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SESSION OVERVIEW
Even though the world has seen great economic growth in past 

decades, the gap between rich and poor continues to widen in most 
nations (Gurría 2011). While some consumers’ resources are increas-
ing, a large number of consumers are increasingly facing more dif-
ficult financial situations. As this disparity between the wealthy and 
the poor grows, understanding how consumers arrive at different 
points along this spectrum and how they behave is more important 
than ever. Along these lines, a recent JCR curation highlighted the 
importance of studying the financial climate of the consumer and 
understanding how it affects consumers (Peracchio, McGill and Luce 
2012). 

The goal of this session is shed further light on this increasingly 
important topic, and to gain a better understanding of the anteced-
ents of, beliefs about and implications for consumers’ financial con-
straints. In doing so, this session looks at financial constraints from 
a number of angles, and addresses implications for consumer policy 
and well-being. While the first two papers explore antecedents of 
actual and perceived future financial constraints, the last two papers 
examine outcomes of financial constraints on consumer behavior.

The first paper by Olivola and De Neve looks at a potential an-
tecedent of financial constraints and explores evidence from a unique 
15-year longitudinal dataset suggesting that intuitive decision mak-
ers are more likely to have lower financial well-being. The second 
paper by Berman et al. demonstrates an important bias in consumer 
predictions of their own future financial constraints. In seven studies, 
they provide evidence that consumers under-weight the impact of 
future changes in expenses compared to future changes in income on 
estimations of future available monetary slack. Tully, Hershfield and 
Meyvis next present four studies examining the effects of financial 
constraints on consumers’ decision criteria and choices in discretion-
ary spending. The authors suggest that financially constrained con-
sumers are more apt to prefer material versus experiential purchases 
when spending discretionary money due to an increased focus on 
how long their purchase will last. Finally, Fernbach, Lynch, and 
Kan investigate the relationship between resource constraints and 

consumer planning. They differentiate two psychologically distinct 
types of planning (“efficiency planning” and “priority planning”) and 
show how consumers’ level of constraint affects the type of planning 
a consumer employs. 

The papers included in this session offer findings that are of 
interest both theoretically and practically. The papers offer new in-
sights regarding the causes of real and perceived future financial 
constraints and the shifts in consumer behavior that result from such 
constraints. On a pragmatic level, the included papers further our un-
derstanding of when financial constraints can lead to potentially sub-
optimal behaviors. Finally, by looking at financial constraints with 
a multi-method approach, this group of papers suggests many new 
avenues for future research focused on financial constraints.

From Intuition to Insolvency: Intuitive Decision Makers 
End up More Financial Constrained

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
People shape their lives through the decisions that they make. 

Whether these choices produce beneficial or detrimental outcomes 
for the decision maker largely depends on the decision process itself. 
Therefore, how people approach decisions, and not just what they 
choose, has important consequences. Broadly speaking, people can 
approach decisions in two ways (e.g., Kahneman, 2003; 2011; Slo-
man, 1996): through careful deliberation (using logic, reason, and 
rational considerations) and/or by relying on their intuitions (going 
with their “gut feelings”). Poets, philosophers, and scholars have 
long debated the relative merits of human deliberation vs. intuitions. 
This debate has raged on in the social sciences, particularly among 
decision researchers, with some arguing that intuitions alone gener-
ally lead to suboptimal choices (Baron, 1998; Gilovich, Griffin, & 
Kahneman, 2002; Kmett, Arkes, & Jones, 1999), while others have 
defended the merits of intuitions and questioned the value of deliber-
ation (Dijksterhuis, Bos, Nordgren, & van Baaren, 2006; Dijksterhuis 
& Nordgren, 2006; Wilson et al., 1993; Wilson & Schooler, 1991). 
Far from abating, this ongoing debate about intuitions has received 
renewed attention from researchers and spilt out of academic circles 
and onto the public sphere (e.g., Gigerenzer, 2007; Gilovich, 1991; 
Gladwell, 2005; Groopman, 2007; Kahneman, 2011; Myers, 2002).

Yet most studies examining the success or failure of intuitive 
choices have been carried out in controlled settings with limited real-
world validity. More importantly, in nearly all of these studies, the 
impact of relying on intuitions has been evaluated over very short 
time periods. In contrast, there have been few longitudinal studies 
relating individual decision making tendencies (whether someone 
tends to rely on intuitions when making decisions) to important life 
outcomes. Clearly, understanding the long-term impact of an intui-
tive decision making style would inform the debate concerning the 
merits of intuitions.

Here, we use a unique longitudinal dataset to measure the pre-
dictive impact of an intuitive decision making style on financial 
wellbeing. Specifically, we examine how the tendency to rely on 
intuitions (even in adolescence) predicts financial outcomes up to 
12-15 years later. These data were drawn from a multi-wave, panel 
study that surveyed a nationally representative U.S. sample of ap-
proximately 15,000 respondents over four time periods (Waves 1-4), 
starting in adolescence, and going up to adulthood. In all four waves, 
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respondents reported whether they tended to rely on their “gut feel-
ings” when making decisions, using a five-category scale. In the 
most recent wave (Wave 4), they reported various aspects of their 
financial circumstances, including their income, financial assets, 
debts, gambling problems, etc. The richness and longitudinal nature 
of these data allow us to measure the impact of intuitive decision 
making styles on later (and current) financial well-being while con-
trolling for a host of variables related to respondents’ characteristics 
and early environments (e.g., ethnicity, gender, socio-economics, 
parents’ education, respondents’ academic performance, etc.).

We find that intuitive decision making is a negative predictor of 
financial wellbeing: the more respondents reported relying on their 
gut feelings to make decisions, the worse their financial situation 
was in the final wave of the survey. Specifically, a greater reliance 
on gut feelings to make decisions was associated with lower positive 
indicators of financial wellbeing (personal yearly earnings, neigh-
borhood safety, likelihood of having health insurance, and likelihood 
of owning their home) and higher negative indicators of financial 
wellbeing (debt problems and difficulty paying bills, the need for 
government financial assistance, job loss, and gambling problems). 
Furthermore, for many of these indicators, this relationship holds 
whether decision making style is measured early on (in Waves 1 and 
2) or when respondents are older (Waves 3 and 4). We also find that 
this relationship holds when we control for indicators of cognitive 
ability (e.g., GPA and other measures of school performance) and for 
conscientiousness (one of the ‘Big Five’ personality traits).

Finally, we test (and ultimately reject) a rational self-selection 
account of our results, according to which intuitive people are less 
well off financially because they have intentionally chosen to pur-
sue careers that pay less (e.g., the arts), and not because they are 
more prone to errors in financial decision making. Specifically, three 
pieces of evidence refute this account. First, the tendency to rely on 
gut feelings also predicts an increased risk of having gambling prob-
lems, which is presumably not caused by one’s career choice. Sec-
ond, intuitive decision making styles measured in Waves 3 or 4 (i.e., 
after most respondents have already selected their career paths) neg-
atively predict financial wellbeing even when we control for intuitive 
decision making styles measured in Waves 1 and 2 (i.e., before and/
or while most respondents select their career paths). In other words, 
even after controlling for an early tendency to rely on gut feelings 
when making decisions (which may be correlated with a person’s 
career preferences), we find that additional increases (vs. decreases) 
in this tendency later in life are associated with more negative (vs. 
positive) financial outcomes. Finally, we find that the tendency to 
rely on gut feelings when making decisions is negatively related to 
self-reported life satisfaction, which runs counter to the notion that 
intuitive decision makers are deliberately (and happily) choosing to 
pursue low-paying professions. 

Our findings suggest that relying on gut feelings to make deci-
sions leads to negative life outcomes, at least in the financial domain. 
The recent financial crisis and the events that followed have high-
lighted the dangers of hasty financial decisions and their impact on 
individual, national, and global financial wellbeing. Based on our 
results, we strongly caution against teaching children and/or adults 
to rely on their gut feelings when making financial choices.

Expense Neglect in Forecasting Personal Finances

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
In economics, “life cycle” consumption models postulate that 

consumers borrow and save across time periods in order to account 
expectations about changes in income and expenses over time. But 

it is a nontrivial problem to predict future income and expenses, and 
therefore whether it makes sense to consume now, to save or to bor-
row. Any mistake in the forecasting of one’s finances can cause se-
rious negative consequences, such as derailing a future retirement 
plan or driving someone into long term-debt. How, then do people 
form their expectations about how much money will be available in 
the future? Zauberman and Lynch (2005) demonstrated the role of 
perceptions of spare money (i.e., money slack) in influencing peo-
ple’s intertemporal preferences. But we know little about what inputs 
drive these perceptions of spare money, and in particular, whether 
people are sensitive to changes in income and expenses as they form 
these judgments. 

Across seven studies, we demonstrate that even though people 
generally think their expenses will rise in the future, they neglect or 
under-weigh expenses compared to income when forecasting their 
future spare money. In other words we find that while people expect 
that both their income and expenses to increase in the future, they 
naturally are much more sensitive to changes in income rather than 
changes in expenses when predicting their future financial situation.

In Studies 1a-c (N = 580), we sampled a wide range of partici-
pants with varying financial conditions. Our sample included fully 
employed and part-time employed adults, unemployed adults, and 
adults not currently in the labor force (Study 1a); university students 
(Study 1b); and business executives (Study 1c). Participants were 
asked to tell us how much spare money they currently have this week 
and how much spare money they expect to have over a fixed time in 
3 months and 12 months from now (1 = “Very little spare money” to 
11 = “Lots of spare money”). In addition, participants estimated how 
much they expected their income and expenses to change in 3 months 
and 12 months from now (-5 = “I expect my income[expenses] to 
greatly decrease” to +5 = “I expect my income[expenses] to greatly 
increase”). 

For each sample, we ran a regression that included expected in-
come change and expected expense change as independent variables, 
and expected change in spare money as a dependent variable. The 
results show that the growth in spare money is fueled by the expecta-
tion that income will be higher at more distant points in the future 
than it is today. Interestingly, people do not factor in their expense 
growth when estimating their future finances, and consequently, their 
expectations about spare money are determined primarily by their 
expected change in income rather than their expected change in ex-
penses. See table 1 for a summary of the results.

In Study 2 (N = 244), we examine whether the previous re-
sults are due to the possibility that participants evaluate income and 
expenses on different scales. To test this, half the participants were 
asked to evaluate their expected income and expense growth on a 
standard likert scale, as before, whereas the other half of the par-
ticipants were asked to evaluate their expected income and expense 
growth using a modulus that normalizes judgments on a single scale 
(e.g., if your income today is 100 chips, what will be your income 
in 12 months). We find that regardless of scale, participants consis-
tently neglected to incorporate expenses when judging future slack. 

Study 3 (N = 301) rules out the possibility that participants un-
der-weigh future expenses because they believe that future expenses 
are more uncertain than future income. Participants were first asked 
to make judgments of their future income and expense growth and 
were then asked to state how confident they were in their estimate. 
Surprisingly, we find that participants felt more confident about their 
future expense growth (M = 8.09), than their future income growth 
(M = 7.83, paried-t = 2.27, p = .024). Furthermore, we replicate our 
main finding, suggesting that even though participants are highly 
confident about the extent to which their expenses will grow in the 
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future, they still do not sufficiently account for expenses compared 
to income when estimating future slack.

Studies 4a (N = 302) and 4b (N = 74) rules out the possibility 
that these results are due to a bias caused by the manner in which we 
ask participants to estimate their available spare money. In particular, 
asking participants about how much slack they have may be prim-
ing them to think about the driver of spare money (i.e., income). If 
so, then asking participants to think about how financially constraint 
they are may cause participants to think about the driver of financial 
constraint (i.e., expenses). In Study 4a, half the participants are asked 
to estimate how much slack they have now and in the future, whereas 
the other half is asked to estimate how financially constraint they 
are now and in the future. We find that a focus on constraint does 
not diminish or eliminate expense neglect. In Study 4b, we replicate 
our findings using a three-item measure of resource availability that 
includes (1) a subjective assessment of spare money, (2) a subject as-
sessment of financial constraint, and (3) an assessment of whether or 
not participants think they are likely to be able to pay an unexpected 
bill of $1,500. 

Finally, we make a series of attempts to debias participants by 
focusing their attention on the various sources of expenses that may 
change in the future (Study 5, N = 243), how their expenses have 
changed in the past (Study 6, N = 159), and the role that exceptional 
expenses may play on current and future slack (Study 7, N = 184). 
However, we are unable to find any consistent factor that leads par-
ticipants to increase the weight that expenses play in determining 
future available money slack. This speaks to the robustness of ex-

pense neglect as a bias that impacts the way individuals forecast their 
future available spare money.

Financial Constraint Induces a Shift Toward Material 
Versus Experiential Purchases Through Long Term 

Focus

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
As people try to spend their money in ways that maximize their 

happiness, they need to trade off investments in experiential versus 
material purchases. Past research has shown that money allocated 
to experiential purchases may result in greater long-term happiness 
(e.g., Carter and Gilovich 2010; Nicolao, Irwin, & Goodman 2009; 
Van Boven & Gilovich 2003), suggesting that consumers should 
spend more money on experiential purchases (Dunn et al. 2011). The 
current research examines what happens when people feel finan-
cially constrained and this trade-off is more pressing than usual. Are 
financially constrained consumers more likely to spend their limited 
resources on experiences, thus allocating their scarce resources to 
get a bigger happiness bang for their buck? We propose that, rather 
than increasing the hedonic efficiency of their investments by focus-
ing on experiential purchases, financially constrained consumers in-
stead allocate more of their scarce income to material goods. Specifi-
cally, we propose that financial constraint increases concerns about 
durability, which in turn shifts preferences towards material goods.

Given that financial constraints tend to highlight opportunity 
costs (Spiller 2011), we propose that, financially constrained con-

Table 1: Summary of Main Results

Study Scale N Time Period 
(Months)

Mean Slack 
Change

Mean 
Income 
Change

Mean 
Expense 
Change

β (Income) β (Expense) β(Inc.)/ 
β(Exp.)

1a Likert 300 3 0.62 0.55 0.81 0.22 *** 0.07 -

1a Likert 300 12 1.43 1.11 1.10 0.36 *** -0.05 6.65

1b Likert 216 3 0.78 0.64 0.76 0.33 *** -0.05 6.81

1b Likert 216 12 1.79 2.17 1.46 0.31 *** 0.00 -

1c Likert 64 3 0.48 0.80 0.64 0.10 0.08 1.30

1c Likert 64 12 0.98 1.48 1.00 0.31 * -0.06 5.37

2 Likert 125 12 1.44 1.69 0.68 0.59 *** -0.38 *** 1.53

2 Modulus 119 12 1.73 +25% +5% 0.48 *** -0.11 4.32

2 Likert 125 36 2.56 2.69 1.59 0.63 *** -0.26 *** 2.38

2 Modulus 119 36 2.74 +100% +40% 0.42 *** -0.14 3.12

3 Likert 301 24 1.90 1.54 0.76 0.52 *** -0.22 *** 2.37

4a Likert 150 24 1.32 1.70 0.85 0.52 *** -0.19 ** 2.71

4a Likert - 
Constraint 152 24 1.02 1.64 0.86 0.35 *** -0.17 * 1.98

4b
Likert –  
3 Item  

Measure
75 24 1.62 1.81 1.15 0.63 *** -0.31 ** 2.02

Note: A ratio of greater than 1 indicates that participants are over-weighing income relative to expenses, whereas a ratio of less than 1 
indicates that participants are over-weighing expenses relative to income.

For studies using a modulus scale, we report median income and expense change in percentages.

 * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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sumers will recognize that a purchase today may inhibit a purchase 
tomorrow, thus focusing them on future consequences of the pur-
chase and the longevity of their purchase. Whereas material goods 
tend to physically persist over time, experiences are characterized by 
a shorter objective life expectancy. Thus, although experiences have 
been shown to provide longer lasting happiness, material purchases 
may appear more enduring. Because physical duration is likely more 
salient than the longevity of memories at the time of purchase, we 
suggest that consumers under financial constraint are partial to mate-
rial rather than experiential options. 

In three studies, we provide evidence that consumers thinking 
about real or hypothetical financial constraints are more likely to 
choose material versus experiential choices across a variety of shop-
ping scenarios. In study 1, we manipulate financial constraints by 
asking consumers to imagine and write an essay about life on or not 
on a budget. Next, they are asked to imagine that they have decided 
to spend their money on something nice for themselves as a treat 
and then are provided with six pairs of options that were pre-tested 
to equate on expected happiness, desirability, and perceived value of 
the item at the stated price. We observe that participants imagining 
life on a budget are more likely to prefer the material options than 
participants imagining life not on a budget, F(1,71) = 12.02 p < .001. 
Importantly, they are also more likely to mention duration as a fac-
tor in their choice than participants in the no-budgeting condition, 
F(1,71) = 4.30, p < .05.

In Study 2, we replicate the findings of Study 1 using another 
manipulation of financial constraint. Further, we rule out an alter-
native explanation that the increased focus on duration in study 1 
was due to the fact that budgeting artificially increases a consumer’s 
focus on the future. 

The study uses a 2(income change: increase, decrease) by 
2(response type: planning, feeling) between-subjects design. To 
manipulate financial constraint, participants are asked to imagine 
that their income has either increased or decreased by thirty per-
cent. In the planning conditions, participants are asked to devise a 
plan or budget for how they would live on their new monthly in-
come, whereas in the feeling conditions, participants are asked to 
write what kind of emotional response they would have to the new 
monthly income.  Participants then complete a shopping task similar 
to the one used in Study 1.  We present participants with possible 
reasons for each of their choices and ask them to indicate which ones 
they considered. As predicted, participants who imagine an income 
decrease are more likely to prefer the material option than partici-
pants who imagine an income increase, F(1,252) = 21.01, p < .001. 
Neither response type nor the interaction of response type with in-
come change has any effect on choice (all Fs < 1). We show that 
this shift in choice is mediated by participants’ increased focus on 
duration while making their choice (95% CI = .2521, .6349; 10,000 
re-samples) (Preacher and Hayes 2008).

Study 3 aims to show the relationship between financial con-
straints and preference for material options by highlighting par-
ticipants’ actual financial constraints. Instead of manipulating par-
ticipants’ perceived financial situation, we manipulate the extent to 
which participants consider their own financial constraints while 
making their choices. To do so, half of the participants are asked 
to consider their current financial situation before completing the 
shopping task. As in Study 2, we present participants with possible 
reasons for each of their choices and ask them to indicate which ones 
they considered. As predicted, participants who are asked to consider 
their financial constraints are more likely to prefer the material op-
tions than participants in the control condition, F(1,160) = 3.89, p 
=.05. Replicating Study 2, an increased focus on duration mediates 

the effect of the manipulation on preference for the material options 
(95% CI = .2398, .9392; N = 160; 10,000 re-samples) (Preacher and 
Hayes 2008). Thinking about one’s financial situation shifts partici-
pants’ focus towards duration, which in turn leads to an increased 
preference for the material options. 

Finally, using data from The Bureau of Economic Analysis 
(BEA), we show that in quarters of higher unemployment, when fi-
nancial constraints are greater, consumers spend disproportionately 
more on material items (goods) than experiences (services), β = .06, 
t(210) = 5.25, p < .001. This analysis provides real world support 
for the hypothesis that during times of greater financial constraints, 
consumers shift their expenses toward material goods. 

The present research indicates that consumers facing financial 
constraints are more likely to choose material purchases over experi-
ential purchases when making discretionary expenditures. Ironically, 
it appears this shift is driven by a belief that material goods will 
provide longer lasting benefits – even though prior research suggests 
that long-term happiness is better served by investing in experiences.

Squeezed: Effects of Constraint on Consumer Planning

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
This research investigates the relationship between different 

types of consumer planning and resource constraint. The connection 
between resource constraint and planning has been acknowledged in 
previous research (Lynch et al. 2010; Spiller 2011) but has not been 
explored or analyzed in detail. Furthermore, in contrast to the notion 
that planning is a unidimensional phenomenon (Lynch et al. 2010), 
we differentiate between two psychologically distinct types of plan-
ning: “efficiency planning” and “priority planning.”

Efficiency planning is intended to yield resource savings by ac-
complishing a goal as efficiently as possible, with the aim to avoid 
opportunity costs entirely. For instance, consumers ‘trip-chain’ 
to accomplish several shopping goals without wasting travel time 
(Brooks, Kaufmann, and Lichtenstein 2004).

In contrast, priority planning requires deciding what to forego 
given current constraints and necessitates direct consideration of op-
portunity costs. Whereas efficiency planning concerns local consid-
erations relevant to the current goal, priority planning weighs coun-
tervailing goals against one another. For instance, given only an hour 
to accomplish numerous shopping goals, a consumer might decide 
that not everything can get done and forego visiting the shoe store. 

These two kinds of planning are connected in that both are re-
sponses to resource constraint (or lack of resource slack; Zauber-
man and Lynch 2005). The difference is that efficiency planning is 
relevant when savings in the resource are precious, but there is no 
consideration of competing goals. Prioritization comes when one 
realizes that the resource is so constrained that tradeoffs have to be 
made. 

Because efficiency planning does not involve incurring oppor-
tunity costs but priority planning does, consumers should begin with 
efficiency planning, switching only when increasing resource con-
straint requires that they do. Thus we predict that the type of plan-
ning consumers tend to do should vary with resource constraint. 

Moreover, if efficiency and priority planning are indeed dis-
criminable constructs, there is reason to believe that engaging in one 
type will inhibit the other type. Local concerns associated with ef-
ficiently accomplishing a single goal may crowd out global concerns 
related to competing goals (as in the planning fallacy; Kahneman 
and Tversky 1979; Buehler, Griffin, and Peetz 2010). More gener-
ally, generating a plan of one-type may lead to output interference 
for other types (Alba and Chattopadhyay 1985). From a motivational 
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perspective, developing an efficiency plan may feel like progress, 
making it harder for people to release the goal (Kivetz, Urminsky, 
and Zheng 2006). Relatedly, consumers are averse to wasted utility 
(Bolton and Alba 2012), suggesting that abandoning an efficiency 
plan to prioritize a different goal may feel like a loss. 

In study 1, 153 mTurk participants answered a series of ques-
tions about holiday gift shopping and reported their financial con-
straint level. We show by confirmatory factor analysis that efficiency 
and priority planning are distinguishable constructs, and find that the 
share of priority plans made to efficiency plans increases with con-
straint. 

In Study 2 we manipulated constraint level rather than measur-
ing it; We asked 102 mTurk participants to list what they planned to 
buy each of five people over the holidays, then asked them to report 
how they would change their holiday gift shopping plans in reaction 
to a small, moderate or large financial shock in the form of an unex-
pected bill. Blind coders categorized responses into ‘priority’ (e.g., 
“give up on the gift”, “buy something different”) and ‘efficiency’ 
(e.g., “shop sales”, “use coupons”). Corroborating study 1, the pro-
portion of priority plans relative to efficiency plans increased with 
constraint. Moreover, participants were significantly more likely and 
faster to generate a plan of the same type as their previous plan as 
compared to a plan of the other type, supporting the idea that engag-
ing in one type of planning interferes with the other. 

A weakness of studies 1 and 2 is they cannot shed light on the 
dynamics of planning as it unfolds in real time. Therefore, in studies 3 
and 4 we utilized a virtual environment that simulates a shopping trip 
in a mall. Undergraduate participants completed a shopping list by 
visiting stores and purchasing items from their list. Maps positioned 
in the mall indicated the location of different store types throughout 
the mall and the items available in each store, allowing participants 
to save time by viewing the map and engaging in efficiency plan-
ning. This paradigm allowed us to manipulate time constraint and the 
presence of a priority structure, so that we could observe planning in 
a setting that resembles how behavior unfolds in real time. 

In study 3, we varied the time allowed to complete a series of 
shopping trips, providing a separate time budget for each trip. The 
key result was that participants (N=41) engaged in more efficiency 
planning (i.e., map viewing) under constraint. 

In study 4, rather than giving a separate time budget for each 
shopping trip, participants were given a single time budget to cover 
trips to three malls shopped in sequence. As in Study 3, participants 
(N=62) were paid for each item they located and purchased off an 
8-item shopping list for that mall, with an additional payment if they 
purchased all 8 items at the mall.  A priority structure was induced by 
doubling the payments at the third mall. Thus, if all three shopping 
lists could not be completed, participants would earn more by being 
sure to purchase all eight items at the third and final mall, abandon-
ing shopping at the first two malls if that was required under condi-
tions of higher constraint. We found that with increasing constraint, 
more time spent efficiency planning in the earlier malls reduced pri-
oritization, causing efficient planners to fail to allocate enough time 
to maximize payoffs in the last mall.  

The four experiments provide converging evidence about how 
different types of planning are influenced by resource constraint. 
Ironically, the attempt to save a resource by being efficient can some-
time lead people to get caught up in local considerations, neglecting 
a course of action that may be preferable when considered in the 
context of other, more important goals. 
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