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SESSION OVERVIEW
Conflict is one of the most definitive characteristics of choice. 

Without it, choice would merely involve the identification of the 
“best” or dominant option.  But in most cases choice is not this easy. 
Making tradeoffs between alternatives, for example, or considering 
multiple options often leads to excessive decision difficulty. Indeed, 
much work has demonstrated that choice conflict often has negative, 
paralyzing effects, including increased difficulty, choice deferral, 
procrastination, increased anticipated regret, and decreased satisfac-
tion with the chosen option (Dhar and Simonson 2003; Iyengar and 
Lepper 2000; Schwartz 2004; Tversky and Shafir 1992).

But while decision difficulty can sometimes have negative 
consequences, new insights suggest that experiences of conflict and 
difficulty serve additional purposes, and have further consequences 
and antecedents than previously considered.  While situational fac-
tors often generate difficulty, might consumers sometimes make their 
own choices more difficult?  Either to service a goal of making a dili-
gent decision or through struggling to make the right choice?  And 
while difficulty is usually seen as bad, might it be beneficial in some 
instances?  

The current session addresses these and related questions as it 
offers cutting-edge insights into the causes and consequences of de-
cision difficulty in consumer choice.  The first paper (Schrift, Kivetz, 
and Netzer) demonstrates that consumers’ desire to make diligent 
decisions leads them search for or recall option information in a way 
that artificially increases choice difficulty, creating an illusion of ef-
fortful deliberation.  The second paper (Sela and Berger) shows that 
making tradeoffs between options leads people to lose sight of which 
product attributes are important, making choice more difficult and 
decreasing satisfaction with the chosen option.  While the first two 
papers focus on downsides of decision difficulty, the third (Etkin, 
Pocheptsova, and Kahn) illustrates that difficulty can actually some-
times be beneficial.  When choosing between conflicting goals, dif-
ficulty can provide a signal of value, making the goals seem more 
important and increasing consumers’ motivation to achieve them.  
Finally, Sheena Iyengar, one of the foremost scholars in choice dif-
ficulty, will discuss some of her recent work on individuality, choice, 
and freedom, and the consequences of the obligation to choose.

Taken together, the talks illuminate the informative, motivating, 
and even reassuring nature of choice difficulty.  Given the fundamen-
tal nature of decision difficulty in consumer behavior, and the variety 
of topics these talks cover, the session should be of interest to a broad 
set of audiences. Not only should it appeal to researchers working 
on judgment and decision making, choice, cognition, and inference 
making, but also to those who study the self-concept, goals, and mo-
tivation more broadly.

Creating the Illusion of Choice by 
Selective Information Search and Retrieval

ExTENDED ABSTRACT
Voluminous research in behavioral decision theory and social 

cognition argues that consumers simplify their decisions in order to 
make easy, confident, and justifiable choices. Such demonstrations 
of effort and conflict reduction behaviors can be seen in different 
streams of literature such as pre-decisional distortion of information 
(e.g., Russo, Medvec, and Meloy 1996, 1998), motivated reasoning 
and judgment (e.g. Kunda, 1990; Kruglanski 1990), and confirma-
tion bias (Lord, Ross, and Lepper, 1979).  Specifically, decision mak-
ers were found to reduce the effort in choice not only by selectively 
searching and attending external information (e.g. Mills, 1965; Mills 
& Jellison, 1968) but also by selectively accessing and retrieving 
information from memory. As Kunda (1990) stated: “…they (people) 
search memory for those beliefs and rules that could support their 
desired conclusion.”

While simplifying processes in decision-making are important 
and ubiquitous, recent findings demonstrate that, in some situations, 
consumers also complicate their decisions (Schrift, Netzer, and 
Kivetz 2011) and strive for compatibility between the effort they an-
ticipate and the effort they experience. Building on this research, we 
demonstrate that when consumers make important choices they are 
motivated to engage in a deliberate decision process that adequately 
vets the chosen alternative. Consequently, if the decision feels too 
easy and one alternative seem like the obvious choice, consumers ar-
tificially construct a more effortful decision process by (i) distorting 
the information they recall about the available alternatives, (ii) selec-
tively interpreting ambiguous information in a manner that intensi-
fies the conflict in choice and prolongs the decision process, and (iii) 
conducting an intensive search for information prior to choice. Such 
tactics enable consumers to feel that a diligent process of choice was 
performed and essentially help them create an illusion of choice. 

In a series of studies we demonstrate consumers’ complicat-
ing behavior. First, we show that when faced with an important yet 
obvious choice, participants retrieve information from memory in a 
manner that intensifies the conflict in choice. Specifically, respon-
dents distort their memory and recall the inferior alternative as more 
attractive, thus bolstering its evaluation. Conversely, respondents 
distort their memory and denigrate the leading alternative in the set 
by recalling its aspects more negatively. Thereby, consumers con-
struct a more effortful choice. Interestingly, such biases in memory 
search and selective retrieval are temporal and occur only in the pre-
decisional phase. Once the decision is made and the need for con-
flict disappears, consumers’ memory “improves” and the distortions 
attenuate. We demonstrate such complicating behavior in decisions 
involving job candidates and dating partners.



54 / Decision Difficulty 2.0

The second manner in which consumers are found to make their 
decision more complex is by interpreting exiting information in a man-
ner that intensifies the choice conflict. In particular, when confronted 
with important yet relatively easy decisions between two models of 
cars, participants interpret the relatively ambiguous car review as more 
positive when it pertained to the inferior option but as more negative 
when it pertained to the superior option. Interestingly, this behavior 
was observed only when participants made the choice for themselves 
but not when they were helping a friend with his choice. This result 
helps rule out several alternative explanations and supports an effort 
compatibility principle as an underlying mechanism.

Next, we explore a third way by which consumers artificially 
create a more effortful choice, namely, by conducting an extensive 
search for information. Specifically, when respondents face an easy 
(as opposed to difficult) choice of a roommate or advisor they gener-
ate more questions about the potential candidates and acquired great-
er amount of information from the environment prior to reaching 
their decision. Finally, we show that such conflict enhancement be-
havior is more pronounced among consumers who are intrinsically 
motivated to work hard and associate effort with positive outcomes 
(i.e., subscribe to a “protestant ethic”).

Getting Mired in Simple Decisions: The Role of 
Shrinking Attribute Weight Variance

ExTENDED ABSTRACT
Why do seemingly simple choices sometime suck people in 

and end up being much more difficult than they seemed at the out-
set?  We suggest one reason is that making tradeoffs leads people to 
lose sight of which product attributes are really important.  When 
choosing a flight, for example, most people would agree a priori that 
price and number of connections are more important than beverages 
or in-flight movie selection.  But while these differences in impor-
tance may seem clear in the abstract, we argue that the act of mak-
ing choices often muddies the distinction.  In particular, we suggest 
that making tradeoffs between options reduces the variance in per-
ceived attribute importance (i.e., difference in importance ratings of 
the various attributes) and makes unimportant attributes seem more 
important.  This convergence of attribute importance, in turn, often 
makes choice more difficult.

We suggest this effect is driven by the focus that considering 
tradeoffs engenders. When considering differences in attribute levels 
across options, people focus on comparisons between levels within 
an attribute (e.g., how much better one movie selection is than anoth-
er) and pay less attention to comparisons between the attributes (e.g., 
whether movie selection is as important as price). Consequently, at-
tribute hierarchy becomes less salient. Further, the fact that there are 
tradeoffs (i.e., things to forego) within each attribute leads them all 
to seem equally important (rather than equally unimportant). More-
over, because tradeoff-making increases perceived attribute impor-
tance, it tends to have a particularly pronounced effect for attributes 
that start out seeming relatively unimportant than for attributes that 
seem important to begin with. 

We test this possibility in three experiments.  In Experiment 1, 
we examined how making attribute tradeoffs impacts the variance in 
attribute importance, and in particular, the importance of relatively 
unimportant attributes.  In the attributes-first condition, participants 
indicated how important each of six attributes (e.g., flight duration, 
number of stops, and baggage fee) would be for them when buying 
a flight ticket (1 = extremely unimportant; 7 = extremely important).  
In the evaluation-first condition, participants were shown choice op-
tions before rating the attributes.  They were asked to imagine buy-

ing a domestic flight and to consider four options described on the 
same six attributes as in the rating task (e.g., a longer flight departing 
from a convenient airport but with a long overall duration versus a 
shorter flight from a less convenient airport). 

Results demonstrate that making trade-offs led people to lose 
sight of which attributes are more important.  The variance of at-
tribute importances decreased significantly when participants con-
sidered the options before rating the attributes (M = 1.62), compared 
to when they first rated the attributes before seeing the options (M 
= 2.34; p < .01). Further, this variance shrinkage was driven by an 
increase in the average importance of the least important attributes 
(those rated as less important in a pre-test), with no change in the 
average perceived importance of the most important attribute (ns). 
Decreased attribute importance variance, in turn, increased choice 
difficulty, decreased the extent to which participants felt that one op-
tion fitted them better than others, and decreased choice satisfaction 
and certainty (α = .85); M = 4.84 vs. M = 5.51; p < .01).

In Experiment 2, we further tested whether this effect is driven 
by changed perceptions of unimportant attributes. We did this by 
manipulating the importance of the attributes that contained the 
trade-offs. Participants were all shown two flight options described 
by eight attributes.  In the unimportant trade-offs condition only the 
unimportant attributes (e.g., beverages and in-flight entertainment) 
contained tradeoffs, while in the important trade-offs condition only 
the important attributes (e.g., price and number of connections) con-
tained tradeoffs.  Participants then rated all the attributes on the same 
7-point scales used in the prior study. 

Results demonstrate that making trade-offs decreased the vari-
ance in attribute important weights when the trade-offs were on un-
important attributes (F(1,41) = 3.96, p < .05).  While the importance 
given to more important attributes did not change across conditions 
(F < .40, p > .50), unimportant attributes were seen as more impor-
tant when trade-offs needed to be made on those attributes (F(1,41) 
= 9.38, p < .005).

Experiment 3 directly tests the proposed mechanism by exam-
ining whether the effects are moderated by focus of attention within 
individual attributes.  Participants were shown four flight options, 
one in each column, described by four attributes, one in each row, 
but we varied how the information was displayed using a manipula-
tion shown to influence whether people process the information by 
options or by attributes (Wen and Lurie 2010).  In the by-attributes 
focus condition, a horizontal box was drawn around all levels within 
each attribute, highlighting the values of the same attribute across 
options.  In the by-options conditions, a vertical box was drawn 
around all the attributes within each option, highlighting the values 
of different attributes within a given option.  In the control condition 
no boxes were used.  As predicted, focusing people on comparisons 
within an attribute (by-attribute condition) led them to lose sight of 
which options were important, shrinking attribute variance and in-
creasing the perceived importance of the unimportant attributes. 

Taken together, these studies demonstrate that tradeoff making 
can lead people to lose sight of their priorities. Focusing on within-
attribute differences causes people to see unimportant attributes as 
relatively more important, undermining between-attribute differenc-
es.  This, in turn, can make choice more difficult and frustrating, lead-
ing people to get stuck in decisions that initially seemed rather easy.


