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This paper investigates the role of perceived uncertainty and consideration set size on the relationship between screening strategy and

accuracy of decision.  We demonstrate that the screening strategy-decision accuracy relationship is influenced both by perceived

uncertainty in the choice process as well as by the consideration set size.
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Extended Abstract
Consumers screen from all available alternatives (Beach 1993) and consider a smaller subset of alternatives for further evaluation, 

called the consideration set (Bettman 1979; Nedungadi 1990). Two types of screening strategies are commonly utilized by consumers 
to form consideration sets: an exclusion (rejection) strategy wherein alternatives not worthy of further consideration are eliminated and 
an inclusion (choice) strategy wherein worthy alternatives are included into the consideration set (Shafir 1993; Yaniv and Schul 1997; 
2000). Despite the understanding that an important motivation for consumers to engage in screening is to search and choose the best 
option (Beach 1993; Beach and Mitchell 1990), there is limited understanding of the consequences of the screening strategy on decision 
quality. This paper attempts to fill the void by investigating how screening strategies impact decision quality as well as the factors that 
moderate this relationship. 

Two outcomes of using the screening strategy that have been investigated are the number of alternatives considered (consideration 
set size) and the accuracy of the decision (Heller, Levin, and Gorannson 2002; Levin et al. 2001; Yaniv and Schul 1997, 2000). Evidence 
for the impact of the screening strategy on the size of consideration set is robust, such that sets created by exclusion screening strategy 
are significantly larger than those created by inclusion (Heller et al. 2002; Levin et al. 2001; Yaniv and Schul 1997, 2000). However, 
there is little consensus about the impact of the screening strategy on decision quality. Past studies demonstrated that consideration sets 
created by exclusion strategy are more accurate, but only when the consideration set size is not taken into account. Accuracy in these 
studies was defined by the outcome of the screening strategy itself (i.e. the percentage of sets that contain the correct answer) which 
is different from the accuracy of the final choice. In addition, existing research does not consider a wide range of contingent factors 
that might influence the screening strategy—decision accuracy relationship. In this paper, we focus on the accuracy of the final choice 
because it is the ultimate performance criterion of the screen strategy employed. We contend that, the accuracy of the decision should 
be analyzed in terms of the ability of the screening strategy to improve the likelihood of making a good decision, depending on both 
perceived uncertainty and consideration set size. 

Consumers frequently experience varying levels of uncertainty while making choices (Hansen 1976; Kahn and Sarin 1988). We 
argue that highly uncertain consumers who use inclusion screening strategy make more accurate decisions and consumers with low 
perceived uncertainty are better off using exclusion screening strategy. We draw upon the literature on decision making to suggest that 
screening by inclusion involves greater search for information (Levin, Huneke, and Jasper 2000). Greater search intensity of the inclusion 
strategy would facilitate highly uncertain consumers to improve decision accuracy by helping to clarify their preferences. Conversely, it 
would distract consumers with low perceived uncertainty from making accurate decision because more information encountered during 
search will dilute their true preferences. Because search intensity of a screening strategy depends on consideration set size, we further 
argue for an interesting reversal of this interactive effect when consideration set sizes are varied. Since exclusion screening strategy 
involves greater search than inclusion strategy when forming larger consideration sets, we predict that highly uncertain consumers are 
better off using exclusion screening strategy in such context while consumers with low perceived uncertainty make better decisions 
using inclusion screening strategy. 
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Empirical Study
We conducted an experimental study (n=130) using an actual choice task that followed a 2 (perceived uncertainty: high or low) x 

2 (screening strategy: inclusion or exclusion) x 2 (consideration set size: high or low) design. In this study, perceived uncertainty was 
measured whereas screening strategy and consideration set size were manipulated. Following Creyer, Bettman, and Payne (1990), the 
measure of decision accuracy is derived by comparing the weighted additive value of the chosen alternative to that of the best and worst 
alternatives in the set. Consistent with our predictions, there was a significant three-way interaction among screening strategies, perceived 
uncertainty, and consideration set size on decision accuracy (F(1,122)=8.34, p<.01). Initial results were directionally supportive for our 
predictions under smaller consideration sets (such that participants with low perceived uncertainty made slightly more accurate decisions 
with exclusion strategy while participants with high perceived uncertainty made slightly more accurate decisions using inclusion strategy) 
although the effects failed to reach statistical significance. More importantly, the pattern of results was reversed when participants 
formed larger consideration sets. Those with low perceived uncertainty made higher quality decisions with inclusion as compared to 
exclusion screening strategy when forming larger consideration sets. On the other hand, participants with high perceived uncertainty 
made more accurate decision with exclusion as compared to inclusion screening strategy and both mean comparisons were significant. 
Thus, results were generally supportive of our predictions as indicated by a significant three-way interaction, although the effects under 
large consideration sets seem to be stronger than those under small consideration sets.

Discussion
This paper seeks to address the issue of decision accuracy of screening strategies, given the perceived uncertainty consumers 

experience during the choice process. Further, it also highlights the important moderating role played by consideration set size on the 
interactive relationship between perceived uncertainty and screening strategy on decision accuracy. Drawing upon literature in consumer 
decision making, we show that, the process benefits of information search and learning that are obtained by choosing and applying the right 
screening strategy can greatly enhance the quality of decisions. This paper contributes to our understanding regarding the consequence 
of using the screening strategies. Decision accuracy is an important outcome of the decision making process and has huge public policy 
and consumer welfare implications. For instance, this research highlights that consumers could make suboptimal choices through the use 
of a wrong screening strategy. Such suboptimal choices can have seriously negative and long lasting consequences in various situations 
like medical decision making, financial and investment decision making, and partner selection that are rife with uncertainty. 
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