 1988), syllogisms (Kardes 1988), or more general
strategies, such as base rates or transitive judgments
(Bryant and Trabasso 1971). We surmise that when an at-
tribute is perceived to be forgotten rather than unknown,
any inference strategies that require rule-based reasoning
could be suppressed. For instance, across our studies,

participants did not appear to make the rule-based infer-
ence that a forgotten attribute was deliberately withheld
(John et al. 2016).

How Do Consumers Identify When a Missing Attribute
Has Been Forgotten?. In real-world purchase decisions,
a consumer is likely to determine whether an attribute was
forgotten or unknown based on many situational factors,
such as the depth of the prior information search or the
type of information one normally expects to collect during
product research. For example, consider a consumer who
visits Apple’s website and examines all the attributes of an
iPhone, but then later cannot recall the screen size. It is
likely that this consumer would view the screen size as for-
gotten, since this is an attribute that is prominently dis-
played on Apple’s website. While outside of the scope of
this article, a promising future direction of research would
be to investigate what cues consumers examine to deter-
mine if an attribute has been forgotten or is unknown. We
note that recognizing missing information (whether un-
known or forgotten) may require explicit prompting, since
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individuals are often unaware of their own ignorance
(Caputo and Dunning 2005; Walters et al. 2017).

Do Inferences about Forgotten Attributes Vary with the
Duration between Encoding and Retrieval?. In the series
of studies in this article, we found robust effects that oc-
curred across delays lasting between a minute and a week.
In study 1b, we found that the degree of positive correla-
tion appeared to increase with delay. Consistent with this
finding, Sanbonmatsu et al. (1991) found that consumers
made stronger inferences about missing attributes based on
overall product evaluations after a one-week delay than af-
ter no delay. A major point of distinction between these
past findings and the present article is that in Sanbonmatsu
et al. (1991), “other product attributes” (i.e., product attrib-
utes that were not inferred) were stored in memory, and the
“inferred attribute” was unknown (i.e., never previously
observed). In contrast, in our studies the other product
attributes were observed from description, and the inferred
attribute was forgotten. This suggests that constructive
memory processes are similar across these inference tasks:
as more information was forgotten about the overall prod-
uct (Sanbonmatsu et al. 1991) or about a specific attribute
(the present article), consumers increasingly relied on over-
all product evaluations to make inferences. A caveat is that
the strength of some inferences may decline over longer
delays (e.g., three weeks; Cronley et al. 2002).

What Other Factors May Play a Role in Inferences
about Unknown versus Forgotten Attributes?. Other fac-
tors may also play a role in consumers attending more to
correlational evidence for unknown attributes and more to
overall evaluations for forgotten attributes. Information
that is forgotten as opposed to unknown may feel more in-
herently knowable. Thus, the illusion of knowledge
(Fernbach et al. 2013) or perceptions of epistemic uncer-
tainty (Long, Fernbach, and De Langhe 2018; Ulkiimen,
Fox, and Malle 2016; Walters et al. forthcoming) may be
greater for forgotten attributes than for unknown attributes.
Thus, these perceptions of uncertainty may contribute to
consumers’ reliance on their own knowledge (i.e., sum-
mary overall evaluations) when inferring forgotten attrib-
utes and on external evidence when inferring unknown
attributes. However, we found some evidence to suggest
that the illusion of knowledge and perceptions of epistemic
uncertainty may be lower when an attribute is perceived to
be forgotten as compared to unknown in supplemental
study 3. In this study, we found that participants were less
confident when an attribute was viewed as forgotten rather
than unknown, whereas the illusion of knowledge and per-
ceptions of epistemic uncertainty are generally associated
with higher confidence (Tannenbaum, Fox, and Ulkiimen
2017; Walters et al. 2017).

JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH

Managerial Implications

The research reported here suggests that managers
should be careful when they design advertising to spark
negatively correlated inferences (Chernev and Carpenter
2001). For example, Volkswagen’s slogan that the VW
“will stay ugly longer” prompts the negative inference that
the VW’s ugliness might be an indicator of the brand’s
high quality. However, many consumers may believe that
they have encoded all relevant product information before
purchasing a VW. If any relevant information is missing at
the time of a purchase, it is likely that a consumer will con-
strue this information as forgotten rather than unknown.
Rather than making the negatively correlated inference that
the ugly VW must be durable, the consumer may instead
make the positively correlated inference that the ugly VW
may be low performing on other attributes as well.

The distinction between memory failure and ignorance
may also be especially relevant to marketers given the im-
pact on real choices observed in these studies. Viewing an
important attribute as forgotten rather than unknown may
lead to large changes in choice share in favor of a product
that performs well on observable attributes in contexts
where consumers hold negatively correlated beliefs, such
as price-quality inferences, weight-durability inferences, or
battery life—power inferences. For instance, in study 3,
when an attribute was viewed as forgotten rather than un-
known, choice share for the hand warmer with better ob-
servable attributes increased by 24.6%. We observed a
similar magnitude of change in incentive-compatible
choices for a TV in study 4 and a phone in supplemental
study 2, which suggests that these effects generalize across
multiple domains. Thus, if a marketer anticipates that a tar-
get consumer will view a missing attributes as forgotten, it
may be most important to create a positive overall impres-
sion of the advertised product, rather than highlighting
each attribute value. In contrast, if missing attributes will
be considered unknown (for instance, when a new product
is being unveiled), missing attributes may be subject to
greater rule-based logic, such as negatively correlated in-
ference making (Chernev and Carpenter 2001) or skepti-
cism (John et al. 2016). In these cases, it may be better to
fully reveal all attribute levels, rather than focusing only on
conveying a positive overall product evaluation.

We have highlighted how inferences can change when
an attribute is viewed as forgotten rather than unknown.
We found that consumers often use existing correlational
evidence to make negatively correlated inferences about
unknown attributes. However, when attributes are believed
to be forgotten, consumers tend to ignore such existing cor-
relational evidence and instead make inferences about
those forgotten attributes that tend to be positively corre-
lated with known attributes. This process occurs in part be-
cause when consumers believe an attribute is forgotten,
they then retrieve a false impression about the attribute that
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also tends to be positively correlated with overall product
evaluations. Viewing information as forgotten may lead to
costly decision-making errors when consumers dismiss rel-
evant existing correlational evidence and instead rely on
these error-prone impressions.

DATA COLLECTION INFORMATION

The data for study 1la, study 2, and supplemental study 1
were collected over the summer and autumn of 2018 by the
first author on Prolific Academic. The data for study 1b
were collected over the summer of 2019 by the first author
on Prolific Academic. The data for study 3, study 4, sup-
plemental study 2, and supplemental study 3 were collected
on Amazon Mechanical Turk in the autumn of 2017 by the
first author. The data for study 5 were collected by the first
author in and around the Luxembourg Gardens and Eiffel
Tower in Paris, France, over three days in the winter of
2018. Coding of study la, supplemental study 1, and study
4 was completed by two research assistants under the su-
pervision of the first author. Both authors analyzed the data
for all studies.

REFERENCES

Alba, Joseph W. and Lynn Hasher (1983), “Is Memory
Schematic?” Psychological Bulletin, 93 (2), 203-31.

Baird, Raymond R. (2003), “Experts Sometimes Show More False
Recall than Novices: A Cost of Knowing Too Much,”
Learning and Individual Differences, 13 (4), 349-55.

Barasch, Alixandra, Kristin Diehl, Jackie Silverman, and Gal
Zauberman (2017), “Photographic Memory: The Effects of
Volitional Photo Taking on Memory for Visual and Auditory
Aspects of an Experience,” Psychological Science, 28 (8),
1056-66.

Bartlett, Frederic Charles (1932), Remembering: An Experimental
and Social Study, London: Cambridge University Press.

Bernstein, Daniel M. and Elizabeth F. Loftus (2009), “How to Tell
If a Particular Memory Is True or False,” Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 4 (4), 370-4.

Bradlow, Eric T., Ye Hu, and Teck-Hua Ho (2004), “A Learning-
Based Model for Imputing Missing Levels in Partial Conjoint
Profiles,” Journal of Marketing Research, 41 (4), 369-81.

Brainerd, Charles J. and Valerie F. Reyna (2005), The Science of
False Memory, New York: Oxford University Press.

Braun, Kathryn A. (1999), “Postexperience Advertising Effects on
Consumer Memory,” Journal of Consumer Research, 25 (4),
319-34.

Braun, Kathryn A., Rhiannon Ellis, and Elizabeth F. Loftus
(2002), “Make My Memory: How Advertising Can Change
Our Memories of the Past,” Psychology and Marketing, 19
(1), 1-23.

Braun-LaTour, Kathryn A., Melissa J. Grinley, and Elizabeth F.
Loftus (2006), “Tourist Memory Distortion,” Journal of
Travel Research, 44 (4), 360-7.

Braun-Latour, Kathryn A. and Gerald Zaltman (2006), “Memory
Change: An Intimate Measure of Persuasion,” Journal of
Advertising Research, 46 (1), 57-72.

21

Broniarczyk, Susan M. and Joseph W. Alba (1994), “The Role of
Consumers’ Intuitions in Inference Making,” Journal of
Consumer Research, 21 (3), 393-407.

Bryant, P. E. and T. Trabasso (1971), “Transitive Inferences and
Memory in Young Children,” Nature, 232 (5311), 456-8.
Caputo, Deanna and David Dunning (2005), “What You Don’t
Know: The Role Played by Errors of Omission in Imperfect
Self-Assessments,” Journal of Experimental Social

Psychology, 41 (5), 488-505.

Castel, Alan D., David P. McCabe, Henry L. Roediger, and Jeffrey
L. Heitman (2007), “The Dark Side of Expertise: Domain-
Specific Memory Errors,” Psychological Science, 18 (1),
3-5.

Chernev, Alexander and Gregory S. Carpenter (2001), “The Role
of Market Efficiency Intuitions in Consumer Choice: A Case
of Compensatory Inferences,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 38 (3), 349-61.

Craik, Fergus and Robert S. Lockhart (1972), “Levels of
Processing: A Framework for Memory Research,” Journal of
Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 11 (6), 671-84.

Cronley, Maria L., Frank R. Kardes, Sridhar Moorthy, and David
C. Houghton (2002), “Effects of Time-Delayed Judgment
and Search Attributes on Inferences about Unknown
Attributes,” in Proceedings of the Society for Consumer
Psychology, ed. Julie Edell and Ronald Goodstein, Austin,
TX: Society for Consumer Psychology, 23-30.

Damasio, Antonio R. (1989), “Time-Locked Multiregional
Retroactivation: A Systems-Level Proposal for the Neural
Substrates of Recall and Recognition,” Cognition, 33 (1),
25-62.

Deese, James (1959), “On the Prediction of Occurrence of
Particular Verbal Intrusions in Immediate Recall,” Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 58 (1), 17-22.

Dick, Alan, Dipankar Chakravarti, and Gabriel Biehal (1990),
“Memory-Based Inferences during Consumer Choice,”
Journal of Consumer Research, 17 (1), 82-93.

Dobson, Matthew and Roslyn Markham (1993), “Imagery Ability
and Source Monitoring: Implications for Eyewitness
Memory,” British Journal of Psychology, 84 (1), 111-8.

Dodson, Chad S. and Marcia K. Johnson (1993), “Rate of False
Source Attributions Depends on How Questions Are Asked,”
American Journal of Psychology, 106 (4), 541-57.

Downing, Cathryn J., Robert J. Sternberg, and Brian H. Ross
(1985), “Multicausal Inference: Evaluation of Evidence in
Causally Complex Situations,” Journal of Experimental
Psychology: General, 114 (2), 239-63.

Fernbach, Philip M., Todd Rogers, Craig R. Fox, and Steven A.
Sloman (2013), “Political Extremism Is Supported by an
Iusion of Understanding,” Psychological Science, 24 (6),
939-46.

Ford, Gary T. and Ruth Ann Smith (1987), “Inferential Beliefs in
Consumer Evaluations: An Assessment of Alternative
Processing Strategies,” Journal of Consumer Research, 14
(3),363-71.

Gallo, David A. (2010), “False Memories and Fantastic Beliefs:
15 Years of the DRM Illusion,” Memory & Cognition, 38 (7),
833-48.

Hinton, Geoffrey E. (1990), “Mapping Part-Whole Hierarchies
into Connectionist Networks,” Artificial Intelligence, 46 (1—
2),47-175.

Hoch, Stephen J. (1984), “Availability and Interference in
Predictive Judgment,” Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 10 (4), 649-62.

0202 Yo.Je|\ 90 uo Jesn sajabuy soT ‘eluloed 10 Ausiaaiun Aq G91.€195/£502oN/I0[/S60 L0 L/I0pAdBASe-3dILB-80UBAPR/IO[/W0 dNo-olWwapeoe//:sdny WoJj papeojumoq


Deleted Text: D
Deleted Text: C
Deleted Text: I
Deleted Text: S
Deleted Text: A
Deleted Text: &hx2009;
Deleted Text: S
Deleted Text: A
Deleted Text: W
Deleted Text: were 

22

Huber, Joel and John McCann (1982), “The Impact of Inferential
Beliefs on Product Evaluations,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 19 (3), 324-33.

Jaccard, James and Gregory Wood (1988), “The Effects of
Incomplete Information on the Formation of Attitudes toward
Behavioral Alternatives,” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 54 (4), 580-91.

John, Deborah Roedder, Carol A. Scott, and James R. Bettman
(1986), “Sampling Data for Covariation Assessment: The
Effect of Prior Beliefs on Search Patterns,” Journal of
Consumer Research, 13 (1), 38-47.

John, Leslie K., Kate Barasz, and Michael 1. Norton (2016), “Hiding
Personal Information Reveals the Worst,” Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences, 113 (4), 954-9.

Johnson, Eric J., Gerald Haubl, and Anat Keinan (2007), “Aspects
of Endowment: A Query Theory of Value Construction,”
Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory,
and Cognition, 33 (3), 461-74.

Johnson, Eric J., Robert J. Meyer, and Sanjoy Ghose (1989),
“When Choice Models Fail: Compensatory Models in
Negatively Correlated Environments,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 26 (3), 255-70.

Johnson, Marcia K. (2006), “Memory and Reality,” American
Psychologist, 61 (8), 760-71.

Johnson, Marcia K., Shahin Hashtroudi, and D. Stephen Lindsay
(1993), “Source Monitoring,” Psychological Bulletin, 114
(1), 3-28.

Johnson, Richard D. and Irwin P. Levin (1985), “More than Meets
the Eye: The Effect of Missing Information on Purchase
Evaluations,” Journal of Consumer Research, 12 (2),
169-77.

Kardes, Frank R. (1986), “Effects of Initial Product Judgments on
Subsequent Memory-Based Judgments,” Journal of
Consumer Research, 13 (1), 1-11.

—— (1988), “Spontaneous Inference Processes in Advertising:
The Effects of Conclusion Omission and Involvement on
Persuasion,” Journal of Consumer Research, 15 (2), 225-33.

Kardes, Frank R., Steven S. Posavac, and Maria L. Cronley
(2004), “Consumer Inference: A Review of Processes, Bases,
and Judgment Contexts,” Journal of Consumer Psychology,
14 (3), 230-56.

Kardes, Frank R. and David M. Sanbonmatsu (1993), “Direction
of Comparison, Expected Feature Correlation, and the Set-
Size Effect in Preference Judgment,” Journal of Consumer
Psychology, 2 (1), 39-54.

Karlson, Kristian Bernt, Anders Holm, and Richard Breen (2012),
“Comparing Regression Coefficients between Same-Sample
Nested Models Using Logit and Probit: A New Method,”
Sociological Methodology, 42 (1), 286-313.

Kensinger, Elizabeth A. and Suzanne Corkin (2003), “Memory
Enhancement for Emotional Words: Are Emotional Words
More Vividly Remembered than Neutral Words?” Memory &
Cognition, 31 (8), 1169-80.

Koutstaal, Wilma and Daniel L. Schacter (1997), “Gist-Based
False Recognition of Pictures in Older and Younger Adults,”
Journal of Memory and Language, 37 (4), 555-83.

Loftus, Elizabeth F. (2005), “Planting Misinformation in the
Human Mind: A 30-Year Investigation of the Malleability of
Memory,” Learning & Memory, 12 (4), 361-6.

Long, Andrew R., Philip M. Fernbach, and Bart De Langhe
(2018), “Circle of Incompetence: Sense of Understanding as
an Improper Guide to Investment Risk,” Journal of
Marketing Research, 55 (4), 474-88.

JOURNAL OF CONSUMER RESEARCH

Malmi, Robert A. (1986), “Intuitive Covariation Estimation,”
Memory & Cognition, 14 (6), 501-8.

Mantonakis, Antonia, Bruce W.A. Whittlesea, and Carolyn Yoon
(2008), “Consumer Memory, Fluency, and Familiarity,” in
Handbook of Consumer Psychology, ed. Curtis P. Haugtvedt,
Paul M. Herr, and Frank R. Kardes, New York: Psychology
Press, 77-102.

McClelland, James L., Bruce L. McNaughton, and Randall C.
O’Reilly (1995), “Why There Are Complementary Learning
Systems in the Hippocampus and Neocortex: Insights from
the Successes and Failures of Connectionist Models of
Learning and Memory,” Psychological Review, 102 (3),
419-57.

Mehta, Ravi, Joandrea Hoegg, and Amitav Chakravarti (2011),
“Knowing Too Much: Expertise-Induced False Recall
Effects in Product Comparison,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 38 (3), 535-54.

Meyer, Robert J. (1981), “A Model of Multiattribute Judgments
under Attribute Uncertainty and Informational Constraint,”
Journal of Marketing Research, 18 (4),428-41.

Morewedge, Carey K., Daniel T. Gilbert, and Timothy D. Wilson
(2005), “The Least Likely of Times: How Remembering the
Past Biases Forecasts of the Future,” Psychological Science,
16 (8), 626-30.

Newman, J. Robert (1977), “Differential Weighting in
Multiattribute Utility Measurement: When It Should Not and
When It Does Make a Difference,” Organizational Behavior
and Human Performance, 20 (2), 312-25.

Norman, Donald A. and Daniel G. Bobrow (1979), “Descriptions:
An Intermediate Stage in Memory Retrieval,” Cognitive
Psychology, 11 (1), 107-23.

Peterson, Lloyd and Margaret Jean Peterson (1959), “Short-Term
Retention of Individual Verbal Items,” Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 58 (3), 193-8.

Postman, Leo and Benton J. Underwood (1973), “Critical Issues in
Interference Theory,” Memory & Cognition, 1 (1), 19-40.
Reason, James and Klara Mycielska (1982), Absent Minded?
Psychology of Mental Lapses and Everyday Errors,

Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Roediger, Henry L. and Kathleen B. McDermott (1995), “Creating
False Memories: Remembering Words Not Presented in
Lists,” Journal of Experimental Psychology: Learning,
Memory, and Cognition, 21 (4), 803—14.

—— (2000), “Tricks of Memory,” Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 9 (4), 123-7.

Roediger, Henry L., Jason M. Watson, Kathleen B. McDermott,
and David A. Gallo (2001), “Factors That Determine False
Recall: A Multiple Regression Analysis,” Psychonomic
Bulletin & Review, 8 (3), 385-407.

Ross, William T. and Elizabeth H. Creyer (1992), “Making
Inferences about Missing Information: The Effects of
Existing Information,” Journal of Consumer Research, 19
(1), 14-25.

Sanbonmatsu, David M. and Russell H. Fazio (1990), “The Role
of Attitudes in Memory-Based Decision Making,” Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 59 (4), 614-22.

Sanbonmatsu, David M., Frank R. Kardes, and Carol Sansone
(1991), “Remembering Less and Inferring More: Effects of
Time of Judgment on Inferences about Unknown Attributes,”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61 (4), 546-54.

Schacter, Daniel L., Kenneth A. Norman, and Wilma Koutstaal
(1998), “The Cognitive Neuroscience of Constructive
Memory,” Annual Review of Psychology, 49, 289-318.

0202 Yo.Je|\ 90 uo Jesn sajabuy soT ‘eluloed 10 Ausiaaiun Aq G91.€195/£502oN/I0[/S60 L0 L/I0pAdBASe-3dILB-80UBAPR/IO[/W0 dNo-olWwapeoe//:sdny WoJj papeojumoq



WALTERS AND HERSHFIELD

Schacter, Daniel L. and Endel Tulving, eds. (1994), Memory
Systems 1994, Cambridge, MA: Bradford.

Shaw, Julia and Stephen Porter (2015), “Constructing Rich False
Memories of Committing Crime,” Psychological Science, 26
(3),291-301.

Simmons, Carolyn J. and John G. Lynch (1991), “Inference
Effects without Inference Making? Effects of Missing
Information on Discounting and Use of Presented
Information,” Journal of Consumer Research, 17 (4),
477-91.

Simonson, Itamar, Ziv Carmon, and Suzanne O’Curry (1994),
“Experimental Evidence on the Negative Effect of Product
Features and Sales Promotions on Brand Choice,” Marketing
Science, 13 (1), 23-40.

Sloman, Steven A. (1996), “The Empirical Case for Two Systems
of Reasoning,” Psychological Bulletin, 119 (1), 3-22.

Smolensky, Paul (1988), “On the Proper Treatment of
Connectionism,” Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 11 (1),
1-23.

Squire, Larry R. (1987), Memory and Brain, New York: Oxford
University Press.

Stayman, Douglas M. and Frank R. Kardes (1992), “Spontaneous
Inference Processes in Advertising: Effects of Need for
Cognition and Self-Monitoring on Inference Generation and
Utilization,” Journal of Consumer Psychology, 1 (2),
125-42.

Sugimori, Eriko, Karen J. Mitchell, Carol L. Raye, Erich J.
Greene, and Marcia K. Johnson (2014), “Brain Mechanisms
Underlying Reality Monitoring for Heard and Imagined
Words,” Psychological Science, 25 (2), 403—13.

Sulin, Rebecca A. and D. James Dooling (1974), “Intrusion of a
Thematic Idea in Retention of Prose,” Journal of
Experimental Psychology, 103 (2), 255-62.

23

Tamir, Diana 1., Emma M. Templeton, Adrian F. Ward, and Jamil
Zaki (2018), “Media Usage Diminishes Memory for
Experiences,” Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
76, 161-8. B

Tannenbaum, David, Craig R. Fox, and Giilden Ulkiimen (2017),
“Judgment Extremity and Accuracy under Epistemic vs.
Aleatory Uncertainty,” Management Science, 63 (2),
497-518.

Terry, R. and K. Gijsbers (2000), “Memory for the Quantitative
and Qualitative Aspects of Labour Pain: A Preliminary
Study,” Journal of Reproductive and Infant Psychology, 18
(2), 143-52.

Tesser, Abraham (1978), “Self-Generated Attitude Change,” in
Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, Vol. 11, ed.
Leonard Berkowitz, San Diego: Academic Press, 1-57.

Tulving, Endel and Zena Pearlstone (1966), “Availability versus
Accessibility of Information in Memory for Words,” Journal

_ of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 5 (4), 381-91.

Ulkiimen, Giilden, Craig R. Fox, and Bertram F. Malle (2016),
“Two Dimensions of Subjective Uncertainty: Clues from
Natural Language,” Journal of Experimental Psychology:
General, 145 (10), 1280-97.

Walters, Daniel J., Philip M. Fernbach, Craig R. Fox, and Steven
A. Sloman (2017), “Known Unknowns: A Critical
Determinant of Confidence and Calibration,” Management
Science, 63 (12), 4298-307.

Walters, Daniel J., Giilden Ulkiimen, Carsten Erner, David
Tannenbaum, and Craig R. Fox, “Investment Behaviors un-
der Epistemic Versus Aleatory Uncertainty,” forthcoming.

Wixted, John T. and Ebbe B. Ebbesen (1997), “Genuine Power
Curves in Forgetting: A Quantitative Analysis of Individual
Subject Forgetting Functions,” Memory & Cognition, 25 (5),
731-9.

0202 Yo.Je|\ 90 uo Jesn sajabuy soT ‘eluloed 10 Ausiaaiun Aq G91.€195/£502oN/I0[/S60 L0 L/I0pAdBASe-3dILB-80UBAPR/IO[/W0 dNo-olWwapeoe//:sdny WoJj papeojumoq



	ucz053-FN1
	ucz053-FN2
	ucz053-FN3
	ucz053-FN4
	ucz053-TF1
	ucz053-TF2
	ucz053-FN5

