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SESSION OVERVIEW
How difficult was your last decision? How did this difficulty 

during the decision process affect your choice? Consumers often 
face difficult decisions (Tversky and Shafir 1992). Choice difficul-
ty shapes, and is shaped by, effort invested in the decision process 
(Dhar 1997; Iyengar and Lepper 2000). The proposed session joins 
together four papers offering a new perspective on these questions, 
examining how features of the choice context and decision process 
affect perceived choice difficulty, with implications for consumers’ 
information search. They further examine perceived and objective 
effort invested in choosing, with outcomes for choice confidence and 
valuation of their chosen product. 

The first two papers examine novel factors that influence con-
sumers’ perception of how difficult a choice is. Zwebner and Schrift 
(N=955) identify how preference-elicitation modes (choice vs. rank-
ordering) affect perceived choice difficulty. Although rank-ordering 
requires more effort than simply choosing a preferred option, these 
authors found that rank-ordering reduces perceived choice difficulty. 
This effect occurs because rank-ordering makes judgments feel more 
objective. Wang and Sela (N=1,224) investigate how product cat-
egorization influences attributions of choice difficulty, and implica-
tions for consumers’ information search behavior. When products are 
framed in different categories, consumers perceive that the options 
represent distinct goals and therefore attribute choice difficulty to 
preference uncertainty (i.e., to the self - “I am not sure what I want”). 
In contrast, when products are framed under the same category, 
consumers see the options as representing means to an overarching 
goal and attribute choice difficulty to preference matching (i.e., to 
the option - “These options are not what I want”). This differential 
attribution of choice difficulty to the self (vs. options) drives search 
behavior; people seek information to discover their own preferences, 
but seek alternative choices when they feel the option is to blame.  

The remaining papers examine how consumers’ effort evalua-
tion shapes preferences and choice. Ibrahim and Hӓubl (N=2,335) 
examine when and why exerting greater effort increases decision 
confidence. Specifically, when consumers put more effort (e.g., time) 
into the decision process, they feel less confident about decisions that 
are “matters of quality” but more confident about decisions that are 

“matters of taste.” Lastly, Hur, Woolley, and Tu (N=1,425) examine 
how choice architecture can affect consumers’ subjective evaluations 
of the effort they put into a decision. When holding actual effort in-
vested constant, consumers perceive their effort had a bigger payoff, 
that is, was better spent and more worthwhile, when they discover 
the best option at the end (vs. beginning) in a choice set. As a result, 
even though consumers all chose the same best option, those who 
found this option at the end (vs. beginning) valued it more and were 
more committed to their choice. 

Together, this session advances our understanding of how 
choice difficulty and objective and subjective effort investment af-
fect consumers’ decision processes and search behavior. This session 
offers broad appeal on how choice structure can enhance or mitigate 
perceived effort and the consequences of choice difficulty on con-
sumers’ decisions.  

The Objectivity Illusion of Ranking Procedures: How 
and Why Ranking Alleviates Decision Difficulty

EXTENDTED ABSTRACT
The degree to which consumers experience decision difficulty 

is an important and fundamental aspect of the decision-making pro-
cess. For example, previous research demonstrated that experienced 
difficulty may elicit negative emotional states (e.g., Luce, Payne and 
Bettman 1999), cause consumers to end up choosing nothing (e.g., 
Iyengar and Lepper 2000), delay their choice (Dhar 1997, Tversky 
and Shafir 1992), increase the need to justify the decision (Shafir, 
Simonson, and Tversky 1993), and increase the likelihood to com-
promise (e.g., Novemsky et al. 2007). Additionally, the subjective 
experience of decision difficulty has been shown to also impact con-
sumers’ tendency to engage in simplifying and complicating behav-
iors (e.g., Schrift, Netzer and Kivetz 2011, Schrift, Kivetz, Netzer 
2016) and could even play an important role when observing others 
making decisions (e.g., Schrift and Amar 2015).

Indeed, as the subjective experience of difficulty impacts vari-
ety of different behaviors, understanding what factors increase or de-
crease it, is important from both theoretical and applied perspectives. 
The current work focuses on how the preference elicitation mode 
impacts consumers’ experience of difficulty. In particular, we focus 
on two prominent modes, namely, choice and rank-ordering.

When comparing a choice task to a ranking task, it is quite in-
tuitive to expect that a ranking task will elicit greater experience of 
difficulty (supported by a pilot study (N=100) where 76% of people 
believed that choosing would be easier for them than rank-ordering). 
That is, while choosing includes the selection of one option that of-
fers the greatest utility, rank-ordering includes the same selection 
(i.e. ranked first), as well as the ordering of all the other options in 
the set. Thus, the operations required to make a choice are embedded 
in those required to complete the ranking procedure. However, in 
the current research we repeatedly find that consumers’ experienced 
difficulty is actually lower when asked to rank as opposed to choose 
among the options. That is, even though the outcome of the ranking 
procedure is identical to that of the choice (i.e., consumers are fully 
aware that the option they rank first is the one they will eventually 
receive), framing the process as ranking as opposed to choosing de-
creases the difficulty that consumers experience. 
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Following recent research on consumer’s perceived objectivity 
vs. subjectivity in judgement (Berman et al., 2018; Goodwin and 
Darley 2008; Spiller and Belogolova 2017) we find that ranking 
compared to choosing increases perceptions of objectivity in judg-
ment and, therefore, reduces the associated decision difficulty. That 
is, while choosing highlights subjective evaluation criteria (i.e., a 
matter of taste), ranking procedures increases the perceived objec-
tivity of the decision and eases the selection process.

Study 1 (N=217, lab), utilized an incentive-compatible para-
digm in which participants viewed five products and either chose 
their most preferred product, or rank-ordered the products according 
to their preferences. Across both conditions we informed participants 
that their most preferred product (chosen or top-ranked) is the one 
they will receive should they win a lottery that was conducted. After 
choosing or rank-ordering, participants rated the difficulty they ex-
perienced using five items (Cronbach α=.88). Results confirmed that 
compared to the difficulty experienced in choice (M=3.42, SD=1.3) 
ranking reduced the experienced difficulty (M=2.54, SD=1.02; 
t(215)=5.49, p<.001). Interestingly, this difference was despite the 
fact that participants spent more time ranking the options (p<.001).

In Study 2 (N=199, MTurk) participants received only two op-
tions and were asked to either choose or rank-order the two options 
(between-subjects). Because the set consisted of only 2 options, the 
actual task in both conditions, is virtually identical. Results con-
firmed that even when only two options were available, participants 
still felt lower degree of difficulty in the rank (M=3.24, SD=1.49) 
compared to the choice condition (M=3.74, SD=1.5; t(197)=2.35; 
p=.02). Thus, these finding suggest that the effect is driven by how 
people construe the task and not by the actual cognitive operations 
required to performing it.

In Study 3 (N=160, lab) we aimed to further examine why con-
sumers construe the same decision differently when choosing com-
pared to ranking. After either choosing or ranking, participants were 
asked to indicate (on a 1-7 scale) the extent to which they found 
the (i) selection of a TV and (ii) differences among TVs, to be a 
matter of taste or a matter of quality. As hypothesized, participants 
in the ranking condition indicated greater objectivity for their se-
lected TV (M=5.29, SD=1.34) as well as for the differences among 
TVs (M=5.13, SD=1.33) compared to those in the choice condition 
(M=4.53, SD=1.74; t(158)=3.12, p=.002, and M=4.53, SD=1.53; 
t(158)=2.66, p=.009, respectively). Further, 68.8% in the ranking 
condition indicated that their chosen option is objectively better 
compared to only 51.2% in the choice condition (χ2(1)=5.1, p=.024). 

Study 4 (N=279, lab) replicated the effect observed in Stud-
ies 1-2 (p<.001) and the perceived objectivity effect demonstrated in 
Study 3 (p=.026) and extended these findings by testing the mediat-
ing role of perceived objectivity on experienced difficulty. Employ-
ing a similar design to Study 3, a mediation analysis (using the macro 
PROCESS, model 4, Hayes, 2013) confirmed that the perceived ob-
jectivity mediated the effect of elicitation mode (choice vs. rank) on 
participants’ experience of difficulty (B=-.09; 95% CI=[-.19, -.02]).

To summarize, we find that ranking, although takes longer and 
requires greater cognitive operations, reduces experienced decision 
difficulty as it fosters greater perceived objectivity of the selection 
process. We discuss the applied contribution of these findings given 
the prevalence of decision aids that could foster ranking procedures 
as opposed to direct choice.

Roads or Rome? How Product Categorization Shapes the 
Attributions and Consequences of Choice Difficulty

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumers often experience choice difficulty while making de-

cisions (Broniarczyk and Griffin 2014; Sela and Berger 2012), and 
they often cope with such experiences by deferring choice and pro-
longing their information search (Corbin 1980; Dhar 1997; Dhar and 
Simonson 2003). But how do people select the specific strategy for 
coping with choice difficulty? For example, when do they seek more 
information on existing alternatives as opposed to new alternatives, 
or try to figure out their own preferences? 

Choice difficulty may be attributed internally, to preference un-
certainty (e.g., “I am not sure what I want”), or externally, to quali-
ties of the available options (e.g., “the available options are not good 
enough”). Each of these possible attributions has distinct implica-
tions for information search, namely, seeking information about how 
the options differ in an attempt to form a preference, versus seeking 
other, presumably better options, respectively.

We argue that framing the choice options as representing dif-
ferent categories (e.g., “2-in-1”, “ultraportable”, “gaming”) leads 
consumers to construe the decision as choosing among different 
goals, whereas framing them as representing one overarching cat-
egory (e.g., “laptops”) leads them to perceive the decision as choos-
ing among different means to a goal. We argue this based on the 
notion that category labels often indicate the consumption goals 
associated with products under the category (Lamberton and Diehl 
2013). Goals are self-diagnostic, because they are seen as desired 
end-states of the self (Carver and Scheier 1990, 1998; Chartrand et 
al. 2008; Sela and Shiv 2009), whereas means are more instrumen-
tal and situationally determined (Kruglanski et al. 2002; van Osse-
laer and Janiszewski 2012). Consequently, we propose that, to the 
extent that consumers experience choice difficulty, distinct product 
categories lead consumers to attribute choice difficulty to the self (as 
opposed to the available options) and, therefore, seek information 
that may help them discover their own preferences. Conversely, a 
single product category frame leads them to attribute difficulty to the 
options available (as opposed to the self) and, therefore, seek other 
choice alternatives. 

Experiment 1 examines the effect of categorization on informa-
tion search, using consequential choice. Participants saw three tea 
bag options from which to choose, each described on several attri-
butes, framed as representing either the same category or different 
categories. Product attributes were the same across conditions and 
category labels provided no additional information not already con-
tained in the attributes. Presumably to help them with the decision, 
we offered participants the option to view either additional informa-
tion about the existing options that can help them figure out what 
type of tea bag they want or, instead, to view other options alto-
gether, corresponding to preference uncertainty and option quality 
attributions, respectively. They also rated their subjective feelings 
of choice difficulty. Participants were more likely to seek detailed 
information about the existing options in the different-categories 
condition (M=70%) than in the same-category condition (M=47%; 
χ2(1)=7.08, p=.008). Supporting our suggestion that this effect re-
flects attributions of choice difficulty, it was pronounced when diffi-
culty was moderate-to-high (greater than 3.13 on a 7-point scale) but 
attenuated when participants experienced no difficulty (moderation 
β=.57, Wald=4.43, p=.035). Categorization had no effect on diffi-
culty itself.

Experiment 2 examines how product categorization influences 
attributions of choice difficulty. Participants saw three laptop mod-
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els, framed as representing either one category (“laptops”) or differ-
ent categories (“ultraportable”, “performance”, “premium display”). 
Participants rated choice difficulty and indicated whether the diffi-
culty was due to preference uncertainty (e.g., “I am not sure what 
exactly I want”) or the options (e.g., “the options do not perfectly fit 
my wants”). As expected, participants were more likely to attribute 
choice difficulty to preference uncertainty in the different-categories 
condition (M=4.22 on a 7-point scale: 1=attribute to preference un-
certainty, 7=attribute to option availability) than in the same-catego-
ry condition (M=4.99; F(1,98)=9.40, p=.003). There was no effect 
on choice difficulty itself or perceived option similarity, variability, 
and comparability.

Experiment 3 tests the mediating role of participants’ percep-
tion that they chose among goals versus means. Participants saw four 
mutual fund options, framed as representing either one or different 
categories. Compared with the same-category condition, participants 
in the different-categories condition attributed difficulty to prefer-
ence uncertainty more (F(1, 195)=9.07, p=.003) and indicated that 
they thought more during the decision about which financial goal 
they would like to achieve rather than which option would best 
serve their financial goals (F(1, 195)=3.90, p=.050). This measure of 
thought process mediated the effect of categorization on attribution 
(βindirect=.10, 95% CI=[.01,.26])

Experiment 4 uses the same scenario to provide further insight 
into the process. If using multiple (vs. single) product categories af-
fects attributions by leading people to perceive that they are choos-
ing among goals (vs. means), then drawing participants’ attention, in 
both conditions, to their personal goals before the decision should 
attenuate this effect, because it should increase goal-based choice 
regardless of product categorization. Consistent with our logic, the 
effect of product categorization on choice difficulty attributions rep-
licated in the baseline condition (F(1,690)=8.64, p=.003), but was 
attenuated when participants answered several questions regarding 
their financial goals before seeing the four mutual fund options (F(1, 
690) < 1, NS; interaction F(1,690)=5.00, p=.026). Choice difficulty 
did not differ across the four conditions. 

Experiment 5 further examines the downstream effect of attri-
butions on information search. Participants saw three wine options, 
framed as representing either one category (i.e., dinner party wine) or 
different categories (i.e., pre-dinner wine, table wine, dessert wine). 
Compared with the same-category condition, participants in the dif-
ferent-categories condition attributed choice difficulty to preference 
uncertainty more (F(1,98)=5.35, p=.023). This, in turn, led them to 
indicate that they would prefer to view additional information that 
could help them discover what they wanted rather than see other op-
tions (72% vs. 52%; χ2(1)=4.24, p=.039; mediation βindirect=.21, 95% 
CI=[.01,.69]). 

Taken together, our findings provide novel insights on how 
product categorization influences consumer interpretations of choice 
difficulty and information search. In addition to their practical sig-
nificance, the findings also make theoretical implications for goal 
systems and self-perception theories by showing the link between 
categorization, goal construal, and attribution to internal versus ex-
ternal sources of choice experiences. 

Nuanced Effects of Decision Effort on Decision 
Confidence in Matters of Quality versus Matters of Taste

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Effort, be it physical or mental, is quintessential to everyday 

consumer decision-making, and it has a profound impact on consum-
ers’ preference and choice appraisals. Although evidence suggests 

that exerting more mental effort increases metacognitive difficulty, 
resulting in low decision confidence (e.g., Dhar 1997; Iyengar and 
Lepper 2000; Tversky and Shafir 1992; see Anderson 2003 for a re-
view), we theorize that, under some circumstances, exerting greater 
effort actually increases decision confidence. 

We argue that whether exerting more effort in the decision pro-
cess increases or decreases decision confidence (Parker et al. 2016; 
Thomas and Menon 2007; Zakay 1985) is a function of consum-
ers’ effort sensitivity (the strength of the relationship between effort 
exertion and consumers’ judgment of metacognitive difficulty) in a 
particular domain and its impact on the inferences consumers draw 
from their effort exertion.

We theorize that consumers tend to be more effort sensitive 
when they consider effort exertion to be detrimental in achieving the 
desired decision outcome and less effort sensitive when they con-
sider effort exertion to be beneficial in achieving the desired decision 
outcome. We demonstrate that consumers are systematically more 
effort sensitive in domains that are considered “matters of quality” 
(where alternatives can be rank-ordered based on product features 
reflecting objective quality) than in domains considered “matters of 
taste” (where alternatives cannot be rank-ordered in terms of objec-
tive quality). This divergence in effort sensitivity in turn differen-
tially impacts two distinct aspects of decision confidence – prefer-
ence clarity (i.e., to what extent consumers’ choices reflect their true 
inclination) and preference correctness (i.e., to what extent choices 
can be validated or justified by normative preferences) (Olson et al. 
1983; Petrocelli et al. 2007).

In quality domains, consumers tend to attribute the locus of 
their evaluations to product features and consider normative prefer-
ences for these features (i.e., rank-ordering) to be diagnostic of the 
optimality of their own choices. In this case, exerting more (vs. less) 
effort in the decision process undermines inferences about preference 
correctness, in turn diminishing decision confidence. By contrast, in 
taste domains, consumers tend to attribute the locus of their evalua-
tions to personal preferences and consider normative preferences for 
product features to be less diagnostic of the optimality of their own 
choices. In this case, exerting more (vs. less) effort in the decision 
process promotes inferences about preference clarity, in turn increas-
ing decision confidence. We present evidence from five studies that 
were designed to test this conceptual model (see figure 1). 

In study 1 (N=245), we tested consumers’ predisposition toward 
exerting effort across 16 different product domains (adapted from 
Spiller and Belogolova 2017). We found that, on average, consumers 
are willing to exert more effort (i.e., actively spend time; log-trans-
formed) in the decision process when they consider a domain to be 
more of a matter of quality versus more of a matter of taste (b=.086, 
SE=.004, p<.001; see figure 2). This finding is consistent with our 
theorizing but not fully conclusive, particularly since the 16 domains 
differed considerably in economic significance (e.g., Chaiken and 
Maheswaran 1994; Petty and Wegener 1998). We controlled for this 
in subsequent studies by using quality and taste domains with similar 
price ranges. Using product-choice paradigms, we manipulated the 
amount of decision effort exerted by varying aspects of the choice 
architecture, such as the number of alternatives to be inspected, as 
well as the format and timing of information presentation. 

Both studies 2 (N=488) and 3 (N=503) showed that, as hy-
pothesized, greater effort exertion reduced decision confidence in 
quality domains (e.g., electric toothbrushes) but increased decision 
confidence in taste domains (e.g., coffee tables) (ps<.05). We esti-
mated a bias-corrected moderated mediation model (Hayes 2013; 
5,000 bootstrap samples) in each study. Our analyses revealed that 
in quality domains, inferences about preference clarity and prefer-
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ence correctness were interdependent and corresponded to decision 
effort similarly. In this case, greater effort exertion diminished both 
preference clarity and preference correctness, in turn reducing deci-
sion confidence (ps<.05). By contrast, in taste domains, inferences 
about preference clarity and preference correctness were indepen-
dent and corresponded to decision effort distinctively. In this case, 
greater effort exertion reduced preference correctness but enhanced 
preference clarity, in turn increasing decision confidence (ps<.001). 
These effects were robust to chronic individual differences in effort 
valuation (i.e., need for cognition, α=.96; Cacioppo and Petty 1982; 
Cacioppo et al. 1984).

In study 4 (N=499), we tightly controlled for the hedonic versus 
utilitarian nature of the decision domain by asking participants to 
choose within a common product domain (i.e., electric toothbrush-
es). We manipulated the set of alternatives so as to make the choice 
among them either a matter of quality (products varied in objective 
quality and price, but not in their ergonomic and aesthetic properties) 
or a matter of taste (products varied in their ergonomic and aesthetic 
properties, but not in objective quality or price). The results showed 
again that greater effort exertion reduced confidence in quality do-
mains but increased confidence in taste domains (p=.032; figures 
3a–3d). 

In study 5 (N=603), we distinguished between instrumen-
tal decision effort (the effort exerted in considering and reasoning 
about products: 20 vs. 5 alternatives) and incidental decision ef-
fort (the effort exerted in merely obtaining product information: 40 
vs. 10 seconds). Using a 3 (decision effort: low instrumental–high 
incidental vs. low instrumental–low incidental vs. high instrumen-
tal–low incidental) x 2 (domain: quality vs. taste) between-subjects 
product-choice paradigm, we again found that exerting more effort 
diminished confidence in quality domains (i.e., power banks) but in-
creased confidence in taste domains (i.e., ceramic mugs) (p=.071; 
figures 4a–4d). Collapsing the levels of exerted decision effort to 
high versus low instrumental effort yielded the predicted interaction 
effect (p=.020), but collapsing the levels of exerted decision effort 
to high versus low incidental effort did not (p=.378), suggesting that 
instrumental decision effort is the key driver of the predicted effects.

This research advances our understanding of the psychological 
forces that govern how decision effort informs decision confidence. 
Importantly, it pinpoints conditions under which choice architec-
tures can benefit both firms and consumers by either promoting or 
restraining the exertion of decision effort. 

Hidden Benefits of Hiding the Best Option: Consumers 
Value Their Selection More When Discovering it Later

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumers often suffer from choice overload. They at times 

face endless options in stores and online that they need to sort 
through to find a product that fits their need. To address this, com-
panies have begun offering curated products that limit the search 
process and help consumers narrow in on the best option for them 
(Cha et al. 2018). For example, online dating apps limit the number 
of potential relationship partners users can view and connect with 
per day, and Book of the Month, a book subscription service, recom-
mends five books every month with reviews, and consumers read 
each review from curators before ordering a book to read.

When searching through a limited choice set, consumers often 
learn about options in a specific order. When arranging such a choice 
set, should marketers present the best option - the one that consum-
ers are likely to prefer the most in the set - at the beginning of the 
sequence or save it for last? 

The current research explores a hidden benefit of saving the 
best option late: Presenting the best option at the end (vs. begin-
ning) increases consumers’ valuation of the selected option. This is 
because, when searching within a limited choice set, discovering the 
best option at the end (vs. beginning) leads consumers to perceive 
that the effort they put into finding the best option paid off more – 
that is, was well spent and worthwhile (Delleart and Hӓubl 2012). 
We propose that such benefits arise because consumers perceive that 
they have made more progress in their search (Harkin et al. 2016). 
As such, finding the best option at the end (vs. beginning) has key 
consequences for consumers’ enhanced valuation of their chosen op-
tion, as the positive experience of the search process transfers to the 
outcome of search (Fishbach et al. 2004).

Five studies (N=1,325) test our theory. Study 1 examined effort 
payoff using an incentive-compatible design. Participants opened 
five gift boxes containing different financial payouts with the goal 
of discovering the highest prize to claim as a bonus. Participants in 
the best-option-beginning condition viewed the highest prize first 
($0.22) before viewing four lower prize amounts; participants in the 
best-option-end condition viewed the four lower prize amounts first 
and found the highest prize ($0.22) at the end. After selecting their 
prize, we measured how much participants felt their effort paid off. 
As predicted, those who found the best option at the end (vs. begin-
ning) felt their effort paid off more (Mend=5.03; Mbeginning=4.05; t(136) 
=3.75, p<.001, d=.64).

Study 2 extended these results when searching for a rental on 
Airbnb. Participants searched through five different rentals before 
making their selection. We manipulated the order of the highest 
rated option so that it appeared either at the beginning or end of the 
choice set. Participants who found the best option at the end (vs. 
beginning) felt their effort paid off more (Mend=5.92; Mbeginning=5.00; 
F(1,161)=13.99, p<.001, ηp

2=.08). 
Study 3 examined our proposed process, that people feel a 

greater sense of effort payoff when finding the best option at the end 
because they experience a sense of progress during their search. To 
test this, we manipulated the presentation order of the highest rated 
restaurant as in study 2, and manipulated the sense of progress (pres-
ent vs. absent) by presenting options sequentially versus simulta-
neously. In the progress-present-condition, participants viewed all 
options one at a time, as in studies 1-2; in the progress-absent-condi-
tion, participants viewed all options at once, such that they were un-
able to feel a sense of progress during search. We found a significant 
interaction (F(1, 340)=3.85, p=.051, ηp

2=.011; figure 5); finding the 
best option at the end (vs. beginning) increased perceived effort pay-
off only for those who could experience search progress (Mend=6.23; 
Mbeginning=5.60; F(1, 340)=11.00, p=.001, ηp

2=.03), which attenuated 
when there was no search progress experience (p=.58). 

Study 4 provided additional process evidence by measuring 
consumers’ perceptions of progress during their search and we exam-
ined a consequence of this effect - that people value their selected op-
tion more when they feel greater effort payoff. Participants searched 
through a set of environmental non-profits with the goal of choosing 
one charity to donate to. Participants who found the highest rated 
non-profit at the end (vs. beginning) of their search felt greater ef-
fort payoff (Mend=5.39; Mbeginning=4.91; t(308) =2.81, p=.007, d=.31). 
Finding the best option at the end also increased valuation of the cho-
sen option; these participants were more willing to recommend their 
selected non-profit to others (Mend=5.97; Mbeginning=4.79; t(308)=7.24, 
p<.001, d=.82). A serial mediation analysis supported our predic-
tions; finding the best non-profit at the end (vs. beginning) increased 
perceived progress in search, which increased effort payoff, leading 
participants to be more likely to recommend their selected non-profit 
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to others (βindirect=.10, 95% CI=[.01,.21]; PROCESS model 6; Hayes 
and Preacher 2014) (figure 6).

Our final study demonstrated another consequence of presen-
tation order. Participants viewed five apartment options and chose 
one to rent. When the participants found the best apartment at the 
end (vs. beginning), they were more willing to submit an applica-
tion to rent the apartment sooner without viewing additional options 
(Mend=6.49; Mbeginning=6.06; t(197)=2.92, p=.004, d=.51). This effect 
was mediated by greater perceived effort payoff when the best option 
was at the end (vs. beginning) (βindirect=.43, 95% CI=[.23, .68]). 

Overall, we find that showing the best option at the end (vs. 
beginning) can increase perceived payoff from search and increase 
valuation of the chosen option. This research contributes to literature 
on search (Delleart and Häubl 2012) and effort perception (Kim and 
Labroo 2011). Additionally, we connect literature on goal (Harkin et 
al. 2016) to demonstrate that perceived progress in search drives this 
effect. Lastly, these results offer managerial implications, as finding 
the best option at the end increased willingness to recommend the 
selected option and increased choice commitment. 
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