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Unlike prior literature that defines 
electronic devices based on physical 
features, such as screen size and input 
methods (e.g., Ghose et al. 2013), we 
distinguish between two types of 
electronic devices consumers commonly 
use to make purchase decisions – mobile
and stationary devices, based on the 
usage habit consumers build over time 
in association with the device. 

▪ STUDY 1

• Study 1 investigates how consumers navigate and make purchase decisions via a U.K. 
based retailer dataset (N = 300,056), which covers click-stream data at individual 
levels.

• Compared to consumers who used PCs to make purchase decisions, consumers who 
used smartphones:

o Spent less time over sessions
o Spent less time viewing each product

o Viewed fewer products
o Viewed fewer pages

We propose:
Consumers are less likely to 
engage in deliberative 
processing when they use 
mobile devices, compared 
to when they use stationary 
devices. 

Mobile Devices

• Use the device to fill up time 
fragments in-between tasks, 
irrespective of location

• Be prepared to be interrupted at any 
time

Stationary Devices

• Reserve a whole block of time and 
space to use the device

• Not prepared to be interrupted during 
decisions

• Allocate less cognitive resources
• More likely to use heuristics
• Make quick decisions

• Reserve sufficient amount of
cognitive resources

• Less likely to use heuristics
• Take time to make decisions

DEVICE TYPE

Deliberative 
Processing
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▪ STUDY 2

▪ STUDY 3

• Study 2 (N = 423) provides an initial 
demonstration that mobile devices prompt 
consumers to rely less on deliberative 
processing.

• Participants used a smartphone (mobile-device 
condition) or a PC (stationary-device condition) 
to recall and describe a task that they recently 
performed using the device.

• Three independent coders who were blind to the 
condition assignment coded all the responses 
based on: 1) the likelihood of using intuitive 
versus deliberative processing; 2) how effortful 
the task is.

▪ STUDY 4

• Study 3 (N = 478) examines how electronic 
devices impact choice deferral for decisions 
that require varied efforts.

• Effort required for the decision was 
operationalized by the alignability of a 
choice set (i.e., whether candidate 
alternatives varied on a comparable 
attribute) (Gourville and Soman 2005; 
Zhang and  Fitzsimons, 1999).

• Participants were assigned to conditions of 
a 2 (device type: mobile vs. stationary) x 2 
(set alignability: alignable vs. nonalignable) 
between-subjects design.

- Conclusion -

• This research presents insights into how the electronic devices consumers use (mobile vs. 
stationary) influence how they approach purchase decisions. 

• Evidence from four studies shows that consumers are less likely to employ deliberative 
processing when they use mobile devices than when they use stationary devices. 

• These findings contribute to the cognitive processing literature by examining how various 
electronic devices prompt the likelihood of engaging in deliberative processing. 

• By approaching electronic devices based on the usage habits consumers established, this 
research advances the understanding of how electronic devices impact consumer decision 
making.
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Set Alignability
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w i t h i n - d e v i c e  i n t e r r u p t i o n

e n v i r o n m e n t  i n t e r r u p t i o n

m u l t i t a s k i n g

" o n e  d e c i s i o n  a t  a  t i m e "

u s a g e  t i m e

u s a g e  l o c a t i o n  

Reserve Usage Location
(1 = irrespective of location; 7 = at reserved location)

Reserve a Block of Time 
(1 = in time fragments; 7 = in whole block of time)

One Decision at a Time
(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)

Multitasking
(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)

Prepared for Interruption from 
Environment

(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)

Prepared for Within-Device Interruption
(1 = strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree)

• Study 3 (N = 560) tests the 
hypothesized conceptualization 
of mobile versus stationary 
devices.

• Participants were randomly 
assigned to use either a 
smartphone or a PC to indicate 
their usage habits in association 
with the device.

• Cronbach’s Alpha = .704.

β= 0.674, 
Wald=3.121, 
p=0.077
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EFFORT COGNITIVE PROCESSDeliberative Processing
(1 = intuitive; 7 = deliberative)

Effortful
(1 = effortless; 7= effortful)

▪ Mobile ▪ StationaryDevice:

▪ Smartphone ▪ PCDevice:

▪ Mobile

▪ Stationary

Device:

▪ Mobile ▪ StationaryDevice:
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