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When people make decisions, they want the outcomes of their choice to be as positive as possible. But they
also want the decision-making process itself to be conducted in the right way. Though this is often described
as making decisions that are moral or ethical, it also includes making decisions that are appropriate—that are
suitable and fitting. We focus on this latter, overlooked interpretation, and propose that making the right deci-
sion is about effectively establishing what is true and real. We discuss three factors that can lead people to
experience their decision-making process as being right: (1) making a decision in the “right way”; (2) making
a decision in a manner that “feels right” given the decision maker’s current motivational orientation; and (3)
making a decision based upon a “shared reality” with others. We review evidence that making the right deci-
sion in each of these ways intensifies the worth of a given chosen option.
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I’d like to teach the world to sing
In perfect harmony
I’d like to buy the world a Coke
And keep it company
That’s the real thing

- The Coca-Cola Company, 1971/2012

Humans are decision makers. We make choices. To
understand what it means to be human, we need to
understand the nature of these choices. There are
two basic questions. First, among the options that
we have, what factors determine which option we
choose? Second, once we have selected an option,
what factors determine our experience of the worth
of that option? This paper is concerned with the
second question. For a given chosen option, what
determines the extent to which we feel that it is
worthy? The classic answer is that the experienced
worth of an option is determined by the perceived
outcomes associated with that chosen option and
the subjective probability that those outcomes will
occur (e.g., subjective utility; expected value). From
this perspective, the worth of a chosen option is
about expected outcomes. The purpose of this paper
is to emphasize an additional contributor to the

worth of a chosen option: how the decision-making
process is experienced.

We argue that when the decision-making process
feels “right,” this feeling will intensify the evalua-
tion of the chosen option—independent of the
expected outcomes associated with the chosen
option. We will review research on three factors
that can lead people to experience their decision-
making process as being right: (1) making a deci-
sion in the “right way”; (2) making a decision in a
manner that “feels right” given the decision
maker’s current motivational orientation; and (3)
making a decision based upon a “shared reality”
with others. What the literature shows is that the
worth of the same chosen option can be intensified
through engaging in each of these kinds of “right”
decision-making activities.

Making a Decision in the “Right Way”

Consider the following cultural maxims: “It is not
enough to do good, one must do it the right way”;
“What counts is not whether you win or lose, but
how you play the game.” The message is that pro-
cess matters and not just outcomes. Why does pro-
cess matter? One interpretation is that the process
is worthwhile independent of the worth of theReceived 9 June 2020; accepted 7 September 2020
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outcomes. For example, the process itself can be
worthwhile if relates to a goal that is separate from
the outcomes themselves (multifinality; see
Kruglanski et al., 2002). Historically, for these max-
ims, this goal has been to behave in a moral and
ethical manner. These maxims are interpreted as
saying that it is not enough to choose a process that
is instrumental for attaining the outcomes; the pro-
cess itself must be moral and ethical as well. But
what if these maxims about process mean some-
thing even more? What if the process has motiva-
tional effects that impact the worth of the outcomes
themselves? The implications of this other possible
interpretation of these maxims are quite different.
The outcomes remain the same, but the process
intensifies or diminishes the worth of those out-
comes. And this intensification can stem from an
underlying mechanism that is separate from
whether the process is ethical or not. It is this addi-
tional interpretation that is the focus of this paper.

Two basic decision-making processes have been
distinguished in the literature. One is to make a
decision in order to select the best option among
the available options. This is the classic “best
choice” process. There are different models of how
people do this, but what the models have in com-
mon is that people consider the positive conse-
quences (benefits) and negative consequences
(costs) of selecting each option and then compare
the options (for a review, see Higgins, 2012). The
perceived consequences are subjective for each deci-
sion maker and relate to the extent to which select-
ing an option would support and/or hinder
satisfying the decision maker’s goals, and the per-
ceived likelihood that it would do so. A decision
maker can have more than one goal, and the goals
can vary broadly in their content. The best choice is
the option whose likely outcomes constitute the
best benefits to costs ratio. The best choice decision-
making process focuses on determining this option.

We know that people often do not perform this
process fully, in part because they have information
processing limitations. When a decision maker is
faced with multiple options and has multiple goals
to satisfy, it is difficult to calculate accurately the
benefits to costs ratios of all of the options and
compare them accurately. As Herbert Simon
pointed out (1956), it is difficult to maximize. To
simplify the demands on decision making, satis-
ficing often becomes the strategy, such as identify-
ing an outcome aspiration threshold that is good
enough and selecting the first option that meets
that threshold. But, notably, the process is still an
outcome-focused process—a simplified version of

the “best choice” process. The focus is on ending
with (satisfactory) desired outcomes.

Another decision-making process focuses on the
process itself rather than on ending with the “best
choice” or desired outcomes. A well-known exam-
ple of this is James March’s (1994) discussion of
how people find it worthwhile to use established
decision rules (i.e., rules about how a decision
should be made) that are appropriate to his or her
situation—worth from the use of proper means.
Note that using proper means need not involve eth-
ical behavior. It can involve simply making a deci-
sion in a manner that is appropriate for the kind of
decision that is being made—the “right way” to do
it. “Appropriate” means suitable, proper, fitting,
and congruous. It is this meaning of “right” as
appropriate that is the focus of this paper, rather
than “right” as moral or ethical.

When people experience their decision-making
process as being conducted in the right way—the
appropriate way—they experience that they are on
the right path, the true path, in making the decision.
Furthermore, making a decision in this right way
contributes to the feeling that the selected option is
truly the correct option—thereby intensifying its
worth. How precisely does this work? By following
this right path, decision makers are being effective
in truth (Higgins, 2012). This is important because
decision making is essentially a truth-seeking activity.
While you are in the process of making a decision,
you are working to establish the truth about the
choice options. And because decision making is
about truth—what is right and appropriate—the
experience of making a decision in the “right way”
is intrinsically a better fit with the activity of deci-
sion making itself (as compared to making a deci-
sion that is focused on making the “best choice”).
And, importantly, fit strengthens engagement in what
you are doing (Higgins, 2006). Engagement refers to
one’s level of absorption in a process: When highly
engaged, a person is deeply involved, engrossed, or
interested. Engagement strength does not determine
whether something is positive or negative. It does
not impact the valence of outcomes. However,
stronger engagement does intensify the evaluation
of outcomes. It makes positive evaluations of an
object more positive and negative evaluations of an
object more negative (Higgins, 2006).

Let us turn now to some research that was
inspired by the above distinctions. We begin with a
study that directly compares what happens when a
decision-making activity is experienced as being
about “the best choice” versus as being about “the
right way” (Higgins et al., 2008). All participants
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were given the same two options to choose
between (a Columbia coffee mug and an inexpen-
sive pen) to ensure that everyone would end up
with the same outcome (the mug). The means for
making the choice between these options were also
the same for all participants. They were all told:
Think of the positive and negative consequences of choos-
ing the mug. Think of the positive and negative conse-
quences of choosing the pen. Please write down your
thoughts on the lines below. What was experimentally
manipulated was participants’ experience when
they used these means to make their choice.

The “Right Way” emphasis condition began with
the title, “Making Your Decision in the RIGHT
WAY!” and then continued as follows:

You need to make your decision in the right way.
The right way to make a decision is to think about
which choice has the better consequences. Think
of the positive and negative consequences of
choosing the mug. Think of the positive and nega-
tive consequences of choosing the pen. Please
write down your thoughts on the lines below.

The “Best Choice” emphasis condition began
with the title, “The BEST CHOICE!” and then con-
tinued as follows:

The best choice is the choice with the better con-
sequences. Think of the positive and negative
consequences of owning the mug. Think of the
positive and negative consequences of owning
the pen. Please write down your thoughts on the
lines below.

It needs to be noted that what Higgins
et al. (2008) meant by the “Right Way” was similar
to what March (1994) had in mind. It meant indi-
viduals’ perception that the way they are making a
decision is not solely based on instrumentality but
also based on appropriateness given the current cir-
cumstances. Thus, the same decision process, such
as considering the positive and negative conse-
quences of choosing one option over another, could
be framed as being purely instrumental with a
focus on future desired outcomes (“Best Choice”
value) or as being the appropriate way to make the
decision to find the truth (“Right Way” truth).

Higgins et al. (2008) tested how these two differ-
ent ways of framing the decision-making process
influenced people’s evaluations of the choice
options. Both the “Best Choice” and the “Right
Way” conditions involved the very same option
selection outcomes and instrumental means of

making a choice between them. What varied was
how the decision-making activity was experienced;
respectively, an activity focused on future desired
outcomes versus an activity using the right process
to find the truth about the options. As intended,
almost everyone chose the mug over the pen (and
only the results for these participants were included
in the analyses). The study was about the evalua-
tion of that same chosen option—the mug—as
reflected in how much money participants offered
to buy the mug. (After debriefing, the mug was
given for free to the participants.)

The study found that participants in the “Right
Way” condition offered substantially more money for
the chosen mug (M = $4.84) than participants in the
“Best Choice” condition (M = $2.91). And this effect
was especially strong for those participants who
expressed strong beliefs in the importance of follow-
ing proper procedures (as measured on a separate
questionnaire with everyday maxims that included
focal items such as, “It is not enough to do good,
one must do it the right way”; “What counts is not
whether you win or lose, but how you play the
game”). This study also found further evidence that
the “Right Way” condition differed from the “Best
Choice” condition regarding the extent to which the
worth of the chosen mug was based solely on the
positive outcomes from choosing the mug versus the
worth of the decision-making process itself. In the
“Best Choice” condition, the worth of the chosen
mug was almost entirely based on the positive out-
comes from choosing the mug, as evident by a highly
positive correlation between the number of positive
attributes of the mug listed by participants and the
monetary value they assigned to the mug, r = .79,
p = .002. As expected, there was a weaker correlation
in the Right Way condition, r = .37, p > .20, because
the worth of the mug was derived from the process
of choosing the mug in the right way.

Higgins et al. (2008) examined the difference
between the “Best Choice” and the “Right Way”
decision process in another way as well. To experi-
ence the choice as the “Right Way” to make the
choice, it is necessary that the manipulation of hav-
ing made a decision in the “right way” occurs dur-
ing the decision process and before making the
choice. To examine this, another study manipulated
attention to process versus outcome both before
and after the choice. A subtle manipulation was
used to create conditions varying in what the delib-
eration process was about. A “Reasons” condition
directed participants’ attention to the outcome facts
underlying the choice; that is, reasons are “about”
the outcomes attributes of the mug or the pen:
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“What would be the reasons for your choice?”
(Reasons Before); “What are the reasons for your
choice?” (Reasons After). In contrast, a “Justifica-
tions” condition directed participants’ attention to
the decision process underlying the choice; that is,
as defined (Oxford English Dictionary, 1971)—jus-
tify by how you made your choice. Justifications are
“about” showing the decision process to be right
and proper: “How would you justify whatever
choice you make?” (Justification Before); “How do
you justify your choice?” (Justification After). The
dependent measure was again how much money
participants offered to buy the chosen mug. The
money offered was significantly higher in the Justi-
fication Before condition (M = $4.69) than in both
the Justification After condition (M = $2.58) and,
importantly, the Reasons Before condition
(M = $2.78). (There was no significant difference
between the two After conditions.) Thus, only in
the Justification Before condition did participants
experience the option as more worthwhile.

Experiencing the decision-making process as
being conducted in the right way is one source of
experiencing a decision-making process as being
“right.” In such cases, as described above, experienc-
ing this activity as “right” has a relatively direct rela-
tion to experiencing the process as being the right
way to make the decision. Although this experience
of a “right” or proper process can be derived from
an explicit description, as in Higgins and colleagues’
(2008) study, even subtle cues can implicitly activate
concepts relating to a proper process. For example,
when consumers are purchasing organic or environ-
mentally friendly “prosocial” products, encountering
normative gestures—for example, a right-handed
(versus left-handed) handshake offered by a sales-
person—increases the perceived worth of the prod-
ucts (Mathmann et al., 2019). Following a normative
(i.e., “right”) sales process, prosocial products are
perceived as having greater monetary value. Interest-
ingly, these effects are not seen among nonprosocial
products, suggesting the importance of the fit
between the product and process.

Summary and Future Directions: Making a Decision in
the “Right Way”

The research reviewed above indicates that when
people experience their decision-making process as
the appropriate way of making the choice (as
opposed to a “best choice” process that involves
weighing the consequences of each option), they per-
ceive the selected option as more worthy. We sug-
gest that this increase in worth is derived from the

alignment between the activity of decision making—
a process involving the establishment of truth—and
the experience of a process that is “right.” Impor-
tantly, as revealed by Mathmann and colleagues’
(2019) research, implicit cues can contribute to this
sense of a “right” process and, thus, evaluations of
the chosen outcome’s worth. As such, scholars of
consumer behavior and marketers alike would bene-
fit from additional research that establishes these
subtle indicators of a proper process at each stage of
the consumer decision funnel. For instance, at the
beginning of a decision-making journey, when a per-
son is searching for information about alternatives,
what characterizes the right way to go about this
process? Later in the journey, how does one appropri-
ately form, and subsequently narrow down, a consid-
eration set? Future research should investigate each
of these phases of the consumer decision-making
process to pinpoint the aspects of these journeys that
impart a sense of rightness.

Making a Decision in a Manner that “Feels
Right”

Mathmann et al.’s (2019) work on prosocial prod-
ucts exemplifies a subtle and indirect source of feel-
ing “right,” perhaps even more pervasive than
processes that are “proper” or right in and of them-
selves. It highlights that when people engage in a
decision-making process where aspects of the pro-
cess, such as the choice options encountered, align
with and sustain their current motivational orienta-
tion, they experience a state of regulatory fit that
makes them “feel right” about their decision, irre-
spective of the decision’s outcomes (Higgins, 2000).
What happens here is that the decision maker expe-
riences the decision-making activity as being right
even though it simply feels right from regulatory fit:
“If it feels right, then it is right.” Let’s begin by
exploring this psychological phenomenon.

One early study on this topic investigated the
association between regulatory fit and perceptions
of correct procedures—a concept closely related to
the rightness of a decision-making process. In partic-
ular, Camacho et al. (2003) focused on instances of
conflict resolution, hypothesizing that participants
who experienced a regulatory fit between their own
motivational orientation and the manner of conflict
resolution (i.e., the conflict resolution process)
would experience a sense of “rightness” that would
contribute worth to the resolution, independent of
the resolution’s actual content (i.e., the conflict reso-
lution outcomes). In this study, regulatory fit was
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examined in terms of regulatory focus theory (Hig-
gins, 1997, 1998), which posits the existence of two
distinct self-regulatory systems: a promotion system
motivated by the fundamental need for nurturance
and a prevention system motivated by the funda-
mental need for security. A person with a promo-
tion-focused motivational orientation tends to prefer
processes characterized by eager strategies; in con-
trast, a person with a prevention-focused motiva-
tional orientation tends to prefer processes
characterized by vigilant strategies (Crowe & Hig-
gins, 1997).

In Camacho et al.’s (2003) examination of proce-
dural justice, researchers examined the fit between
participants’ measured promotion versus preven-
tion focus and their use of eager versus vigilant
means in resolving a past conflict, as well as their
judgments of the “rightness” of the resolution. As
predicted, participants who experienced regulatory
fit (versus non-fit) judged these resolutions to be
more right. Specifically, participants with a stronger
promotion focus judged eager (versus vigilant) res-
olution processes as more right, and participants
with a prevention focus judged vigilant (versus
eager) resolution processes as more right. Impor-
tantly, these effects did not vary based upon the
valence of the resolution (i.e., whether it was posi-
tive or negative for the participant), again indicat-
ing that the additional worth created by regulatory
fit is related to the process of judgment rather than
its outcomes. Further research by Camacho
et al. (2003) indicated that this effect is not limited
to the object of evaluation itself having moral char-
acteristics; a follow-up study found a similar effect
of regulatory fit on moral evaluations even in a case
when the object of evaluation (i.e., a public policy
proposal) had no explicit moral character. These
results provided early evidence that regulatory fit
produces a feeling of “rightness” that intensifies
judgments of the actual rightness of a decision-mak-
ing activity.

Importantly, this early work by Camacho and
colleagues established these effects on an individual
level, as these studies examined regulatory fit
between a person’s motivational orientation and his
or her strategic decision-making process. More
recent research has identified parallel effects of reg-
ulatory fit at levels beyond the individual. For
example, evaluations of procedural justice are simi-
larly affected by regulatory fit at the person-organi-
zational level (Roczniewska et al., 2018). Across
three studies, Roczniewska and colleagues (2018)
examined regulatory fit between individual
employees’ regulatory focus (promotion versus

prevention) and the regulatory focus of their orga-
nization. Results indicated that people with a moti-
vational orientation that fit (versus did not fit) their
organization’s motivational orientation perceived
the organization’s procedures as being more right.

Collectively, this work by Camacho et al. (2003)
and Roczniewska et al. (2018) reveals that when the
decision-making process “feels right,” the decision
itself (i.e., the outcome) is experienced as “being
right.” Furthermore, although regulatory fit makes
all kinds of activities feel right, this experience of
rightness itself creates a special, second-order fit
with decision-making activities in particular because
these activities are fundamentally about truth-seek-
ing. As a result, this higher-level experience of fit
should strengthen individuals’ engagement in deci-
sion-making activities, thus intensifying their evalu-
ations of the options from which they are choosing
(Higgins, 2006). Importantly, this intensification
from fit will produce stronger reactions to both pos-
itively and negatively valenced choice options. In a
decision-making process involving the selection of
the right option among positively valenced choices,
this intensification from fit will enhance the positiv-
ity of the selected positive option. Conversely,
when the decision-making process involves reject-
ing the wrong option among negatively valenced
choices, this intensification from fit will intensify
the negativity of the rejected negative option. In
both cases, by strengthening people’s engagement
in the decision-making process, the experience of a
right process will intensify their evaluations of each
option’s worth.

Since the inception of regulatory fit theory (Hig-
gins, 2000), regulatory fit has been shown to inten-
sify evaluations of a wide range of targets relevant
to consumer decision making. Because it would not
be possible to provide a comprehensive review of
this research within the present article, in the para-
graphs that follow, we have chosen to highlight
select examples that showcase three different kinds
of evaluations that are intensified by regulatory fit
making the decision process “feel right”: persuasive
message evaluations, activity evaluations, and mon-
etary evaluations. (For a fuller review of regulatory
fit effects as they relate to marketing and consumer
behavior, see Higgins et al., 2020; for a review of
regulatory fit effects in the domain of management,
see Higgins & Pinelli, 2020.)

Intensifying Evaluations of Persuasive Messages

When engaged in the process of making a deci-
sion, people often encounter messages designed to

716 Higgins et al.



persuade them for or against certain options. For
instance, advertising messages are crafted to entice
consumers to choose a particular brand; sales
pitches are intended to sway a customer to decide
to make a purchase. When people experience regu-
latory fit in the process of evaluating such a mes-
sage, the resulting experience of “feeling right” has
been shown to intensify the message’s influence.
One early study demonstrated this effect by testing
messages advocating fruits and vegetables (Cesario
et al., 2004). Like the studies described above,
researchers created conditions of regulatory fit ver-
sus non-fit with respect to participants’ regulatory
focus by manipulating the motivational concerns
and strategic means highlighted in the message.
Promotion-focused messages highlighted how eat-
ing fruits and vegetables can contribute to one’s
accomplishment (i.e., “increased energy, better
moods, and a general sense of happiness and fulfill-
ment”), whereas prevention-focused messages high-
lighted how it can contribute to one’s safety (i.e.,
“buffer . . . from the physical demands of the world
we live in (pollution, daily stress, bad weather,
etc.”). Eager means—a fit with promotion—high-
lighted that if one ate these foods, one could obtain
overall good health. Vigilant means—a fit with pre-
vention—highlighted that if one did not eat these
foods, one would not obtain overall good health.
The study’s findings confirmed that participants
who experienced regulatory fit found these mes-
sages to be more persuasive (Cesario et al., 2004).
Similar results have also been found when examin-
ing brand attitudes more broadly (Lee &
Aaker, 2004).

Importantly, these effects can involve motiva-
tional factors in addition to regulatory focus. For
example, one set of studies presented participants
with ad messaging that varied with respect to con-
strual level (Lee et al., 2010). Construal-level theory
proposes that people tend to construe objects and
events in concrete and low-level terms when these
objects are psychologically close, whereas they con-
strue objects and events in more abstract, high-level
terms when psychologically distant (Liberman &
Trope, 1998; Trope et al., 2007). Lee et al. (2010)
proposed that a promotion focus tends to fit
abstract, high-level construals and a prevention
focus tends to fit concrete, low-level construals (see
also Semin et al., 2005). They tested this proposal
by examining the impact on brand attitudes of ad
messaging that was abstract (“The Ultimate Aerobic
Machine for a Great Workout!”) versus concrete
(“The Ultimate Aerobic Machine with the Right
Features!”) among promotion- versus prevention-

focused participants. As predicted, participants who
experienced a “regulatory-construal fit” (versus
non-fit) reported intensified (i.e., more favorable)
brand attitudes. A follow-up study indicated that
these effects of regulatory-construal fit were medi-
ated by engagement strength.

Furthermore, the effects of regulatory fit on per-
suasion are not limited to situations of fit within
the message itself; even nonverbal cues accompany-
ing a message can affect its persuasiveness. For
instance, promotion-focused consumers tend to
“feel right” and evaluate messages more positively
when messages are delivered in an eager style, with
broad and outward-facing hand movements, a
quick rate of speech and a forward-leaning body
position. In contrast, prevention-focused consumers
tend to “feel right” and evaluate messages more
positively when delivered in a vigilant style, with
inward-facing gestures, slower speech, and a back-
ward-leaning body position (Cesario & Hig-
gins, 2008).

These are just a few of the studies that have
demonstrated that regulatory fit can intensify evalu-
ations of persuasive messages and narratives (for
more thorough reviews, see Cesario et al., 2008; Lee
& Higgins, 2009). Although regulatory fit provides
marketers and managers with a unique mechanism
for enhancing the persuasiveness of their appeals,
they should take note of two caveats. First, when
people’s attention is consciously drawn to the
source of the “feeling right” experience, the effect of
regulatory fit on persuasion is eliminated (Cesario
et al., 2004). Second, the “feeling right” effect that
results from regulatory fit is general and can trans-
fer to other objects and experiences. As a result,
people who experience fit (versus non-fit) are also
more vulnerable to counter-persuasion. In a study
by Koenig et al. (2009), for example, participants
read a persuasive message arguing for a fictitious
after-school program followed by a measure of
their attitude toward the program, and then, they
read a second persuasive appeal arguing against the
same program followed by a second measure of
their attitude toward the program. Regulatory fit
(versus non-fit) was manipulated in the standard
way (listing either a promotion or prevention goal,
then describing how the goal might be achieved
using either eager or vigilant strategies).

Koenig et al. (2009) found that participants in
the regulatory fit (versus non-fit) condition showed
greater attitude change between the first and sec-
ond attitude ratings, indicating that participants in
the fit condition were more susceptible to counter-
appeals. Based on these findings, marketers might
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benefit from strategically creating conditions for fit
within environments in their full control (e.g., a
company-owned retail space where there is no
opportunity for competitive counter-messaging),
while choosing a different strategy in spaces shared
with rival brands (e.g., in a block of television com-
mercials).

Despite these additional factors, there is substan-
tial evidence that creating an experience of “right-
ness” in response to messages advocating particular
choices can influence the perceived worth of those
choices. These results raise the question: Can the
experience of “rightness” affect decisions about
activities and organizations as a whole beyond
specific, narrow messaging?

Intensifying Evaluations of Activities

The experience of “rightness” produced by regu-
latory fit also influences activity choices by intensi-
fying people’s evaluations of those choices. For
example, people are known to experience a regula-
tory fit when a fun activity (e.g., partying) is framed
as “enjoyable or for fun” and when an important
activity (e.g., household chores) is framed as “im-
portant or personally relevant” (Bianco et al., 2003).
Building on this initial finding, researchers exam-
ined how decisions to engage in fun versus impor-
tant activities during a free-choice period are
affected by the free-choice period’s framing (Hig-
gins et al., 2010). In one of these studies, after com-
pleting an activity that was either fun (a Shoot-the-
Moon game) or important (a financial duties task),
participants were given a five-minute free-choice
period described as either enjoyable (“This is your
free time! So please feel free to do anything you
want”) or serious (“It’s important that you use this
time wisely and manage it in an appropriate and
prudent manner”). Results revealed that partici-
pants chose to engage in more activity trials when
the activity type fit the framing of the free-choice
period.

These findings on activity choice have important
implications for marketers of services and branded
experiences, as they suggest that consumers will
choose to engage in a service when its positioning
aligns with consumers’ framing of their free time in
a given situation. For instance, consider a spa
within a high-end resort hotel that hosts both busi-
ness conference attendees (who are primarily visit-
ing the hotel for an important reason) and leisure
travelers (who are visiting for pleasure). Higgins
et al.’s (2010) work suggests that travelers may be
more likely to engage in a spa activity when the

activity’s orientation fits how they conceptualize
their time spent at the hotel. As such, the spa may
benefit from a targeted messaging campaign.
Among hotel guests booked within a corporate
block, in-room marketing materials such as the spa
menu might advocate services using serious mes-
saging (e.g., “Decompress so you can come back
stronger tomorrow”). In contrast, among hotel
guests with rooms booked on leisure travel web-
sites, in-room marketing might advocate spa ser-
vices using enjoyment-oriented messaging (e.g.,
“You’re on holiday—pamper yourself!”). Based on
this research, we would predict that this kind of
strategically targeted marketing would help to
drive bookings for spa services.

Not only are people more likely to choose to
engage in an activity that is a regulatory fit (versus
non-fit); they are also more likely to explicitly evalu-
ate the activity as being enjoyable (Freitas & Hig-
gins, 2002) and satisfying (Dimotakis et al., 2012).
This research has notable implications for mar-
keters, particularly given the recent proliferation of
consumer review websites. Because consumers’
evaluations of product and service usage experi-
ences are now widely accessible, brands that facili-
tate regulatory fit within the process of
consumption will be poised to benefit from
improved evaluations. These regulatory fit effects
also have important workplace consequences. For
instance, in the context of a hiring process, inter-
viewers’ experience of regulatory fit in the inter-
view process influences how they evaluate the
impression management tactics used by the inter-
viewee (Bian et al., 2020). Furthermore, within an
organization, employees whose regulatory focus fits
their supervisor’s leadership style show decreased
turnover intentions (Hamstra et al., 2011).

Fit effects even appear to impact job satisfaction
as a whole. One such example is grounded in theo-
rizing by Trope and Liberman (2010) on construal
level and psychological distance. These scholars
have proposed that people mentally construe
objects and events differently depending on their
psychological distance from the self on any number
of dimensions, including time, space, and social dis-
tance. Berson and Halevy (2014) applied this theory
to social distance in the workplace by investigating
the impact of a “construal fit” between two factors:
the distance between a given employee and his or
her leader in the company’s hierarchy (close versus
distant) and the leader’s communication behavior
(concrete versus abstract). They found that employ-
ees reported greater satisfaction with their pay, the
social environment at work, and their company’s

718 Higgins et al.



infrastructure when leaders’ hierarchical distance fit
their communications. More specifically, employees
experienced these benefits of regulatory fit when
hierarchically distant (versus close) leaders commu-
nicated a broad, high-level vision (i.e., abstract
behavior), and when hierarchically close (versus
distant) leaders provided individualized feedback
and mentoring (i.e., concrete behavior). Similar
effects were also detected on employees’ organiza-
tional commitment. In each of these cases, regula-
tory fit produced a feeling of “rightness” that
intensified evaluations of different activities.

Importantly, we expect that these insights about
the workplace would also apply to the domain of
consumer behavior. For instance, Berson and Hale-
vy’s (2014) findings might translate to a branded
context involving a long-term relationship between
a company representative and the consumer (e.g.,
financial advisors and their clients). Given the
results of their research, we predict that consumers
will report greater satisfaction when working with
brand representatives who communicate a vision
for the client that fits the client’s own construal
level (e.g., a detailed and concrete plan for clients
with low-level construal, and a lofty, more abstract
plan for clients with high-level construal).

Just like the research on persuasive messaging
reviewed above, the effects of regulatory fit on
activity choice have been documented across sev-
eral motivational systems including fun versus
importance (Higgins et al., 2010), regulatory focus
(e.g., Dimotakis et al., 2012; Freitas & Hig-
gins, 2002), and construal level (e.g., Berson &
Halevy, 2014; Etkin & Ratner, 2013). Furthermore,
regulatory fit also influences evaluations of the
activities involved in the consumption of a product
or service. For instance, based on Trope and Liber-
man’s (2010) work on construal level and psycho-
logical distance, Etkin and Ratner (2013) proposed
that consumers’ motivation to use a set of products
or services within goal pursuit would depend on
the fit between two factors: the temporal distance
of the goal pursuit (near future versus far future)
and the degree of variety of the products or ser-
vices (different versus similar). In particular, they
hypothesized that people who planned to use a
product or service in the near future would construe
the options in concrete terms, which would con-
tribute to processing the differences between them.
As a result, this group would be more motivated to
use products or services that involve a variety of
different branded activity options (e.g., a variety
pack of protein bars or a gym pass with a range of
exercise class options). In contrast, they

hypothesized that people who planned to use a
product or service in the far future would construe
the options in abstract terms, which would con-
tribute to processing the similarities among them.
As a result, this group would be motivated to use
products or services involving similar options (e.g.,
a single-flavor pack of the same bars or a gym pass
with multiple sessions from the same trainer). These
predictions were confirmed: Participants were more
motivated to engage in activities that fit their tem-
poral construal of their goal pursuit process.

The increase in engagement strength that pro-
duces these intensified activity evaluations also has
important downstream consequences for perfor-
mance. At an individual level, not only do partici-
pants who experience regulatory fit (versus non-fit)
report intensified attitudes toward activities; they
also perform better on unrelated activities immedi-
ately afterward (Lee et al., 2010). While Lee and
colleagues (2010) detected such a performance
improvement using a cognitive task (i.e., anagram
completion), parallel effects of regulatory fit have
been demonstrated on physical performance
through the use of a handgrip endurance task
(Hong & Lee, 2008). Similar performance effects
have been found in an organizational context. For
instance, Dimotakis et al. (2012) found that teams
whose structure fit (versus did not fit) the regula-
tory focus of an assigned task performed better on
the task. In each of these examples, the increased
engagement that results from regulatory fit
enhances activity performance.

On the whole, these findings highlight that regu-
latory fit enhances individuals’ decisions about the
worth of activities: If it feels right, it is right. One
important question about this increase in worth is
whether it translates to the actual, explicit value
people assign to these choices. Does regulatory fit
intensify monetary evaluations? A range of studies
has suggested that the answer is Yes, as we discuss
next.

Intensifying Evaluations of Monetary Value

The experience of a “right” and worthwhile pro-
cess produced by regulatory fit also transfers to the
monetary value people assign to choice options. An
early set of studies on this topic (Higgins
et al., 2003) manipulated regulatory fit (versus non-
fit) by directing participants to choose between a
desirable mug and undesirable pen in an eager
manner (i.e., thinking about what they would gain
by choosing the mug versus choosing the pen) ver-
sus vigilant manner (i.e., thinking about what they
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would lose by not choosing the mug versus not
choosing the pen). As planned, the overwhelming
majority of participants chose the mug, which con-
trolled for the object chosen. (Only these partici-
pants were included in the analyses.) As predicted,
participants assigned a greater monetary value to
the mug when the decision strategy fit their own
regulatory focus. Furthermore, in a follow-up
study, participants offered more of their own
money for the mug in conditions of regulatory fit
(Mpromotion-eager = $4.76; Mprevention-vigilant = $4.68)
than in conditions of regulatory non-fit (Mpromotion-

vigilant = $3.11; Mprevention-eager = $2.49).
Like other kinds of fit effects, the intensification

of monetary value has been documented across dif-
ferent motivational systems. One such example
involves regulatory mode theory, which posits that
two distinct and independent functions are
involved in self-regulation: assessment, which
involves the critical evaluation of all alternatives,
and locomotion, which involves managing to effect
change through movement from state to state (Hig-
gins et al., 2003; Kruglanski et al., 2000). Avnet and
Higgins (2003) tested how a regulatory fit between
a person’s regulatory mode and their decision-mak-
ing strategies influences the monetary value of
choice options. In this study, after completing an
experimental induction of either an assessment or
locomotion orientation, participants were asked to
evaluate five different book-lights for five different
attributes using one of two strategies. A “full evalu-
ation” strategy fit an assessment orientation because
it instructed participants to thoroughly compare all
brands and all attributes. In contrast, a “progressive
elimination” strategy fit a locomotion orientation
because it instructed participants to make continual
progress in the evaluation task by eliminating one
of the book-lights after reviewing each attribute
(whichever book-light was worst on that attribute).
The book-lights were chosen so that one would be
the clear favorite. Like Higgins, Idson, et al. (2003)
work testing regulatory fit as it pertains to promo-
tion versus prevention, Avnet and Higgins (2003)
found that, at the end of the study, participants in
the regulatory fit (versus non-fit) conditions offered
more of their own money to purchase the same
chosen book-light.

Similar effects have also been documented using
a range of outcome measures related to monetary
value. For instance, price estimations are intensified
by regulatory-construal fit (F€orster & Higgins, 2005)
and by a fit between regulatory focus and the size
and structure of one’s consideration set (Pham &
Chang, 2010). Willingness to pay is enhanced by fit

in the domains of regulatory focus (Higgins, Idson,
et al., 2003), regulatory mode (Avnet & Hig-
gins, 2003), and construal level (Etkin & Rat-
ner, 2013). Even opening offers in a negotiation
context are intensified by a fit between an individ-
ual’s regulatory focus and his or her role as a buyer
versus seller (Appelt et al., 2009). Across all of these
examples, regulatory fit produces a sense that the
decision-making process feels right, and this right-
ness transfers to evaluations of their choices, includ-
ing monetary worth.

Summary and Future Directions: Making a Decision in
a Manner that “Feels Right”

People experience a sense of regulatory fit
when their motivational orientation aligns with
their manner of goal pursuit (e.g., when a promo-
tion-focused person engages in decision making
eagerly, or an assessment-oriented person evalu-
ates choice options using a process of full evalua-
tion). Research investigating regulatory fit theory
indicates that when consumers experience a sense
of fit in their decision-making process, they feel
right about the process, which lends a sense that
the process is right. In this section, we reviewed
work indicating that this sense of rightness inten-
sifies evaluations of worth: People who experience
regulatory fit in the process of decision making
tend to evaluate positive outcomes more posi-
tively, and negative outcomes more negatively.
This research has examined the effects of regula-
tory fit on evaluations of a range of different tar-
gets relevant to consumer marketing, including
marketing messages, products, and branded activ-
ities. It has also examined different kinds of eval-
uations, from ratings of message persuasiveness
to monetary evaluations. Importantly, although
some aspects of the regulatory fit literature have
been established with an eye toward consumer
marketing (e.g., examinations of persuasive adver-
tising messaging; the bundling of products and
services), other aspects have only been examined
by scholars primarily interested in basic psychol-
ogy (e.g., fun versus important activity framing)
or organizational behavior (e.g., relationships with
individuals with a high versus low construal
level). To establish how such effects translate to a
marketing context, future research should apply
these insights to study consumer behavior explic-
itly, examining how regulatory fit contributes a
sense of rightness and intensifies consumers’ eval-
uations of the worth of outcomes at each step of
the decision journey.
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The Role Of Shared Reality In Making The Right
Decision

We have seen that making a decision in the “right
way” and that “feels right” intensifies evaluations
of chosen options, independent of the outcomes
associated with the chosen option. Yet, there is
more to this story. Humans rarely make decisions
in isolation—instead, decision making is often an
interpersonal process. Whether consulting a room-
mate when picking out a shirt color, choosing a
household product with one’s spouse, or listening
to a song recommended by a friend, making the
“right” decision is often done in tandem with
others, especially close others. In this section, we
review evidence suggesting that making the “right”
decision is particularly influenced by the experience
of shared reality—the perceived commonality of
feelings, beliefs, or concerns (inner states) with
another person about some target (Echterhoff, Hig-
gins, et al., 2009; Hardin & Higgins, 1996; Hig-
gins, 2019). Together, this research suggests that
shared reality intensifies the experience of making
the right decision.

Shared reality is especially relevant to consumer
psychology in today’s world, where consumers
communicate among themselves by Word Of
Mouth (WOM), through channels such as forums,
blogs, and social media. As consumers turn to each
other for information and advice, firms now “listen
in” on consumers for new marketing opportunities
(Urban & Hauser, 2004). Past influential models of
persuasive communication had emphasized the role
of the persuaders (e.g., how to use opinion leaders
or celebrities in an ad, how to craft messages to
increase consumer involvement; Kruglanski &
Thompson, 1999; Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). More
recent papers have described the significant effect
of WOM marketing on consumer behavior and, in
turn, sales (Akpinar & Berger, 2017; Netzer
et al., 2012). New marketing strategies increasingly
incorporate an understanding of how consumers
have evolved into active participants in brands’ per-
suasion attempts—moving fluidly between the roles
of target and agent of persuasion. Accordingly, we
review evidence suggesting that the sense of shared
reality between consumers can influence the experi-
ence of making the right decision.

Prior work on shared reality has shown that peo-
ple are especially likely to create a shared reality with
those they trust epistemically (as a source of informa-
tion about the world—see Echterhoff & Hig-
gins, 2017 for a review) and with whom they feel
connected (e.g., in-group members; Echterhoff

et al., 2005; Echterhoff et al., 2008; Sinclair
et al., 2005; or close relationship partners, Rossignac-
Milon et al., 2020; Rossignac-Milon & Hig-
gins, 2018). They are also more likely to create
shared reality with a group of people with a common
feeling or belief (versus with an individual; Echter-
hoff et al., 2017; Higgins et al., 2007). Thus, the pres-
ence of epistemic and relational motives, by
enhancing the creation of shared reality, should
intensify the experience of making the “right” deci-
sion. In this section, we review evidence from four
different types of situations in which shared reality
influences consumers: receiving verification from
others, persuading others, being persuaded, and
sharing experiences and decisions with others.

Receiving Verification from Others

Hardin and Higgins (1996) theorized that, when
socially verified, our inner states come to feel more
objectively “true” and “right.” Even when individu-
als’ judgments are simply preferences, like their
favorite flavor of ice cream, they want others to
agree with them, to verify that this flavor is truly
special. They want their preference to be more than
personal and subjective: They want their judgment
of the worth of the flavor to be the objective truth
(Higgins, 2019). And this objective truth is con-
ferred when others verify their judgment (Hardin &
Higgins, 1996). In this sense, when a decision is
verified by others, we may come to feel that this
decision is truly the right choice. Thus, experiencing
a commonality of inner states (thoughts, feelings,
beliefs) with another person about something
should influence the feeling of making the “right”
decision. However, as explained above, not all
sources of verification are equally influential: As
predicted by shared reality theory, the feeling of
making the “right decision” is especially powerful
when verified by a group of people with a common
feeling or belief or by a close other.

The social–psychological literature is replete with
evidence that perceived social consensus enhances
certainty that one’s attitude is appropriate (Petro-
celli et al., 2007; Visser & Mirabile, 2004) and that
one’s behaviors are warranted (Park et al., 2011;
Schultz et al., 2007). Believing that one’s attitude is
widely held enhances the conviction that it is the
“right” attitude.

Evidence from consumer psychology also sug-
gests that people use information about the number
of reviews to feel more “right” about a product.
Within e-commerce platforms (e.g., Amazon), pro-
duct pages commonly include rating and review
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systems highlighting the average rating score (re-
view valence; e.g., 4/5) as well as the number of rat-
ings or reviews submitted by consumers (review
volume). Although research indicates that sales are
associated with both review valence (e.g., Chevalier
& Mayzlin, 2006) and review volume (e.g., Duan
et al., 2008), follow-up work suggests that review
volume is more influential (Lin, 2014). We propose
that review volume may play this special role
because a rating based only on a handful of
reviews is more likely to be biased, given the size
of the sample. In contrast, the average rating across
many different consumers will be more likely to
reflect a general consensus and, thus, the truth
about the product.

Research also suggests that verification from close
others intensifies the experience of feeling “right”
about a decision. In particular, recommendations
from close others (versus acquaintances) are partic-
ularly useful when shoppers approach making their
ultimate decision about a product (Song
et al., 2014). Sites often show custom recommenda-
tions and reviews based on one’s social network
(e.g., showing Facebook friends who have partaken
in a particular activity on TripAdvisor). This prac-
tice is probably effective because people are more
likely to purchase a product that close others agree
is the right choice.

Future research in consumer psychology could
leverage these effects to intensify the feeling that
one’s decision is “right.” For example, sites could
consider adding a “consensus rating” to e-com-
merce product pages that indicates the variability
of the ratings received (i.e., low variability = high
consensus; high variability = low consensus). Based
on social consensus effects, we would expect that
purchase intent and sales will be higher when an
icon representing high consensus is presented (ver-
sus a low-consensus icon; and versus the status quo
of no consensus information). Similarly, linking pro-
duct evaluations to participants’ social media
friends who also selected the product could inten-
sify the “rightness” of the product. Researchers
could even manipulate the specific others high-
lighted on such a page (e.g., Facebook friends ver-
sus strangers) to demonstrate the effect of close
others (versus verification from anyone). In these
ways, feeling that close others or groups of people
have verified one’s decision could intensify feeling
“right” about this choice.

One open question is whether the effects of expe-
riencing a sense of shared reality about a decision
differ if the other person is verifying the outcome
of the decision or the decision-making process.

Even without verification that one’s ultimate choice
was the right one, there could be effects from
receiving verification that one has gone about the
decision-making process in the right way (e.g.,
another person verifying that is was right to make
the decision by using a process of progressive elimi-
nation rather than conducting a comprehensive
evaluation of all choice options; see Avnet & Hig-
gins, 2003). Perhaps experiencing a shared reality
about the decision-making process could suffice in
creating the experience of making the right deci-
sion.

Verifying Others: Social Tuning

In addition to receiving verification from others,
the greater use of WOM marketing makes the pro-
cess of verifying others increasingly relevant. Tuning
to others’ feelings and beliefs contributes to experi-
encing that one has made the “right” decision. In
this section, we consider social–psychological evi-
dence showing that creating a shared reality when
describing something to another person, through
verifying that person’s feelings or beliefs, may also
enhance the experience of making the right deci-
sion. We then link this research to recent work in
the field of consumer psychology.

Research on communication and self-persuasion
has examined how communicators tailor not only
what they say, but also what they subsequently re-
member, to fit with their communication partner’s
attitude (social tuning; Higgins & Rholes, 1978; for
reviews, see Echterhoff, Higgins, et al., 2009, and
Higgins, 2019). For example, when describing a
movie to a friend whom they know likes (or dis-
likes) this movie, people choose to describe it more
positively (or negatively). In turn, their memory of
the movie will shift to align with their description
(i.e., they will remember it more positively or nega-
tively). Their memory changes because their tuned
message about the movie becomes the appropriate
way to describe the movie—the truth about the
movie. Thus, the process of social tuning to verify
an audience’s feelings or beliefs about something
can intensify our own feelings and beliefs about
that thing—having the “right” attitude about some-
thing.

Critically, this effect is moderated by communi-
cators’ relationship with their audience—specifi-
cally, how connected they feel to the audience and
how much they trust the audience as a source of
truth. Participants exhibit a stronger recall bias (au-
dience-tuned memory) when the audience is a
group of individuals with a common view about
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something (Hausmann et al., 2008; Higgins
et al., 2007) and when they feel connected to the
audience because the audience is a member of their
in-group (Echterhoff et al., 2005, 2013), or has the
same status (Echterhoff, Lang, et al., 2009). Partici-
pants also exhibit stronger recall bias when their
audience is an expert on the topic (Echterhoff &
Higgins, 2017; Knausenberger et al., 2019). This
research suggests that when describing a product
or an experience to another person or a group of
people, consumers may adopt their communication
partner’s attitude about the product into their
description and memory of this product. Impor-
tantly, the extent of this phenomenon will depend
on their trust in the audience.

This work is especially relevant given the general
rise of WOM and user-generated content. Recent
work in consumer psychology has recognized a
new phenomenon in which ordinary consumers
grab hold of a “megaphone” online (“megaphone
effect”; McQuarrie et al., 2013) and acquire a mass
audience that historically was only available to pro-
fessionals with institutional mediation. Beyond just
posting reviews, ordinary consumers can now con-
sume publicly by posting accounts of their con-
sumption (e.g., haul videos or “unboxing” on
YouTube), and keep ongoing communications with
a large audience of strangers. Some of these con-
sumers become “influencers,” similar to opinion
leaders (Kozinets et al., 2010). Future research could
harness the lens of shared reality theory to examine
how influencers’ perceptions of their audience’s
attitude affect the content of their posts. Are they
engaging in social tuning?

For example, researchers could test a brand
ambassador program in which influencers are pro-
vided with either brief survey data collected from
their follower base indicating existing positive
views of the brand/product (experimental condi-
tion) versus no survey data (control condition). The
branded content that they subsequently produce for
recommendation could be coded for positivity.
Shared reality theory would predict that in the con-
dition where ambassadors see that their audience
likes the brand, the branded content they generate
will be even more positive.

Beyond influencers themselves, social network
structures suggest that attitudes about products
and experiences may be rapidly transmitted
through networks of consumers. Through each of
these consumer-to-consumer links, the process of
describing a product or experience to another con-
sumer (whom one believes has a generally favor-
able view toward the product) should intensify

one’s own conviction that this product or experi-
ence is positive. The potential for this rapid trans-
mission is evidenced by the grounding model of
cultural transmission (Kashima et al., 2007). Socially
shared information is grounded; that is, its meaning
becomes mutually understood and accepted among
parties and becomes a shared reality “tagged” as a
verified fact (Kashima et al., 2018). This socially
constructed reality is more likely to spread through
social networks (Bratanova & Kashima, 2014). Fur-
thermore, its repetition to multiple audiences makes
it a collective shared reality and this iterative pro-
cess facilitates the diffusion of group-level shared
reality (Kashima et al., 2018). This work shows the
potential for the effect of persuading others on atti-
tudes to spread through a network of people.

Future research could also move beyond one-
way audience-tuning to examine dyadic tuning.
Though research has mainly examined tuning as a
one-way process, tuning often happens mutually.
To give a real-world example, if influencers post
about a product on social media, and then follow-
ers comment on this post, these followers will tune
to the influencer’s attitude about the product. In
turn, the influencer will comment back, tuning to
their followers—creating a cyclical process of shar-
ing-is-believing (Higgins, 2019). This cyclical process
is even more salient in real-world conversations, in
which interactants engage in a rapid process of
reciprocal tuning. Thus, when dyads or networks of
consumers discuss a product that they generally
view positively, then they should ultimately emerge
with an even more evaluatively biased view, and
feel more certain that their evaluation of the pro-
duct is appropriate or right.

Being Persuaded By Others

Research also suggests that people are more
easily persuaded by those with whom they have a
sense of shared reality. As originally put forward
by Higgins (1992), attitude formation is a funda-
mentally social process. Attitude formation cannot
be explained simply by pure cognitive processes—
instead, it is driven by the motivated process of cre-
ating a shared reality. Critically, shared reality the-
ory predicts that people will be more persuaded by
those they feel connected to and trust as a source of
truth. Close partners and trusted others are more
persuasive—in other words, people are more likely
to believe their recommendations are “right.”

Prior work from social psychology has shown
that, as a listener, one’s relationship to the commu-
nicator matters. A large body of work has
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established that one’s recollection of something is
fundamentally shaped by what one’s communica-
tion partner said—and, importantly, did not say—
about it (see Hirst & Coman, 2018, for a review).
Specifically, through a process called socially shared
retrieval-induced forgetting, listeners come to forget
related aspects of something that the speaker left
unmentioned (versus mentioned memories and ver-
sus unrelated, unmentioned memories). For exam-
ple, imagine two people experience an event
together. If later on, Person A is describing that
event to Person B and omits negative aspects of the
experience, then Person B will selectively forget
those negative aspects (compared to aspects of the
experience that were mentioned, and also compared
to negative aspects of a different, unrelated experi-
ence).

Notably, as shared reality theory would predict,
this effect is especially strong when the listener feels
relationally connected to the speaker (Coman &
Hirst, 2015). Importantly, this effect can occur in
large-scale social networks, especially if these are
clustered (Coman et al., 2016). This research sug-
gests that consumers might “selectively forget”
downsides of a product when they hear someone
describe that product without mentioning these
downsides, or even when they see posts in their
social media network about a product that omit
these elements.

Evidence has accrued in consumer psychology
that people trust the opinions and recommenda-
tions of their close others more than systems or
brands. Consumers trust earned media (online
WOM) more than paid media (Nielsen, 2015). For
example, 83% of respondents reported trusting rec-
ommendations from people they know, whereas
trust in different types of paid ads ranged from
54% (radio) to 63% (TV). People report that every-
day consumers like family and friends are more
impactful on their consumer behavior than every
other kind of influencer except mainstream journal-
ists (Cision, 2019). Marketers are increasingly shift-
ing toward spending their budgets on earned
media (Cision & Demand Gen, 2017; Cision, 2019).
Compared to system recommendations, recommen-
dations by other consumers are more likely to
increase consumers’ trust in, as well as consumers’
perceptions of, the product’s potential affective
impact (Benlian et al., 2012).

Indeed, one key element of shared reality is epis-
temic and relational trust (Echterhoff,Higgins, et al.,
2009)—trusting one’s communication partner as a
source of connection and truth. This perspective has
important implications for the way consumers

approach and respond to brands’ persuasion
attempts. Consumers often have intuitive theories
about marketers’ motives and tactics, and specifi-
cally, theories about the appropriateness of a mar-
keter’s tactic (Friestad & Wright, 1994). If
consumers have the sense that they are being
manipulated by the brand, this should lower their
relational and epistemic trust in the brand and
could backfire. This is exactly what consumer psy-
chology has found: When consumers are suspicious
of a brand’s persuasion attempts and successfully
resist this attempt, they become even more con-
vinced of their original attitudes, which may not be
in favor of a product (Tormala & Petty, 2002).

Given the impact of trust on persuasion, future
research could investigate whether influencer cam-
paigns would benefit from featuring people at the
same "level" and status as the target audience—
someone the target audience can trust and relate to,
rather than people they aspire to be like, such as
celebrities or social media stars. Prior work in
shared reality research has specifically shown that
people are less likely to create a shared reality with
someone of a higher (versus similar) status (Echter-
hoff, Lang, et al., 2009). Perhaps brands should
downplay the traditional image of glamour and
aloofness expected of a spokesperson because the
inability for consumers to relate to this person
could undermine their shared reality, thereby com-
promising the extent to which consumers feel
“right” about the product.

A real-world example of this is the phenomenon
of “fake Instagram” or “finsta” accounts, in which
celebrities post content, such as unflattering photos
or disclosing vulnerabilities, that is experienced as
being more “real,” authentic, and less highly
curated than their official social media accounts.
Future research could test how consumers react to
promotional content from these influencers’ official
versus “finsta” accounts. Do celebrities’ “finsta”
accounts change their perceived status (i.e., do con-
sumers perceive them as more similar in status to
themselves)? If so, do consumers find messages
from “finstas” to be more persuasive and trustwor-
thy? Does purchase intent increase?

Joint Decision Making and Consumption

People often make decisions with others—a pro-
cess that can depend on successfully creating a
shared reality. Moreover, they often consume prod-
ucts and engage in experiences together. In such
cases of joint decision making and consumption,
the experience of “rightness” can be influenced by
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shared reality creation during the decision-making
process and during consumption itself.

Social–psychological evidence supports the idea
that experiencing a shared reality during a deci-
sion-making process enhances the experience of
making the “right” decision. As a classic example,
small groups of people converge on a normative
judgment about the distance a light moves even
when the light does not, in fact, move at all
(Sherif, 1936). Despite the normative judgment
being inaccurate, participants experience this judg-
ment as the truth, even when subsequently making
a private judgment. The shared judgment is experi-
enced as the “right” judgment.

In a recent study, participants jointly interpreted
ambiguous images with an online chat partner. Par-
ticipants who experienced a greater shared reality
with their online partner felt more certain that they
knew what was really going on in the images—in
other words, they felt that their interpretation of
the images was “right” (Rossignac-Milon
et al., 2020). In another study in this paper, roman-
tic dyads were given the opportunity to select a
product together—an image print to take home. As
coded by observers, couples who appeared to cre-
ate a greater shared reality during this decision by
developing a joint perspective ultimately appeared
more satisfied with their decision (Rossignac-Milon
et al., 2020). This finding suggests that the process
of creating a shared reality with a close partner
increases the worth of the selected option. Together,
these studies point to the importance of the process
of creating a shared reality in enhancing the experi-
ence of having made the “right” decision or inter-
preting things in the “right” way.

Shared reality may also enhance the intensity of
consumption experiences. Jointly consuming a good
or service can imbue arbitrary behaviors with
meaning (Vohs et al., 2013). Objects are experienced
more intensely when experienced simultaneously
with others. As examples, tastes (both pleasant and
unpleasant) are accentuated when consumed with
others (Boothby et al., 2014), emotions are intensi-
fied when experienced with others (Shteyn-
berg, 2015), pleasant activities are more fun when
engaged in with others (Reis et al., 2017), and mes-
sages are more persuasive when attended to with
others (Shteynberg et al., 2016). Furthermore, these
effects extend to memory: Objects attended to with
others are more accurately recalled (Shteynberg
et al., 2016) and are more conducive to social learn-
ing (Shteynberg, 2015).

Critically, these effects are especially pronounced
between co-experiencers who feel closer, such as

familiar partners, similar others, or in-group mem-
bers (Boothby et al., 2016, 2017; Shteynberg, 2015).
Several researchers have theorized that shared real-
ity may underlie these effects—in other words, per-
ceiving that a co-experiencer is experiencing the
stimuli in the same way may amplify one’s percep-
tions of it (Boothby et al., 2017; Shteynberg, 2018;
Steinmetz & Pfattheicher, 2017). This research sug-
gests that, given a baseline level of positivity about
an experience (which is often the case when a pro-
duct or experience has been selected), experiencing
a sense of shared reality with one’s co-experiencer
should intensify feeling “right” about the product
or experience.

Beyond isolated moments and experiences, re-
peated co-experience may play an even larger role in
intensifying the degree to which a person feels
“right” about an experience or product being con-
sumed. Shared practices—ways of thinking, behav-
ing, interacting, and talking that are unique and
special to their relationship—form an important
component of the development of shared reality in
interpersonal relationships (Rossignac-Milon & Hig-
gins, 2018). Indeed, research has shown that cou-
ples benefit from perceiving their joint consumption
behaviors (e.g., paying for a weekly date night, or
consuming coffee together) as meaningful “rituals”
(versus “routines”): They report more positive emo-
tions and greater relationship satisfaction and com-
mitment (Garcia-Rada et al., 2019). Importantly,
consistent with shared reality theory, this work
found that these benefits are enhanced when cou-
ples mutually agree that the experience is a ritual.

These benefits extend to groups: Family-specific
rituals and traditions amplify holiday enjoyment
(Sezer et al., 2016). The importance of shared prac-
tices can even be seen in early child development.
Learning shared cultural practices from one’s care-
giver, such as learning the names of things and
other shared customs, forms an important stage of
shared reality development (Higgins, 2016). Chil-
dren perpetuate these ritualistic actions and conven-
tions, even when ineffective (Nielsen et al., 2015),
and these group rituals play a key role in group
cohesion and shared identity (Watson-Jones &
Legare, 2016). Critically, rituals surrounding an
object enhance the desirability and significance of
that object (Kapit�any & Nielsen, 2015). Thus, shared
practices form an important component of everyday
life and relationships and can enhance the experi-
ence of feeling “right” about products and experi-
ences.

Various lines of work in consumer psychology
suggest that engaging in shared practices can play
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an important role in fostering a common identity
between members of a consumer base, and that
consumption brings people together (Woolley &
Fishbach, 2017). Muniz and O’Guinn (2001) argued
that consumers create a “consciousness of kind”;
that is, a sense of common identity that sets off
members from others, has “shared rituals and tradi-
tions” that carry specific meaning systems among
them, and involves a “sense of moral obligation”
that motivates contributions to the brand commu-
nity. Similarly, concepts like consumer tribes (Cova
et al., 2007) and subcultures of consumption
(Schouten & McAlexander, 1995) point to the
importance of this shared reality among consumers.
The concept of brand community has provided a
useful framework for understanding how con-
sumers create value from forming enduring social
bonds and sustaining a shared experience around
brands.

Future work could leverage these shared prac-
tices and rituals, especially around jointly consum-
ing products and experiences, to enhance the
experience of feeling “right” about them. The suc-
cess of commercials like Coca-Cola’s (e.g., The
Coca-Cola Company, 1971/2012), in which a group
of people from around the world sing together, “I’d
like to buy the world a Coke//And keep it com-
pany//That’s the real thing,” speak to the powerful
effects of wanting to partake in a group practice of
consuming or even holding/possessing a product.
But especially as consumers’ desire to maintain
their sense of control in the marketplace increases
(Faraji-Rad et al., 2017), new marketing campaigns
have begun to allow consumers to actively con-
tribute to campaigns rather than passively observing
them. We propose that these campaigns will be
especially powerful when consumers feel like they
are partaking in a “shared practice” with the group.
The success of viral social media challenges, such
as the “Vans Challenge” or “ALS Ice Bucket Chal-
lenge,” speak to the power of actively participating
in the creation of collective shared reality with the
larger consumer base.

Summary and Future Directions: The Role of Shared
Reality in Making the Right Decision

In this section, we review evidence suggesting
the experience of shared reality between consumers
intensifies the experience of making the right deci-
sion. First, experiencing social verification of one’s
choice can intensify the perception that the decision
is truly the right choice. This is especially the case
when the social verification comes from a group of

people or a close other. Future research in con-
sumer psychology could leverage these effects to
intensify the feeling that one’s decision is right; for
example, by providing a consensus rating or linking
product evaluations to participants’ social media
friends. Second, creating a shared reality when
describing something to another person, through
verifying that person’s feelings or beliefs, can also
enhance the experience of making the right deci-
sion. Given the general rise of WOM and user-gen-
erated content, future research could examine how
the process of describing a product or experience to
another consumer with a favorable view toward
the product intensifies one’s own conviction that
this product or experience is positive. Third,
research has shown that as a listener, experiencing
a shared reality as a result of being persuaded by
others can influence the experience of making the
right decision. Given the facility of creating a
shared reality with someone of the same status,
future research could investigate whether influ-
encers of the same (versus higher) status as the tar-
get audience more effectively persuade potential
customers. Finally, the process of co-constructing a
shared reality and establishing shared practices
together can influence how right a decision feels.
Future work could leverage these shared practices
and rituals, especially around jointly consuming
products and experiences, to enhance the experi-
ence of feeling “right” about them.

General Discussions And Conclusions

Collectively, this research suggests that when mak-
ing a decision, experiencing a choice option as wor-
thy involves far more than a simple benefit–cost
calculation. The experienced worth of a given
choice option also depends on how right people feel
during the decision-making process. When they feel
right, their evaluations of choice options are intensi-
fied, with positive choices viewed as even more
worthwhile, and negative choices viewed as even
less. Sometimes, this feeling of “rightness” is
derived from experience that the decision-making
process itself is the proper way to proceed, whether
explicitly stated (e.g., a heading that reads “THE
RIGHT WAY!”) or implicitly conveyed through
social norms (e.g., a right-handed handshake).
However, a less direct but more common route
involves experiencing a regulatory fit between one’s
motivational orientation and one’s manner of deci-
sion making. This experience contributes a sense of
“feeling right” that similarly intensifies their
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evaluations, even when those evaluations are unre-
lated to the conditions that produced such a fit in
the first place.

In addition, research on shared reality suggests
that understanding how humans come to feel
“right” about a decision or experience is incomplete
without considering the interpersonal nature of this
process—specifically, the experience of shared reality.
Experiencing a commonality of inner states about
the world can influence feeling “right” in several
ways. First, the social verification afforded by
shared reality—social tuning to agree with
another’s choice—can enhance the experience of
making the “right” choice. Through the creation of
shared reality, simply describing a product posi-
tively to another person to suit their perceived posi-
tive attitude toward that product can subsequently
bias one’s own attitude toward a product to be
even more favorable. Furthermore, people are more
likely to be persuaded by those with whom they
establish a sense of shared reality. And finally, the
extent to which people experience a sense of shared
reality when jointly making a decision or consum-
ing a product can powerfully shape the experience
of these products. Considering the effects of shared
reality is extremely relevant in today’s world, in
which modern consumers increasingly communi-
cate by word of mouth and play an active role in
marketing. Thus, more than ever, shared reality is
an important factor in understanding how people
come to feel “right” about the ways in which they
engage with the world.

We should also note that experiencing a shared
reality could contribute to the experience of making
the “right” choice from proceeding in the proper
way or from using a decision-making strategy that
fits one’s motivational orientation if the proper pro-
cess or fit process is experienced as a shared practice
(Higgins, 2019). In some of the studies described
earlier, for example, participants embraced a pro-
cess for decision making that was suggested (at
least implicitly) by the experimenter as being the
“right” process to use, such as in the ‘mug and
pen’ fit studies where some participants were told
to make their decision in either an eager way (what
they would gain from choosing each option) or a
vigilant way (what they would lose by not choos-
ing each option). When these ways of making the
decision was a fit (i.e., eager with promotion; vigi-
lant with prevention), the choice could not only
“feel right,” but, because of shared reality, it might
also feel really “right.” Conversely, if the experience
of shared reality was weakened, then the “feeling
right” from fit might be weakened. It is possible,

for example, that “feeling right” from fit would be
weakened if participants believed that they were
assigned randomly to make their decision in either
an eager or vigilant manner by a computer pro-
gram.

In this paper, we propose that when the deci-
sion-making process feels “right,” this feeling will
intensify the evaluation of the chosen option—inde-
pendent of the expected outcomes associated with
the chosen option. Our purpose is to emphasize an
additional contributor to the worth of a chosen
option: how the decision-making process is experi-
enced as being “right.” We are not claiming that
this “feeling right” experience is the only mecha-
nism that contributes to the worth of a process.
Another mechanism, for example, would be a pro-
cess means that fulfills multiple ends—multifinality
(see Kruglanski et al., 2002). For instance, the
owner of a business could choose business methods
that not only make the business profitable, but also
reflect high moral character. Thus, using ethical
methods as a type of “proper way” could enhance
the worth of the goal pursuit process from multifi-
nality. Notably, our “proper way” studies did not
involve using methods as a means to fulfill an addi-
tional ethical end. There was only one end—to
decide whether the mug or the pen was the better
choice. Everyone used the same means for that
same end (i.e., thinking about the benefits and costs
of choosing each option), but participants in the
“Right Way” condition focused on the process
being suitable whereas those in the “Best Choice”
condition focused on the end outcomes rather than
the process of choosing.

Yet another mechanism that could contribute to
the worth of a process would be to use a process
strategy that is more efficient than alternative
strategies to achieve the same end-state, thereby
enhancing worth by having the same outcome ben-
efits with less process costs. Something like this
could also be happening in some “fit” studies given
that there is evidence that fit can increase decision-
making fluency (see Lee & Aaker, 2004). Notably,
such a fit effect need not arise from one strategy
having more instrumental value than another. In
the “mug and pen” studies, for instance, the value
of the chosen mug was not different between those
who used an eager strategy to choose it and those
who used a vigilant strategy. Instead, it was the
relation between the strategy and the decision
maker’s motivational orientation (promotion or pre-
vention) that made the decision-making process
“feel right” and strengthened engagement, which
intensified the positivity of the chosen mug.

Making the Right Decision 727



Precisely how making the “right” decision inten-
sifies the worth of a chosen option is not yet fully
understood. We end this paper with a speculation,
and begin with an analogy to what we think might
be going on. What happens when we identify an
object (or event)—when we decide “what” it is?
The subjective experience is that we choose the
identification category whose features best match
the features of that object. Our identification is about
the object. But, in fact, the knowledge activation lit-
erature has clearly shown that our identification is
not just about the object. It is also about the relative
accessibility of different stored identification cate-
gories, and this accessibility factor (from prior prim-
ing or prior chronic accessibility) can have a
stronger effect on identification than the features of
the object (for a review, see Higgins, 1996). Both
the features of an object and the relative accessibility
of stored identification categories join together to
contribute to the object’s identification. What is per-
ceived is a “member of an accessible category” rather
than just an “object” with its particular features.

We propose that an analogous “joining together”
underlies the evaluation of a chosen object. Once
again, the object that is chosen has its own particu-
lar (expected) outcomes associated with choosing it.
But the evaluation of the object is not determined
only by these outcomes. The choosing process itself,
as a separate factor, also contributes to the evalua-
tion of the object. In this paper, we have high-
lighted how engaging in a choosing process that
feels “right” also contributes to the evaluation of
the chosen object. Both an object’s associated out-
comes and the choosing process itself join together
to contribute to evaluation of the chosen object.
What is evaluated is the “object as chosen” rather
than just an “object” with its outcomes.

REFERENCES

Akpinar, E., & Berger, J. (2017). Valuable virality. Journal
of Marketing Research, 54, 318–30. https://doi.org/10.
1509/jmr.13.0350

Appelt, K. C., Zou, X., Arora, P., & Higgins, E. T. (2009).
Regulatory fit in negotiation: Effects of “prevention-
buyer” and “promotion-seller” fit. Social Cognition, 27,
365–84. https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2009.27.3.365

Avnet, T., & Higgins, E. T. (2003). Locomotion, assess-
ment, and regulatory fit: Value transfer from “how” to
“what”. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 39,
525–30. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(03)00027-1

Benlian, A., Titah, R., & Hess, T. (2012). Differential
effects of provider recommendations and consumer
reviews in e-commerce transactions: An experimental

study. Journal of Management Information Systems, 29,
237–72. https://doi.org/10.2753/MIS0742-1222290107

Berson, Y., & Halevy, N. (2014). Hierarchy, leadership,
and construal fit. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Applied, 20, 232–46. https://doi.org/10.1037/xa
p0000017

Bian, R., Sun, F., Lin, Z., Gao, Q., Yuan, X., & Xie, A.
(2020). The moderating role of interviewer’s regulatory
focus in the effectiveness of impression management
tactics: Regulatory fit as a source of subjective value.
British Journal of Psychology, 111, 369–94. https://doi.
org/10.1111/bjop.12403

Bianco, A. T., Higgins, E. T., & Klem, A. (2003). How
“fun/importance” fit affects performance: Relating
implicit theories to instructions. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 29, 1091–103. https://doi.org/10.
1177/0146167203253481

Boothby, E. J., Clark, M. S., & Bargh, J. A. (2014). Shared
experiences are amplified. Psychological Science, 25,
2209–16. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614551162

Boothby, E. J., Smith, L. K., Clark, M. S., & Bargh, J. A.
(2016). Psychological distance moderates the amplifica-
tion of shared experience. Personality & Social Psychology
Bulletin, 42, 1431–44. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0146167216662869

Boothby, E. J., Smith, L. K., Clark, M. S., & Bargh, J. A.
(2017). The world looks better together: How close
others enhance our visual experiences. Personal Relation-
ships, 24, 694–714. https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12201

Bratanova, B., & Kashima, Y. (2014). The “saying is
repeating” effect: Dyadic communication can generate
cultural stereotypes. The Journal of Social Psychology,
154, 155–74. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2013.
874326

Camacho, C. J., Higgins, E. T., & Luger, L. (2003). Moral
value transfer from regulatory fit: What feels right is
right and what feels wrong is wrong. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 84, 498–510. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.498

Cesario, J., Grant, H., & Higgins, E. T. (2004). Regulatory
fit and persuasion: Transfer from “feeling right”. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 86, 388–404.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.3.388

Cesario, J., & Higgins, E. T. (2008). Making message
recipients “feel right”: How nonverbal cues can
increase persuasion. Psychological Science, 19, 415–20.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02102.x

Cesario, J., Higgins, E. T., & Scholer, A. A. (2008). Regula-
tory fit and persuasion: Basic principles and remaining
questions. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2,
444–63. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00055.
x

Chevalier, J. A., & Mayzlin, D. (2006). The effect of word
of mouth on sales: Online book reviews. Journal of Mar-
keting Research, 43, 345–54. https://doi.org/10.1509/
jmkr.43.3.345

Cision & Demand Gen (2017). Earned media influential in
performance marketing. https://www.cision.com/us/

728 Higgins et al.

https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.13.0350
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmr.13.0350
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2009.27.3.365
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(03)00027-1
https://doi.org/10.2753/MIS0742-1222290107
https://doi.org/10.1037/xap0000017
https://doi.org/10.1037/xap0000017
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12403
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12403
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203253481
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203253481
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614551162
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216662869
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167216662869
https://doi.org/10.1111/pere.12201
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2013.874326
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2013.874326
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.498
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.498
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.3.388
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02102.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00055.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00055.x
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.43.3.345
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.43.3.345
https://www.cision.com/us/resources/white-papers/earned-media-influential-in-performance-marketing/


resources/white-papers/earned-media-influential-in-pe
rformance-marketing/

Cision, (2019). 2019 global comms report: The path to pro-
gress. https://www.cision.com/us/2019/11/2019-globa
l-comms-report-the-path-to-progress/

Coman, A., & Hirst, W. (2015). Social identity and
socially shared retrieval-induced forgetting: The effects
of group membership. Journal of Experimental Psychol-
ogy. General, 144, 717–22. https://doi.org/10.1037/xge
0000077

Coman, A., Momennejad, I., Drach, R. D., & Geana, A.
(2016). Mnemonic convergence in social networks: The
emergent properties of cognition at a collective level.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 113,
8171–6. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1525569113

Cova, B., Kozinets, R., & Shankar, A. (2007). Consumer
tribes, Oxford, UK: Routledge.

Crowe, E., & Higgins, E. T. (1997). Regulatory focus and
strategic inclinations: Promotion and prevention in
decision-making. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 69, 117–32. https://doi.org/10.1006/
obhd.1996.2675

Dimotakis, N., Davison, R. B., & Hollenbeck, J. R. (2012).
Team structure and regulatory focus: The impact of
regulatory fit on team dynamic. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 97, 421–34. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026701

Duan, W., Gu, B., & Whinston, A. B. (2008). The dynam-
ics of online word-of-mouth and product sales—An
empirical investigation of the movie industry. Journal of
Retailing, 84, 233–42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.
2008.04.005

Echterhoff, G., & Higgins, E. T. (2017). Creating shared
reality in interpersonal and intergroup communication:
The role of epistemic processes and their interplay.
European Review of Social Psychology, 28, 175–226.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2017.1333315

Echterhoff, G., Higgins, E. T., & Groll, S. (2005). Audi-
ence-tuning effects on memory: The role of shared real-
ity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89, 257–
76. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.3.257

Echterhoff, G., Higgins, E. T., Kopietz, R., & Groll, S.
(2008). How communication goals determine when
audience tuning biases memory. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: General, 137, 3–21. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0096-3445.137.1.3

Echterhoff, G., Higgins, E. T., & Levine, J. M. (2009).
Shared reality: Experiencing commonality with others’
inner states about the world. Perspectives on Psychologi-
cal Science, 4, 496–521. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-
6924.2009.01161.x

Echterhoff, G., Kopietz, R., & Higgins, E. T. (2013).
Adjusting shared reality: Communicators’ memory
changes as their connection with their audience
changes. Social Cognition, 31, 162–86. https://doi.org/
10.1521/soco.2013.31.2.162

Echterhoff, G., Kopietz, R., & Higgins, E. T. (2017).
Shared reality in intergroup communication: Increasing
the epistemic authority of an out-group audience.

Journal of Experimental Psychology: General, 146, 806–25.
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000289

Echterhoff, G., Lang, S., Kr€amer, N., & Higgins, E. T.
(2009). Audience-tuning effects on memory: The role of
audience status in sharing reality. Social Psychology, 40,
150–63. https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335.40.3.150

Etkin, J., & Ratner, R. K. (2013). Goal pursuit, now and
later: Temporal compatibility of different versus similar
means. Journal of Consumer Research, 39, 1085–99.
https://doi.org/10.1086/667203

Faraji-Rad, A., Melumad, S., & Johar, G. V. (2017). Con-
sumer desire for control as a barrier to new product
adoption. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 27, 347–54.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2016.08.002

F€orster, J., & Higgins, E. T. (2005). How global versus
local perception fits regulatory focus. Psychological
Science, 16, 631–6. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.
2005.01586.x

Freitas, A. L., & Higgins, E. T. (2002). Enjoying goal-di-
rected action: The role of regulatory fit. Psychological
Science, 13, 1–6. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.
00401

Friestad, M., & Wright, P. (1994). The persuasion knowl-
edge model: How people cope with persuasion
attempts. Journal of Consumer Research, 21, 1–31.
https://doi.org/10.1086/209380

Garcia-Rada, X., Sezer, O., & Norton, M. I. (2019). Rituals
and nuptials: The emotional and relational conse-
quences of relationship rituals. Journal of the Association
for Consumer Research, 4, 185–97. https://doi.org/10.
1086/702761

Hamstra, M. R. W., Van Yperen, N. W., Wisse, B., &
Sassenberg, K. (2011). Transformational-transactional
leadership styles and followers’ regulatory focus: Fit
reduces followers’ turnover intentions. Journal of Person-
nel Psychology, 10, 182. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-
5888/a000043

Hardin, C. D., & Higgins, E. T. (1996). Shared reality:
How social verification makes the subjective objective.
In R. M. Sorrentino, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of
motivation and cognition: The interpersonal context, Vol. 3
(pp. 28–84). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Hausmann, L. R. M., Levine, J. M., & Higgins, E. T.
(2008). Communication and group perception: Extend-
ing the “saying is believing” effect. Group Processes &
Intergroup Relations, 11, 539–54. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1368430208095405

Higgins, E. T. (1992). Achieving “shared reality” in the
communication game: A social action that creates
meaning. Journal of Language and Social Psychology, 11,
107–31. https://doi.org/10.1177/0261927X92113001

Higgins, E. T. (1996). Knowledge activation: Accessibility,
applicability, and salience. In E. T. Higgins, & A. W.
Kruglanski (Eds.), Social psychology: Handbook of basic
principles (pp. 133–68). New York, NY: Guilford Press.

Higgins, E. T. (1997). Beyond pleasure and pain. American
Psychologist, 52(12), 1280–300. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0003-066X.52.12.1280

Making the Right Decision 729

https://www.cision.com/us/resources/white-papers/earned-media-influential-in-performance-marketing/
https://www.cision.com/us/resources/white-papers/earned-media-influential-in-performance-marketing/
https://www.cision.com/us/2019/11/2019-global-comms-report-the-path-to-progress/
https://www.cision.com/us/2019/11/2019-global-comms-report-the-path-to-progress/
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000077
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000077
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1525569113
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1996.2675
https://doi.org/10.1006/obhd.1996.2675
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026701
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2008.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2008.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1080/10463283.2017.1333315
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.3.257
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.137.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.137.1.3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01161.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01161.x
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2013.31.2.162
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2013.31.2.162
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000289
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335.40.3.150
https://doi.org/10.1086/667203
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2016.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2005.01586.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2005.01586.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00401
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00401
https://doi.org/10.1086/209380
https://doi.org/10.1086/702761
https://doi.org/10.1086/702761
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000043
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000043
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430208095405
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430208095405
https://doi.org/10.1177/0261927X92113001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.52.12.1280
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.52.12.1280


Higgins, E. T. (1998). Promotion and prevention: Regula-
tory focus as a motivational principle. In M. P. Zanna
(Ed.), Advances in experimental social psychology, Vol. 30
(pp. 1–46). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0065-2601(08)60381-0

Higgins, E. T. (2000). Making a good decision: Value from
fit. American Psychologist, 55, 1217–30. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0003-066X.55.11.1217

Higgins, E. T. (2006). Value from hedonic experience and
engagement. Psychological Review, 113, 439–60.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.113.3.439

Higgins, E. T. (2012). Beyond pleasure and pain: How moti-
vation works, New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Higgins, E. T. (2016). Shared-reality development in child-
hood. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 11, 466–95.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616635595

Higgins, E. T. (2019). Shared reality: What makes us strong
and tears us apart, New York, NY: Oxford University
Press.

Higgins, E. T., Camacho, C. J., Idson, L. C., Spiegel, S., &
Scholer, A. A. (2008). How making the same decision
in a “proper way” creates value. Social Cognition, 26,
496–514. https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2008.26.5.496

Higgins, E. T., Cesario, J., Hagiwara, N., Spiegel, S., &
Pittman, T. (2010). Increasing or decreasing interest in
activities: The role of regulatory fit. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 98, 559–72. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0018833

Higgins, E. T., Echterhoff, G., Crespillo, R., & Kopietz, R.
(2007). Effects of communication on social knowledge:
Sharing reality with individual versus group audiences.
Japanese Psychological Research, 49, 89–99. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1468-5884.2007.00336.x

Higgins, E. T., Idson, L. C., Freitas, A. L., Spiegel, S., &
Molden, D. C. (2003). Transfer of value from fit. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 84, 1140–53.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.6.1140

Higgins, E. T., Kruglanski, A. W., & Pierro, A. (2003).
Regulatory mode: Locomotion and assessment as dis-
tinct orientations. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in
experimental social psychology, Vol. 35 (pp. 293–344). San
Diego, CA: Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0065-2601(03)01005-0

Higgins, E. T., Nakkawita, E., & Cornwell, J. F. M.
(2020). Beyond outcomes: How regulatory focus moti-
vates consumer goal pursuit processes. Consumer Psy-
chology Review, 3, 76–90. https://doi.org/10.1002/arc
p.1052

Higgins, E. T., & Pinelli, F. (2020). Regulatory focus and
fit effects in organizations. Annual Review of Organiza-
tional Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 7, 25–48.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012119-
045404

Higgins, E. T., & Rholes, W. S. (1978). “Saying is believ-
ing”: Effects of message modification on memory and
liking for the person described. Journal of Experimental
Social Psychology, 14, 363–78. https://doi.org/10.1016/
0022-1031(78)90032-X

Hirst, W., & Coman, A. (2018). Building a collective mem-
ory: The case for collective forgetting. Current Opinion
in Psychology, 23, 88–92. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.c
opsyc.2018.02.002

Hong, J., & Lee, A. Y. (2008). Be fit and be strong: Mas-
tering self-regulation through regulatory fit. Journal of
Consumer Research, 34, 682–95. https://doi.org/10.
1086/521902

Kapit�any, R., & Nielsen, M. (2015). Adopting the ritual
stance: The role of opacity and context in ritual and
everyday actions. Cognition, 145, 13–29. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.08.002

Kashima, Y., Bratanova, B., & Peters, K. (2018). Social
transmission and shared reality in cultural dynamics.
Current Opinion in Psychology, 23, 15–9. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.10.004

Kashima, Y., Klein, O., & Clark, A. E. (2007). Grounding:
Sharing information in social interaction. In K. Fiedler
(Ed.), Social communication (pp. 27–77). New York, NY:
Psychology Press.

Knausenberger, J., Wagner, U., Higgins, E. T., & Echter-
hoff, G. (2019). Epistemic authority in communication
effects on memory: Creating shared reality with experts
on the topic. Journal of Applied Research in Memory and
Cognition, 8, 439–49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.
2019.07.002

Koenig, A. M., Cesario, J., Molden, D. C., Kosloff, S., &
Higgins, E. T. (2009). Incidental experiences of regula-
tory fit and the processing of persuasive appeals. Per-
sonality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 35, 1342–55.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167209339076

Kozinets, R. V., de Valck, K., Wojnicki, A. C., & Wilner,
S. J. S. (2010). Networked narratives: Understanding
word-of-mouth marketing in online communities. Jour-
nal of Marketing, 74, 71–89. https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.
74.2.71

Kruglanski, A. W., Shah, J. Y., Fishbach, A., Friedman, R.,
Chun, W. Y., & Sleeth-Keppler, D. (2002). A theory of
goal systems. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experi-
mental social psychology, Vol. 34 (pp. 331–78). New York,
NY: Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-
2601(02)80008-9

Kruglanski, A. W., & Thompson, E. P. (1999). Persuasion
by a single route: A view from the unimodel. Psycholog-
ical Inquiry, 10, 83–109. https://doi.org/10.1207/
S15327965PL100201

Kruglanski, A. W., Thompson, E. P., Higgins, E. T.,
Atash, M. N., Pierro, A., Shah, J. Y., & Spiegel, S.
(2000). To “do the right thing” or to “just do it”: Loco-
motion and assessment as distinct self-regulatory
imperatives. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
79, 793–815. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.5.
793

Lee, A. Y., & Aaker, J. L. (2004). Bringing the frame into
focus: The influence of regulatory fit on processing flu-
ency and persuasion. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 86, 205–18. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.86.2.205

730 Higgins et al.

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60381-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60381-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.11.1217
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.11.1217
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.113.3.439
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616635595
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2008.26.5.496
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018833
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018833
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5884.2007.00336.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-5884.2007.00336.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.6.1140
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(03)01005-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(03)01005-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1052
https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1052
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012119-045404
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012119-045404
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(78)90032-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(78)90032-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1086/521902
https://doi.org/10.1086/521902
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2019.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jarmac.2019.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167209339076
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.74.2.71
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.74.2.71
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(02)80008-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(02)80008-9
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PL100201
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327965PL100201
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.5.793
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.79.5.793
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.2.205
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.86.2.205


Lee, A. Y., & Higgins, E. T. (2009). The persuasive power
of regulatory fit. In M. W€anke (Ed.), The social psychol-
ogy of consumer behavior (pp. 319–33). New York, NY:
Psychology Press.

Lee, A. Y., Keller, P. A., & Sternthal, B. (2010). Value from
regulatory construal fit: The persuasive impact of fit
between consumer goals and message concreteness.
Journal of Consumer Research, 36, 735–47. https://doi.
org/10.1086/605591

Liberman, N., & Trope, Y. (1998). The role of feasibility
and desirability considerations in near and distant
future decisions: A test of temporal construal theory.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75, 5–18.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.5

Lin, Z. (2014). An empirical investigation of user and sys-
tem recommendations in e-commerce. Decision Support
Systems, 68, 111–24. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2014.
10.003

March, J. G. (1994). Primer on decision making: How deci-
sions happen. New York, NY: The Free Press.

Mathmann, F., Pohlmeyer, L., Higgins, E. T., & Weeks, C.
(2019). Prosocial process fit: Normatively expected pur-
chasing increases the prosocial premium. European Jour-
nal of Marketing, 53, 661–84. https://doi.org/10.1108/
EJM-03-2017-0231

McQuarrie, E. F., Miller, J., & Phillips, B. J. (2013). The
megaphone effect: Taste and audience in fashion blog-
ging. Journal of Consumer Research, 40, 136–58. https://d
oi.org/10.1086/669042

Muniz, A. M. Jr, & O’Guinn, T. C. (2001). Brand commu-
nity. Journal of Consumer Research, 27, 412–32. https://d
oi.org/10.1086/319618

Netzer, O., Feldman, R., Goldenberg, J., & Fresko, M.
(2012). Mine your own business: Market-structure
surveillance through text mining. Marketing Science, 31,
521–43. https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.1120.0713

Nielsen, M., Kapit�any, R., & Elkins, R. (2015). The perpet-
uation of ritualistic actions as revealed by young chil-
dren’s transmission of normative behavior. Evolution
and Human Behavior, 36, 191–8. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.evolhumbehav.2014.11.002

Nielsen. (2015). Global trust in advertising: Winning strate-
gies for an evolving media landscape. https://www.nielse
n.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2019/04/global-
trust-in-advertising-report-sept-2015-1.pdf

Oxford English dictionary (The compact edition, Vol. 1–2).
(1971). Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.

Park, H. S., Smith, S. W., Klein, K. A., & Martell, D.
(2011). College students’ estimation and accuracy of
other students’ drinking and believability of advertise-
ments featured in a social norms campaign. Journal of
Health Communication, 16, 504–18. https://doi.org/10.
1080/10810730.2010.546481

Petrocelli, J. V., Tormala, Z. L., & Rucker, D. D. (2007).
Unpacking attitude certainty: Attitude clarity and atti-
tude correctness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 92, 30–41. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.
30

Petty, R. E., & Cacioppo, J. T. (1986). Communication and
persuasion: Central and peripheral routes to attitude change.
Springer-Verlag.

Pham, M. T., & Chang, H. H. (2010). Regulatory focus,
regulatory fit, and the search and consideration of
choice alternatives. Journal of Consumer Research, 37,
626–40. https://doi.org/10.1086/655668

Reis, H. T., O’Keefe, S. D., & Lane, R. D. (2017). Fun is
more fun when others are involved. The Journal of Posi-
tive Psychology, 12, 547–57. https://doi.org/10.1080/
17439760.2016.1221123

Roczniewska, M., Retowski, S., & Higgins, E. T. (2018).
How person-organization fit impacts employees’ per-
ceptions of justice and well-being. Frontiers in Psychol-
ogy, 8, 2318. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02318

Rossignac-Milon, M., Bolger, N., Zee, K. S., Boothby, E. J.,
& Higgins, E. T. (2020). Merged minds: Generalized
shared reality in dyadic relationships. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, Advance online publication.,
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000266

Rossignac-Milon, M., & Higgins, E. T. (2018). Epistemic
companions: Shared reality development in close rela-
tionships. Current Opinion in Psychology, 23, 66–71.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.01.001

Schouten, J. W., & McAlexander, J. H. (1995). Subcultures
of consumption: An ethnography of the new bikers.
Journal of Consumer Research, 22, 43–61. https://doi.
org/10.1086/209434

Schultz, P. W., Nolan, J. M., Cialdini, R. B., Goldstein, N.
J., & Griskevicius, V. (2007). The constructive, destruc-
tive, and reconstructive power of social norms. Psycho-
logical Science, 18, 429–34. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1467-9280.2007.01917.x

Semin, G. R., Higgins, T., de Montes, L. G., Estourget, Y.,
& Valencia, J. F. (2005). Linguistic signatures of regula-
tory focus: How abstraction fits promotion more than
prevention. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
89, 36–45. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.1.36

Sezer, O., Norton, M. I., Gino, F., & Vohs, K. D. (2016).
Family rituals improve the holidays. Journal of the Asso-
ciation for Consumer Research, 1, 509–26. https://doi.
org/10.1086/688495

Sherif, M. (1936). The psychology of social norms (pp. xii,
210). Harper & Brothers Publishers.

Shteynberg, G. (2015). Shared attention. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 10, 579–90. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1745691615589104

Shteynberg, G. (2018). A collective perspective: Shared
attention and the mind. Current Opinion in Psychology,
23, 93–7. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.12.007

Shteynberg, G., Bramlett, J. M., Fles, E. H., & Cameron, J.
(2016). The broadcast of shared attention and its impact
on political persuasion. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 111, 665–73. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa
0000065

Simon, H. A. (1956). Rational choice and the structure of
the environment. Psychological Review, 63, 129–38.
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0042769

Making the Right Decision 731

https://doi.org/10.1086/605591
https://doi.org/10.1086/605591
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.1.5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2014.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2014.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-03-2017-0231
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-03-2017-0231
https://doi.org/10.1086/669042
https://doi.org/10.1086/669042
https://doi.org/10.1086/319618
https://doi.org/10.1086/319618
https://doi.org/10.1287/mksc.1120.0713
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2014.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2014.11.002
https://www.nielsen.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2019/04/global-trust-in-advertising-report-sept-2015-1.pdf
https://www.nielsen.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2019/04/global-trust-in-advertising-report-sept-2015-1.pdf
https://www.nielsen.com/wp-content/uploads/sites/3/2019/04/global-trust-in-advertising-report-sept-2015-1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2010.546481
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2010.546481
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.30
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.30
https://doi.org/10.1086/655668
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2016.1221123
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760.2016.1221123
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02318
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000266
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2018.01.001
https://doi.org/10.1086/209434
https://doi.org/10.1086/209434
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01917.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.01917.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.1.36
https://doi.org/10.1086/688495
https://doi.org/10.1086/688495
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615589104
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691615589104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000065
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspa0000065
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0042769


Sinclair, S., Lowery, B. S., Hardin, C. D., & Colangelo, A.
(2005). Social tuning of automatic racial attitudes: The
role of affiliative motivation. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 89, 583–92. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0022-3514.89.4.583

Song, T., Yi, C., & Huang, J. (2014). Do we follow friends
or acquaintances? The effects of social recommenda-
tions at different shopping stages. In F.-F.-H. Nah (Ed.),
HCI in Business (pp. 765–74). Crete, Greece: Springer
International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-319-07293-7_74

Steinmetz, J., & Pfattheicher, S. (2017). Beyond social facil-
itation: A review of the far-reaching effects of social
attention. Social Cognition, 35, 585–99. https://doi.org/
10.1521/soco.2017.35.5.585

The Coca-Cola Company. (2012). I’d like to buy the world a
Coke. The Coca-Cola Company. https://www.coca-co
lacompany.com/news/id-like-to-buy-the-world-a-coke
(Original work published 1971).

Tormala, Z. L., & Petty, R. E. (2002). What doesn’t kill me
makes me stronger: The effects of resisting persuasion
on attitude certainty. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 83, 1298–313. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
3514.83.6.1298

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2010). Construal-level theory
of psychological distance. Psychological Review, 117,
440–63. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018963

Trope, Y., Liberman, N., & Wakslak, C. (2007). Construal
levels and psychological distance: Effects on representa-
tion, prediction, evaluation, and behavior. Journal of
Consumer Psychology, 17, 83–95. https://doi.org/10.
1016/S1057-7408(07)70013-X

Urban, G. L., & Hauser, J. R. (2004). “Listening in” to find
and explore new combinations of customer needs. Jour-
nal of Marketing, 68, 72–87. https://doi.org/10.1509/
jmkg.68.2.72.27793

Visser, P. S., & Mirabile, R. R. (2004). Attitudes in the
social context: The impact of social network composi-
tion on individual-level attitude strength. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 87, 779–95. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.6.779

Vohs, K. D., Wang, Y., Gino, F., & Norton, M. I. (2013).
Rituals enhance consumption. Psychological Science,
24, 1714–21. https://doi.org/10.1177/095679761347
8949

Watson-Jones, R. E., & Legare, C. H. (2016). The social
functions of group rituals. Current Directions in Psycho-
logical Science, 25, 42–6. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0963721415618486

Woolley, K., & Fishbach, A. (2017). A recipe for friend-
ship: Similar food consumption promotes trust and
cooperation. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 27, 1–10.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2016.06.003

732 Higgins et al.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.4.583
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.4.583
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-07293-7_74
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-07293-7_74
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2017.35.5.585
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2017.35.5.585
https://www.coca-colacompany.com/news/id-like-to-buy-the-world-a-coke
https://www.coca-colacompany.com/news/id-like-to-buy-the-world-a-coke
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.6.1298
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.6.1298
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018963
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1057-7408(07)70013-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1057-7408(07)70013-X
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.2.72.27793
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.2.72.27793
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.6.779
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.87.6.779
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613478949
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613478949
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721415618486
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721415618486
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2016.06.003

