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The GDfbcia SyllogismO

¥ More freedom means more well being
¥ More choice means more freedom
¥ More choice means more well being

285 Varieties of Cookies

75 Iced Teas 230 Soups

175 Salad Dressings

275 Cereals 40 Toothpastes

Phone service and gear

Hedthcare:

The doctrine of Qpatient autonomyO




Work

Retirement plans

Marital and family arrangements

Isthis good news or bad news?

YES

What Too Much Choice Does:
Pal’ al ySI S (lyengar)
¥ Buying jam
¥ Speed dating
¥ 401(k) investing

What Too Much Choice Does:
Decision Quality yengar)

¥ Speed dating
¥ 401(k) investing




What Too Much Choice Does:
Satisfaction

Why Choice Makes People
Miserable:

1. Regret and anticipated regret

Regret and Choice Set Size

(Sagi& Friedland JPSR, 2007)

¥ How to spend afree evening: More options
leads to more regret

¥ Choosing an apartment: Regret isa
function of the union of attractive features
of rejected alternatives

Why Choice Makes People
Miserable:

1. Regret and anticipated regret
2. Opportunity costs

Opportunity Costsin the Lab

(Tversky& Shabr PsychSci, 1992)

Offer participants $2 or a good pen:
75% choose pen

Offer participants $2, or 1 good pen, or
2 cheaper pens:

45% choosegither pen

(Everything Suffers from
ComparisonO

(Brenner, Rottenstreich, & Sood, Psych Science, 1999)




SUBJECTIVE STATE
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OBJECTIVE STATE

Why Choice Makes People
Miserable:
1. Regret and anticipated regret
2. Opportunity costs
3. Escalation of expectations

Choice and Kids

¥ Drawing pictures with pens from alarge or
asmall set

¥ Choose a pen to keep
¥ Measure value of pen
¥ Measure quality of picture

Maximizing and Satisbcing

Correlates of Maximization

Negative Pogitive
Happiness Regret
Optimism Perfectionism

Satisfaction with  Depression
life
Self esteem

Maximization and
Consumer Behavior

¥ More regret about purchases

¥ More product comparison before and after purchases
¥ More counterfactual thinking about purchases

¥ Take longer to decide about purchases

¥ Less satisbed with purchases

¥ More social comparison before and after purchases




(Everything Suffers from
ComparisonO

But Comparison with What?

(Huang & Zeelenberg)

¥ Investment scenarios

¥ Results with chosen option are worse than some
alternatives

¥ But they are either better or worse than pre-
investment expectations

¥ Regret is solely driven by comparison of outcome
to expectation

¥ Except for maximizers, in whom it@ driven also
by foregone alternatives

Maximizing and 401(k) Choice
(Y ordanova, Morrin, Ward, Schwartz, & Hulland)
¥ Scenario study
¥ Ten fundsin which to put $10,000
¥ Decision difbeculty, decision time positively
correlate with maximizing

¥ Decision satisfaction negatively correlates
with maximizing

Career Decisions of College Seniors
(lyengar, Wells, & Schwartz, Psych Science, 2006)

1. Difbculty of decision

2. Desired number of options
3. How they did

4. How they felt

Maximizers

¥ Consider more jobs
¥ Want more options
¥ Do more social comparison

¥Get $7K morein starting salary

Maximizers are...

More: L ess:
Pessimistic
Anxious Cor!terjt .
Stressed Optimistic
Worried Elated
Tired ;
Overwhelmed EXCI ted
Depressed appy
Regretful

Disappointed
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The M aximization ParadoxO

(Dar Nimrod,Rawn, Lehman, & Schwartz)

¥ Maximizers are more willing than
satispeers to sacribce resources to get a
larger choice set

¥ Maximizers are more willing than
satispeers to sacribce time to get alarger
choice set (Iab study)

¥ Maximizers, but not satisbcers, show

reduced satisfaction when they choose from
alarger set

How Can Choice Be Good and
Bad?

The GnonotonicityOassumption
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Q. ibertarian PaternalismO

(Sunstein & Thaler, U. of Chicago Law Review, 2003)

¥ Organ donation

Effective consent rates, by country. Explict consert (opt-n, gold) and presumed corsent

The Power of Defaults

(Johnson & Goldstein, Science, 2003)
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Q. ibertarian PaternalismO

(Sunstein & Thaler, U. of Chicago Law Review, 2003)

¥ Organ donation
¥ 401(k) participation
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