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Abstract

Agents insist on agency for many reasons, including a desire to obtain their preferred choice
and a desire for control. Agents may also forgo agency because they desire to avoid the costs
of considering a decision. In a large experiment, we present decision-makers with a menu of
investment options and investigate whether they insist on agency or let someone else choose
for them. We find that requiring individuals to consider their choice makes them more willing
to forgo agency. This consideration effect arises even among experienced decision-makers and
across a range of decision-maker characteristics. While we observe few differences in participants’
willingness to forgo agency across demographic groups, people expect many differences to arise,

including that women would be more willing to forgo agency than men.
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1 Introduction

Individuals can often forgo agency by allowing others to make choices for them. For instance,
when individuals select investment funds, retirement accounts, healthcare plans or insurance poli-
cies, individuals may forgo agency by following a recommendation, by adopting a default option,
or by agreeing to let someone else or an algorithm—such as Al—make a choice for them. When
they forgo agency in this way, their choices may reflect what is most commonly chosen, experts’
opinions, or even randomness. A common feature across the ways in which individuals forgo agency
is that they often allow individuals to avoid the costs associated with considering their choices.

There are many reasons why individuals may be more or less insistent on agency. For very
confident individuals who have concerns over what others would choose, insisting on agency is a
way to ensure they implement their preferred choice (see, e.g., Bartling and Srinivasan, 2025). For
less confident individuals who think others may make a more informed decision on their behalf,
forgoing agency may naturally follow. In this paper, we examine how the consideration costs of
decisions—holding fixed the informational content about one’s own ability and what occurs when
they forgo agency—influences an agent’s willingness to forgo agency.

To examine the impact of consideration costs on agency preferences, we compare how often
participants forgo agency across several treatments. Some treatments require participants to have,
at least, a cursory consideration of the available choices if they insist on agency. Another treatment
instead allows participants to largely sidestep consideration costs even if they insist on agency.
Participants can always avoid consideration costs by forgoing agency.

More specifically, participants in our experiments face a series of investment problems. In
each problem, participants choose which investment option, from a set of available options, to
implement. Each investment problem appears once in each of the two blocks: the Baseline Block
and the Agency Block. In the Baseline Block, participants decide which option to implement in
an investment problem for a small fee, with no option to forgo agency. In the Agency Block,
participants decide to either forgo agency in an investment problem (and accept the option chosen
by the paternalist, Pat) or to insist on agency (and implement an option of their selection for the
same small fee as in the Baseline Block). The fee ensures that individuals who select agency have
a strict preference for doing so. While participants have information about Pat, they do not know
Pat’s exact choices. In the main series of experiments, Pat is a participant from an earlier study,

selected because they made the most common choice in as many of the investment problems as



possible.

We design the Prior Choice and New Choice treatments to examine the extent to which con-
sideration costs may influence individuals’ willingness to give up agency. In the Prior Choice
treatment, participants first face the Baseline Block and then the Agency Block. This ensures
that—when individuals make their agency decisions—they have already incurred the consideration
costs associated with thinking about the exact same investment options. In addition, if participants
insist on agency in an investment problem in the Agency Block, the option that will be implemented
is already determined: it is their prior choice (i.e., the option they previously chose in the same
investment problem in the Baseline Block). Importantly, participants do not have to re-select which
option to implement in the Agency Block under the Prior Choice treatment. Hence, if participants
insist on agency in the Prior Choice treatment, they do not actively select a specific investment
option and do not incur related consideration costs. This design feature—coupled with the fact
that participants have already had experience with considering all investment problems—implies
that any consideration costs associated with insisting on agency are likely minimal.

In the New Choice treatment, insisting on agency requires participants to incur larger consid-
eration costs. Participants first face the Agency Block and then the Baseline Block, which implies
that—when they are making agency decisions—they are considering each investment option for the
first time. Relatedly, if participants insist on agency, they are required to choose which option, out
of all available options, to implement in the Agency Block.

Participants’ willingness to forgo agency differs substantially across these treatments. In the
Prior Choice treatment, when insisting on agency means participants can simply implement their
prior choice without further consideration, participants forgo agency in a problem 31% of the time.
In the New Choice treatment, when participants must actively select an option if they insist on
agency, participants forgo agency 55% of the time. That is, requiring participants to consider their
choice if they insist on agency makes participants 24 percentage points (or 77%) more likely to
forgo agency. Importantly, since participants do not learn what Pat chooses nor the outcomes of
selected investment problems, this consideration effect arises despite there being no difference in
information about what happens when they forgo agency.

One may naturally wonder whether the consideration effect persists even among experienced
participants. To consider this question, we design the Fxperienced New Choice treatment. As in
the Prior Choice treatment, participants in the Ezperienced New Choice treatment first face the

Baseline Block and then the Agency Block. However, as in the New Choice treatment, if participants



in the Ezperienced New Choice treatment insist on agency, they have to actively select which option
to implement and at least pay some cursory consideration costs when selecting which investment
option to implement in a problem they have previously considered. In the Fzperienced New Choice
treatment, participants forgo agency in a problem 46% of the time, which is significantly larger than
the aforementioned 31% observed in the Prior Choice treatment. That is, even among experienced
participants, requiring participants to consider their choice if they insist on agency makes them
more willing to forgo agency.

We present several robustness checks, including that our results persist across different types of
decision problems, the order of decision problems, and when including demographic controls. We
show that participants display some evidence of heuristic use and how that heuristic use affects
consideration costs. We confirm that participants are attentive and responsive to what occurs when
they forgo agency: they are substantially more reluctant to let someone else make their choice when
that other person is known to make unusual choices. Finally, we run several additional experiments
that conceptually replicate the consideration effect in various decision environments. We replicate
the consideration effect in a new sample, when participants’ beliefs about what Pat will choose are
fixed; when participants precisely know what Pat will choose; and via a design that allows us to
consider only participants facing the investment decisions for the first time.

Extending beyond the consideration effect and our focus on when participants forgo agency, we
further exploit our rich data—and collect new belief data—to consider two other underexplored
questions. We ask whether participants’ willingness to forgo agency differs across demographic
groups and whether people expect any demographic differences to arise. We consider differences
according to participants’ age, gender, college education, political party affiliation, and race. We
only observe robust evidence for a difference by age. This difference is accurately expected: par-
ticipants expect that younger people are more willing to forgo agency. But, perhaps more notably,
participants inaccurately expect that: (i) women are much more willing to forgo agency than men,
(ii) people without college degrees are much more willing to forgo agency than people with college
degrees, and (iii) Democrats are much more willing to forgo agency than Republicans.

This paper is related to several important strands of literatures. Our work complements the
literature on individuals’ willingness to paternalize others (Jacobsson, Johannesson and Borgquist,
2007; Lusk, Marette and Norwood, 2014; Gangadharan et al., 2018; Ambuehl, Bernheim and Ock-
enfels, 2021; Ackfeld and Ockenfels, 2021; Stefan et al., 2022; Bartling et al., 2023; Buckle and

Luhan, 2023; Ambuehl et al., 2025; Bartling and Srinivasan, 2025). However, by focusing on in-



dividuals’ willingness to be paternalized and let someone else make their decisions, our paper is
more closely related to the small but growing literature on agency preferences (Fehr, Herz and
Wilkening, 2013; Bartling, Fehr and Herz, 2014; Owens, Grossman and Fackler, 2014; Pikulina and
Tergiman, 2020; Afzal et al., 2022; Freundt, Herz and Kopp, 2023; Pikulina and Tergiman, 2024;
Bartling and Srinivasan, 2025; Bakhtiar et al., 2025; Erkut and Kiibler, 2026). We find that agency
preferences are malleable; they depend on the extent to which agents are required to consider their
options if they insist on agency. Simple changes to the choice environment can therefore have a
large impact on the demand for agency.! Relatedly, while ample work exists that shows how easily
individuals can be swayed in many contexts, there is also compelling work that documents how dif-
ficult it can be to affect individuals’ choices (for a review of this literature, see Jachimowicz et al.,
2019, DellaVigna and Linos, 2022, and Dykstra, O’ Flaherty and Whillans, 2026). We provide
a potential factor that may contribute to these differing results: when individuals have to incur
consideration costs to implement their own choice, their choices are considerably more malleable.
In contrast, when individuals can maintain agency without incurring consideration costs—e.g., by
simply implementing their same prior choice again—their choices are considerably more stable.

Our work also connects to research in cognitive economics on how the cognitive costs of evalu-
ating options shape choice (Sims, 2003; Caplin and Dean, 2015; Matejka and McKay, 2015; Enke
and Graeber, 2023; Enke and Shubatt, 2023; Mackowiak, Matejka and Wiederholt, 2023; Shubatt
and Yang, 2024). That work typically studies how individuals allocate scarce attention when ac-
quiring or processing information about their options. In our setting, participants already have all
payoff-relevant information in front of them, and what varies is whether they must actively work
out and select a preferred option. Our results therefore speak to which margin of cognitive cost
binds.

Finally, we contribute to a literature on believed gender differences, including inaccurate beliefs
related to gender (Bordalo et al., 2019; Bohren, Imas and Rosenberg, 2019; Coffman, Exley and
Niederle, 2021). While prior work often focuses on believed gender differences pertaining to ability,
this paper highlights additional important beliefs to consider: beliefs about whether men and
women want to be paternalized. Since we observe that people inaccurately expect that women
are much more willing to forgo agency—or be paternalized—than men, future work may naturally

investigate if this results in women experiencing undesirable paternalistic barriers.?

!The demand for agency matters for many reasons, ranging from the outcomes secured to the extent to which
people are held responsible for that outcome (Akbas, Ariely and Yuksel, 2019; Bartling and Fischbacher, 2012).
2In a broader sense, our paper also contributes to literature that explores differences and believed differences



2 Design
This section describes our main experiment (see Appendix Section 4 for complete instructions).
2.1 Decision Environment

Our study involves 18 investment problems. In each one, participants receive an endowment
of $2.25 and decide how to invest $2 of that endowment by selecting which investment option to
implement.

The 18 investment problems are described in Table 1. There are twelve Eckel-Grossman (EG)
problems—inspired by Eckel and Grossman (2002)—with five investment options each: one guar-
antees a fixed return, and four have returns that depend on a 50-50 lottery. There are also four
High-Risk problems with three investment options: one guarantees a fixed return, and two involve
small chances of high returns. Finally, there are two Attention Check problems with five investment
options each, all with fixed returns, one of which strictly dominates the others. Participants do
not receive any information about the outcome of their investment decisions until the end of the
experiment. This design feature fixes information across participants.?

Participants face each investment problem twice: once in the Baseline Block and once in the
Agency Block. Participants do not know the rules of the second block while completing the first
block, and the order of the 18 problems in each block is random. In the Baseline Block, participants
choose an investment option and incur a $0.25 implementation fee. In contrast, in the Agency Block,
participants can either implement the option chosen by themselves (which we describe as “insisting
on agency” in this paper) or instead implement the option chosen by someone else (“forgo agency”)
separately for each problem. If they insist on agency, they incur the same $0.25 implementation fee
as in the Baseline Block. If they forgo agency and opt for the investment option chosen by someone
else, who we call “Pat,” they do not pay any implementation fee. This ensures that participants
who insist on agency have a strict preference for doing so.

To prevent individuals from being influenced by Pat’s choice, they do not learn it. Therefore,
we do not have to worry that individuals who make an investment decision in the Baseline Block
after the Agency Block are influenced by Pat’s choices. Participants are only informed that Pat’s

choices are determined by another MTurk worker, whom we describe as follows:

Because of anonymity, we cannot give you the true name of this MTurk worker. There-

according to gender, age, race, and political affiliation. For a review of this literature, see Bursztyn and Yang (2022).
3We consider the case where information about Pat’s choice is provided in Section 4.3.10.



fore, for simplicity, let’s refer to this MTurk worker as “Pat.” Pat will be chosen such
that for as many decisions [investment problems]| as possible out of the 18 decisions
you are about to make, the following is the case: Pat made the choice that is the most
common choice among all other MTurk workers in a prior version of this study. In this

sense, Pat is usual for MTurk workers.

We chose the name Pat both because of its gender neutrality and as a nod to Pat’s paternalistic
nature in our study. We select Pat to be someone who made the most modal choices and is
thus “common” in order to capture individuals’ willingness to give up agency when doing so is
“reasonable.” We examine the robustness of our results to other “Pats”—e.g., when Pat is instead

known to be equally likely to select any of the available investment options—in Section 4.3.9.

Table 1: Investment Problems

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5
EG 1 2 £(3,1.50) L£(4,1) L(5,0.50) L(6,0)
EG 2 2 £(3.50,1.50) L(5,1) £(6.50,0.50) L(8,0)
EG 3 2 L£(2.75,1.50) £(3.50,1) £(4.25,0.50) L(5,0)
EG 4 2 £(2.50,1.50) L(3,1) £(3.50,0.50) L(4,0)
EG 5 2 £(3.25,1.50) £(4.50,1) L(5.75,0.50) L(7,0)
EG 6 2 L£(3.75,1.50) L£(5.50,1) L(7.25,0.50) £(9,0)
EG 7 3 L£(4,2.50) L(5,2) L(6,1.50) L£(7,1)
EG 8 3 £(4.50,2.50) L(6,2) L(7.50,1.50) £(9,1)
EG 9 3 L£(3.75,2.50) L£(4.50,2) L£(5.25,1.50) L£(6,1)
EG 10 3 £(3.50,2.50) L(4,2) L£(4.50, 1.50) L(5,1)
EG 11 3 £(4.25,2.50) £(5.50,2) L£(6.75,1.50) L£(8,1)
EG 12 3 L£(4.75,2.50) L£(6.50,2) L£(8.25,1.50) £(10,1)
High-Risk 1 (1,100%) (10,2.50%) (100, 0.25%)
High-Risk 2 (1,100%) (5,10%) (50, 1%)
High-Risk 3 (2,100%) (10,5%) (100, 0.50%)
High-Risk 4 (2,100%) (5,20%) (50,2%)
Attention 1 3 1 1 1 1
Attention 2 3 1 1 1 1

Each EG problem involves a choice between one of five options: the first, X (= {2,3}), indicates a 100%
chance of receiving $X; and each of the remaining options £(X,Y") indicates a 50% chance of receiving $X
and a 50% chance of receiving $Y. Each High-Risk problem involves a choice between one of three options:
each described as (X, P), which denotes a P% chance of receiving $X. Each Attention Check problem
involves a choice between one of five options: each option, described above as X (= {1, 3}), denotes a 100%
chance of receiving $X. Pat’s choices are in bold.

Table 1 details the 18 investment problems, where Pat’s choice is in italics and bold. Pat’s

choice was determined by the Reference Group treatment, in which participants only had to make



decisions in the Baseline Block.*
2.2 Treatment Groups

Our experiment involves four treatments: New Choice, Experienced New Choice~NR (No Re-
minder), Experienced New Choice—R (Reminder), and Prior Choice. As shown in Table 2, these

four treatments vary in the following three ways:

1. Previously made a choice: In the New Choice treatment, the Agency Block precedes the
Baseline Block. In all other treatments, the Baseline Block precedes the Agency Block—

implying participants have previously made a choice when they make agency decisions.

2. Reminded of prior choice: In the Fzxperienced New Choice—R and Prior Choice treatments,
participants are reminded of their prior choice in the Baseline Block when deciding whether to
forgo agency in the same problem in the Agency Block. In the Fzperienced New Choice—-NR
treatment, participants are not reminded of this choice. In the New Choice treatment, there

is no prior choice because participants complete the Agency Block before the Baseline Block.

3. Prior choice implemented: In the Prior Choice treatment, if participants insist on agency
in a problem, the choice they previously chose in the same problem in the Baseline Block is
implemented. In all other treatments, if participants insist on agency in a problem, they have

to actively select which investment option they want to implement.

Table 2: Treatment Groups

Ezxperienced New Choice

New Choice -NR -R Prior Choice
1. Previously made a choice X X X
2. Reminded of prior choice X X
3. Prior choice implemented X

We describe the conditions in which participants decide on agency in the Agency Block. In all but the New
Choice treatment, the Baseline Block precedes the Agency block. In the Experienced New Choice—R and
Prior Choice treatments, participants are reminded of their prior choice in a problem when deciding whether
to forgo agency in that problem. In the Prior Choice treatment, if participants insist on agency in a problem,
their prior choice in that problem is implemented.

We designed the New Choice and Prior Choice treatments to test our main consideration effect:

that requiring participants to incur greater consideration costs makes them more likely to forgo

4We have 398 Amazon MTurk workers from August 2, 2018 in this Reference Group treatment, which was only
used to determine Pat’s choices.



agency. The two Experienced New Choice treatments serve as additional control treatments. Section

3 formalizes the consideration costs each treatment generates and maps them to predictions.
2.3 Implementation Details

For our main study, we recruited Amazon Mechanical Turk participants who had a U.S. IP
address and completed at least 100 HITs with an approval rating of 95%. We randomly assigned
them to one of our four main treatments. Participants receive a $2 completion fee plus additional
payments from one randomly selected decision, which could result in additional payments from $0

to $100 (given the High-Risk problems).’

3 Conceptual Framework

Individuals may forgo agency because they believe Pat will make a better decision on their
behalf or because of associated costs with insisting on agency. In this section, we provide a simple
conceptual framework to formalize consideration costs associated with insisting on agency and how

the extent of these costs may affect individuals’ willingness to forgo agency across our treatments.”
3.1 Set Up

Consider an individual 7 who faces a decision problem d. Since each problem is encountered
twice, her preferences over the options in a given problem may change between the first and second
encounter—perhaps because she originally made a mistake (trembling hand), acquired more infor-
mation from experience, or because experience itself changed her preferences. In decision problem
d, with multiple available options, the individual can choose between forgoing agency and accepting

Pat’s choice or insisting on agency. If the individual forgoes agency, her utility in decision d is

Uia(P) =E[ Y u(apa)pia(u)),

u€Uy

where apq denotes Pat’s choice, U; denotes individual i’s (finite) set of possible utility functions

for decision problem d, and p; 4 denotes individual i’s probability that her utility function is equal

®As detailed in the Online Appendix, within the Experimental Instructions for our main study and additional
studies, we recruited participants on MTurk several years ago when data quality was still higher—likely allowing
a sufficient sample even when we restrict to participants who pass our attention checks (as detailed in a following
section).

5While consideration costs can affect welfare, we emphasize that our conceptual framework is intended to be
positive: to predict when an individual forgoes agency. We do not take a stand on welfare, and the reason is related
to the mechanism we study. If an individual’s preferred option may change once she deliberates, it is not clear which
of her choices should serve as the welfare benchmark.



to u.”

If

the individual instead insists on agency, her utility is

Uia(A) = Vialai ) — F — Cig,

where Vj 4(a} ;) denotes the utility associated with implementing her preferred option a ;, which is

> uew, w(a; )pia(u) for some Wy C Uy. F is the monetary implementation fee that is paid when

insisting on agency, and C; 4 denotes the consideration costs associated with insisting on agency in

problem d. The individual therefore forgoes agency whenever

3.2

E[Y " ulapa)pia(w)] > Via(a;s) — F = Cia.
u€Uy

Consideration Costs

We decompose C; 4 into two types of consideration costs, which naturally vary across our treat-

ments:

. temptationy . 2 1s . . .. .
Temptation cost (¢, ") is the cost of avoiding reconsidering one’s past decisions. An in-

dividual may be tempted to reconsider her past decisions because she recognizes that her cur-
rent preferred option may differ from what she previously chose—e.g., because she originally
made a mistake (trembling hand), because she acquired more information from experience,

or because experience itself changed her preferences.

Deliberation cost (cgi’l“bera“on) is the cognitive cost of working out which option the individual

prefers out of all of the options presented and additional time/effort costs of choosing that
option over the available options. Its magnitude depends on how much of this work remains to
deliberation, small  deliberation, medium deliberation, large

be done, and we write Cid s Cig , and Cid for the levels

that arise across our treatments below.

Which of these two costs an individual incurs depends on the treatment and on whether she

chooses to re-evaluate her options. When both routes are available, she takes the cheaper one, so

that C; g = min{czeén pation cdeliberation} “GSoction 3.3 details how this maps to each of our treatments.

71’7

"We treat E[>",cu, wlara)pia(u)] as the individual’s expectation over Pat’s choice given the information she
has about Pat at the moment of decision. Because the description of Pat is held fixed across our treatments,

ED e

u, W(apr,a)pi.a(u)] does not vary across our consideration-effect comparisons.



3.3 Predictions and Mapping to Treatments

If participants insist on agency, they pay consideration costs across our treatments as follows:

e In the Prior Choice treatment, the participant pays no consideration costs. The participant
does not need to pay the deliberation cost, because they can only select one option (i.e., their
prior choice) if they insist on agency. They also do not pay the temptation cost because they

are not given the chance to reconsider their past decision. Thus, in this treatment, C; 4 = 0.

e In the Fxperienced New Choice—R treatment, either the temptation or small deliberation costs
are incurred. If the participant re-implements the option they chose previously without de-
liberation, they pay the temptation cost of avoiding reconsideration (i.e., C; 4 = c;e;l ptation)

If the participant instead chooses to re-evaluate the options, she can use the perfect informa-

tion on her past choice as a signal of her current preferred option without having to pay any

memory or recall costs—and hence pay a small deliberation cost when she redetermines which

option she prefers out of all of the options presented and then selects her preferred choice (i.e.,

deliberati i o . [ temptation _deliberati 1l
Ciqg =y oM S8 " Thus, in this treatment, C; 4 = min{c, """, ¢f o emom smaiy,

e In the Fxperienced New Choice—NR treatment, either the temptation or medium deliberation
costs are incurred. Under perfect and costless memory, the deliberation costs are exactly the
same as in the Experienced New Choice—R treatment. But, if memory is imperfect and/or
costly, the deliberation costs are higher because the participant has to exert more effort to
redetermine which option she prefers out of all of the options presented from scratch or has
to pay recall/memory costs to use their past choice as a signal of her current preferred option.

. . . temptatio deliberation, medi
Thus, in this treatment, C; g = min{c, ;P ¢f oo *Hom MG

e In the New Choice treatment, the participant has not made any prior decisions. This means
she cannot face any temptation costs associated with reconsidering her past decisions. This
also means there is no past choice that could serve as a signal of her current preferred choice.

. liberation, 1
That is, in this treatment, C; 4 = cgzlberamon’ arse,

How the consideration costs vary across the treatments then allows us to immediately predict

the relative likelihoods of participants forgoing agency across the treatments, as noted in P1.

10



P1 (The consideration effect). The probability of forgoing agency in treatment ¢, P(t), is

ordered across the treatments as follows:®

P(Prior Choice) < P(Experienced New Choice-R) <

P(Experienced New Choice-NR) < P(New Choice).

3.4 Relation to Other Frameworks

3.4.1 Rational Inattention and Cognitive Costs

The ordering in P1—that individuals become more willing to forgo agency as insisting on agency
requires greater cognitive engagement with the decision problem—is what would be expected from
the rational inattention and cognitive economics literatures (Sims, 2003; Caplin and Dean, 2015;
Matejka and McKay, 2015; Enke and Graeber, 2023; Mackowiak, Matejka and Wiederholt, 2023).

Our set-up can be described in the spirit of those literatures: the individual is uncertain about
which of her possible utility functions applies, and the deliberation cost is the cost of resolving that
uncertainty. That said, our design does not separate the sources of that uncertainty, e.g., whether
her preferences genuinely change over time or whether she is simply unsure of them, and we make
no claims on that question.

Our setting, however, isolates a particular margin of cognitive costs. The uncertainty we describe
is not about what the options are—the full set of options, with their payoffs and probabilities,
is displayed in every treatment—but about which of them the individual prefers. Rather than
incurring the cognitive costs associated with acquiring or processing information about what the
options are, participants incur the cognitive costs associated with actively deliberating over those
options and selecting one if they insist on agency. Both components of C; 4 are of this second kind.
The deliberation cost is the cost of working out which option is preferred; the temptation cost
arises only because a past choice exists that could be revisited. Neither is a cost of learning what
the options are.

To isolate the cost of deliberating from the cost of acquiring information, we hold the information

environment fixed and vary whether insisting on agency requires actively selecting an option and

8The distribution in Figure 1 is bimodal: many participants always insist on agency and many always forgo. A
simple type extension reconciles this with the prediction. Let A; g = Vi a(aj 4) — Us,a(P) — F, so that the individual
forgoes agency whenever A; g < C; 4. Participants with A; g > ciﬁibem“o”’ 1ar8 insist on agency in every treatment;
those with A; 4 < 0 forgo agency in every treatment; the remaining marginal participants drive the average treatment

effects.
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whether the participant has considered the problem before. Our results therefore speak to which
margin of cognitive costs binds, rather than to whether cognitive costs matter at all. Section 4.3.5

takes up that question in our data.
3.4.2 Alternative Possibilities to the Consideration Effect

There are several reasons that may lead one to expect no differences across our treatments or
the opposite pattern of results from what is suggested by the consideration effect.

Homo economicus predicts no difference in agency preferences between the Prior Choice and the
New Choice treatments. If individuals have instant and free access to their complete preferences,
their agency preferences should not depend on consideration costs.

Strong preferences for diversification makes the opposite prediction from what we find—namely,
that participants are more likely to forgo agency in the Prior Choice than in the New Choice
treatment (Agranov and Ortoleva, 2017; Dwenger, Kiibler and Weizsécker, 2018). This is because a
preference for diversity or randomization predicts a preference to forgo implementing one’s previous
choice and hence to forgo agency in the Agency Block in the Prior Choice treatment. A preference
for diversity or randomization is less relevant when participants make agency decisions in the New
Choice treatment, since the Agency Block occurs before the Baseline Block in that treatment (and
since participants do not know the nature of the second block of problems they will face).

Finally, there are three literatures that are related to our environment but make no predictions
as to how the strength of agency preferences may differ between treatments. First, a growing
literature documents the existence and importance of agency preferences, but does not model how
those would change between these two treatments—see, for example, excellent work in Fehr, Herz
and Wilkening (2013), Bartling, Fehr and Herz (2014), Owens, Grossman and Fackler (2014),
Pikulina and Tergiman (2020), Bursztyn and Yang (2022), Afzal et al. (2022), and Pikulina and
Tergiman (2024).°

Second, there is an important literature that shows that the influence of information on subse-
quent choices depends on the timing of that information, see Babcock et al. (1995), Gneezy et al.
(2020), and Saccardo and Serra-Garcia (2023). This literature does not apply to our environment

because, by design, we eliminated effects related to the timing of information.'® As explained in

9 A reluctance to accept responsibility is often considered in the literature on motivated reasoning, see, e.g., Bartling
and Fischbacher (2012) and Falk, Neuber and Szech (2020). This literature also does not predict a difference across
our treatments.

1011 addition, this literature focuses on environments where individuals have a specific motive to justify their choice,
e.g., they need to negotiate on one side of an issue or are incentivized to make a potentially unethical choice. We do
not expect motivated reasoning to be relevant in our environment.

12



Section 2.1, participants are never informed of what choices Pat made. We made this design choice
precisely in order to eliminate the possibility that learning about Pat’s choices could influence our
results.

Third, prior literature documents the important role of experience and related preferences,
such as a desire for consistency over time (see, e.g., Yariv, 2005; Agarwal et al., 2008; DellaVigna,
2009; Falk and Zimmermann, 2013, 2018). Indeed, the relevance of such experience in our choice
environment—absent any feedback on what Pat chose or what outcomes result from the investment
problems—could be described as relating to whether people have previously considered a decision
or not. For instance, if a participant has a eureka moment when selecting an option in a problem
for the first time, she may then know with certainty that she should implement the same option
again when facing a problem for the second time. That said, we emphasize that evidence for
the consideration effect persists even when differences cannot be driven by such experience—that
is, even when comparing experienced participants across the Prior Choice and Ezperienced New
Choice treatments and even when comparing experienced participants who are perfectly informed

of their prior choice across the Prior Choice and Ezperienced New Choice—R treatments.

4 Results

We focus on the 674 participants who correctly answer both attention checks in the Baseline
Block. However, our results are robust to including those who answer either one incorrectly (see

Appendix Figure 1 and Appendix Table 2).
4.1 The Consideration Effect

As seen in Figure 1 Panels A and B, out of the 16 problems, the average number of times
participants forgo agency significantly increases from 5.0 problems in the Prior Choice treatment
to 8.9 problems in the New Choice treatment. This difference is statistically significant (p < 0.01,
two-sided t-test) and implies that participants are almost twice as likely to forgo agency when
making their own choice involves larger consideration costs because they are facing the problem
for the first time.'’ Similarly, the results of a linear probability model in Column 1 of Table 3
confirm that when moving from the Prior Choice to the New Choice treatment, the likelihood
that a participant forgoes agency and accepts Pat’s choice significantly increases from 31% to

55%, an increase of 24 percentage points or 77%. The results in Columns (2) — (6) further show

1ALl statistical tests about differences in the average number of times that participants forgo agency are from
t-tests. All statistical tests about the willingness to forgo agency are from linear probability models of the likelihood
to forgo agency in a problem, with standard errors clustered at the participant level.
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the robustness of this finding to the inclusion of controls (for a participant’s age, gender, race,
education level, and political affiliation) as well as to when we separately consider the EG problems
and High-Risk problems.

To summarize, we find strong support for a consideration effect: participants are more willing
to forgo agency when the consideration costs of decision-making are higher, as measured by the

difference between the Prior Choice and New Choice treatments.
4.2 Comparing the Two Control Treatments

To explore the robustness of the consideration effect, we ask whether evidence for the considera-
tion effect persists even among experienced participants by comparing results from the Ezperienced
New Choice treatments to the Prior Choice treatment. The two Experienced New Choice treat-
ments, with and without reminders, are very similar and do not significantly differ in how often
participants insist on agency.'? For simplicity, we therefore combine the results into a single Ezpe-
rienced New Choice treatment. We additionally read this as evidence that recall is not the binding
friction in our setting.

Out of the 16 problems, the average number of times participants forgo agency significantly
increases from 5.0 problems in the Prior Choice treatment to 7.5 problems in the Exzperienced New
Choice treatment (p < 0.01, two-sided ¢-test). Similarly, the results of a linear probability model in
Column 1 of Table 3 show that when moving from the Prior Choice to the Ezxperienced New Choice
treatment, the likelihood that a participant forgoes agency and accepts Pat’s choice significantly
increases from 31% to 46%, an increase of 15 percentage points or 48%. The results in Columns
(2) — (6) further show the robustness of this finding to the inclusion of controls as well as to when
we separately consider the EG problems and High-Risk problems. Thus, even among experienced
participants, we find robust evidence for the consideration effect. This 15 percentage point effect,
moreover, is even larger than the impact of experience itself—9 percentage points—measured by
comparing the New Choice and Ezperienced New Choice treatments.

That is, requiring experienced participants to consider their choice if they insist on agency—even
if it is only a cursory consideration because they have previously considered the same investment

problem before—makes them more willing to forgo agency.

'2The average number of times that participants forgo agency is 7.8 (49% of the time) versus 7.2 (45% of the
time) with and without reminder (two-sided t-test, p = 0.29). This is in contrast to work in guessing games; see
Fragiadakis, Knoepfle and Niederle (2020).
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Figure 1: Distribution of how often participants forgo agency

A: Prior Choice treatment B: New Choice treatment
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There are 176 in the Prior Choice treatment, 158 participants in the New Choice treatment, and 340 in the
Ezperienced New Choice treatment (165 with and 175 without reminders).
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Table 3: Linear probability model of likelihood to forgo agency

All Problems EG Problems High-Risk Problems
DO O R )
New Choice 0.24**  0.25"*  0.23***  0.23**  0.29"*  0.29***
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Experienced New Choice 0.15*** 0.16***  0.14**  0.15™*  0.18"*  0.19***
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Constant 0.31***  0.30"*  0.31**  0.29***  0.34™*  0.33"**
(0.03) (0.05) (0.03) (0.05) (0.03) (0.06)
N 10784 10784 8088 8088 2696 2696
Controls no yes no yes no yes

Results from a linear probability model of the likelihood to forgo agency. New Choice and Experienced New Choice
are indicators for a participant being in the New Choice and Fxperienced New Choice treatments, respectively.
Columns 1 and 2 use data on all 16 problems, while columns 3 and 4 restrict attention to the 12 EG problems, and
columns 5 and 6 to the 4 High-Risk problems. Controls include indicators for whether the participant is male, has
completed at least 4 years of college, identifies as a Republican, is under the age of 33, and identifies as white. *
p < 0.10, ™ p < 0.05, ™ p < 0.01. Standard errors are clustered at the participant level and shown in parentheses.

4.3 Robustness and Discussion

In Subsections 4.3.1 — 4.3.6, we provide additional analyses of our main experiment. In Sub-
sections 4.3.7 — 4.3.11, we further explore the consideration effect in Experiments A1, A2, A3, and
A4. For information on the timeline of these experiments, see Appendix Section 3. For full design
details of these additional experiments, see Appendix Section 5. To facilitate comparison to our
main results, we once more restrict attention to participants who correctly answered both attention
checks in the Baseline Block, which leaves us with 2,027 additional participants. In each of the
following subsections, we only compare individuals across treatments within the same experiment,

since participants are randomized across treatments in each experiment.
4.3.1 Do Memory or Recall Costs Matter?

Motivated by prior work documenting the important role of memory and recall, we can exam-
ine if there is evidence for memory and recall costs in driving the consideration effect (Bordalo,
Gennaioli and Shleifer, 2020; Bordalo et al., 2021, 2025; Conlon and Patel, 2026; Enke, Schwerter
and Zimmermann, 2024; Graeber, Roth and Zimmermann, 2024). As reported in Section 4.2, the
number of times participants forgo agency in the Faperienced New Choice—R and Ezperienced New
Choice—NR treatments does not significantly differ (see also Appendix Table 1). That is, providing

a participant with perfect, costless information about her own prior choice does not significantly
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change how often she gives up agency.'?
4.3.2 Does the Kind of Problem Matter?

The cognitive difficulty of understanding risk and probabilities may be one of the reasons that
we observe notable consideration costs.

Our study does not explicitly vary the cognitive difficulty of decision problems. However, the two
types of problems in our study—i.e., the EG problems and the High-Risk problems—differ sharply
along the dimensions that recent work identifies as the primary drivers of choice complexity (Enke
and Shubatt, 2023; Shubatt and Yang, 2024). Relative to the EG problems, the High-Risk problems
involve small and non-round probabilities (ranging from 0.25% to 20%, rather than a uniform 50-
50), payoffs spanning two orders of magnitude ($1 to $100, rather than $0 to $10), and options that
differ dramatically in skewness. In addition, the two risky options within each High-Risk problem
have identical expected values, so no difference in value disciplines the comparison between them.
Thus, on each of these dimensions, the High-Risk problems could be considered more complex than
the EG problems.™

Consistent with consideration costs being higher when decisions are more complex, Appendix
Table 1 shows that participants forgo agency more often in the High-Risk problems than in the EG
problems and that they do so in every treatment. We emphasize that this comparison is descriptive:
our problems were not constructed to vary complexity, and complexity covaries with other features
of the two types of problems.

We also note that the consideration effect itself is identified holding the decision problem fixed—
comparing the Prior Choice and New Choice treatments on identical lotteries—and so does not
rely on cross-problem variation in complexity. We hope future work varies difficulty deliberately,

using measures such as those developed by Enke and Shubatt (2023) and Shubatt and Yang (2024).
4.3.3 Do Agency Preferences Differ Over Time?

While participants could become more willing to forgo agency over time (e.g., if they become
more fatigued from having to make many decisions), participants could instead become less willing

to forgo agency over time (e.g., if experience helps them to form decision rules). We do not

131f anything, the point estimate runs opposite to the weak ordering in P1: participants forgo agency 49% of the
time when reminded versus 45% when not. This difference is not significant. We read this as evidence that recall is
not the binding friction in our setting, rather than as evidence that recall costs are zero: the difference is small and
not precisely estimated.

"The one dimension along which the ordering reverses may be the number of options: the High-Risk problems
present three options while the EG problems present five. Option count receives comparatively little weight in these
measures relative to probability format, payoff scale, and the presence or absence of a difference in value between
options.
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observe any evidence to support order effects. Rather, as seen in Appendix Figure 2, across all
treatments, participants forgo agency at somewhat constant rates as they progress through the
decision problems.'® These findings are consistent with participants regularly applying a decision
rule—rather than forming a decision rule—over time.

We can also characterize these dynamics within participants. Among participants who both
insist on agency at least once and forgo agency at least once, Appendix Figure 4 shows where in
the sequence they first and last switch between the two. They begin switching almost immediately:
40% first switch by their second decision, and 62% do so within their first three. They also keep
switching to the end: 30% make their last switch on their final decision, and 58% do so within their
last three. We thus find no evidence of a “delegate early, then settle” pattern; these participants
appear to re-evaluate each problem as it arrives. What is stable over time is therefore the rule they
apply, not the agency decision it yields. The consideration effect is present within this group as

well, as shown in Appendix Table 3.
4.3.4 Do Participants Use Heuristics Beyond Forgoing Agency?

Beyond forgoing agency, we observe some evidence consistent with the use of other heuristics.
As seen in Figure 2, some participants always select the safe option in EG lotteries during the
Baseline Block (always-safe) while others never select the safe option (never-safe). We interpret
always-safe participants as having a clear, internal heuristic and never-safe participants as not
having an easily-identifiable heuristic.!®

We also find evidence of heuristic use regarding the “EV gap”: the largest difference in expected
value between any two available lotteries. In particular, we find that the consideration effect—
the difference in the likelihood of forgoing agency between the New Choice and Prior Choice
treatments—is larger in problems where the EV gap is moderate than in problems where it is zero

or large.l”

15While some may notice a few qualitative differences, we note that there is no linear trend and these differences
are not statistically significant—that is, they appear to instead reflect noise.

16Per Section 3.2, a component of consideration costs is deliberation cost: the cognitive cost of working out which
option the individual prefers out of all of the options presented and additional time/effort costs of choosing that
option over the available options. Participants with a clear heuristic presumably have lower deliberation costs than
participants without a clear heuristic. Based on this framework, if participants choose to re-evaluate their options in
the Agency Block, the consideration costs for always-safe participants are lower than consideration costs for never-
safe participants. Evidence consistent with this framework can be seen in Appendix Figure 3 and Appendix Table
4. Among the always-safe participants, we observe no evidence for a consideration effect when comparing the Prior
Choice treatment to the Experienced New Choice treatments. But, among the never-safe participants, we observe
evidence for a consideration effect when comparing the Prior Choice treatment to the Experienced New Choice
treatments.

"When the EV gap is zero (the safe option may be more clearly attractive) or large (the risky option may be more
clearly attractive), we interpret the deliberation cost (as defined in Section 3.2) as being lower than when the EV gap
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Figure 2: Histogram of Participants by Number of Times Selecting Safe Option in EG Lotteries
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4.3.5 What Type of Cognitive Costs Drives our Results?

As noted in Section 3.4.1, the consideration effect is broadly consistent with the view—central
to the rational inattention and cognitive economics literatures—that individuals economize on cog-
nitive engagement with a decision problem. Because our design holds the information environment
fixed across treatments, we can ask a narrower question: what type of cognitive costs drives our
results?

Two results point to the same answer. First, the incremental cost is not one of recall. If
retrieving one’s prior choice were the binding friction, removing that friction should matter. It
does not: as shown in Section 4.3.1, participants who are reminded of their prior choice give up
agency at essentially the same rate as participants who are not. What matters instead is whether
the prior choice is implemented rather than merely recalled. Participants in the Fzxperienced New

Choice—R treatment—who are shown their prior choice but must still actively select an option—

is moderate. Our conceptual framework would predict that this difference is driven by New Choice participants being
more likely to give up agency, because New Choice participants pay deliberation costs and Prior Choice participants
do not. This prediction can be seen in Appendix Table 5, in which the effect size of the EV gap is larger and more
significant for New Choice rather than Prior Choice participants. The EV gap is moderate in EG 1, EG 3, EG 5,
EG 7, EG 9, and EG 11, as well as in all four High-Risk problems. The EV gap is zero in EG 4 and EG 10—every
option in those problems has the same expected value—and it is large in EG 2, EG 6, EG 8, and EG 12.
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forgo agency 49% of the time, compared to 31% in the Prior Choice treatment, where that same
prior choice is implemented automatically. Perfect and costless information about one’s own past
decision does not substitute for being spared the act of choosing.

Second, the incremental cost appears to be one of working out a preferred option rather than
retrieving one already worked out. As shown in Section 4.3.4, participants who always select the safe
option in the Baseline Block show no consideration effect once experienced—their rate of forgoing
agency in the Faperienced New Choice treatments is indistinguishable from Prior Choice—while
participants who never select it continue to show one. Both groups still forgo agency far more in
the New Choice treatment, where the problem has not been considered at all. This is consistent
with a simple rule making the cost of choosing low when a problem has already been seen, but not
when there is a new problem. Note that this is a cost incurred within each decision problem, not
one that accumulates across them: as Section 4.3.3 shows, participants forgo agency at roughly
constant rates as they progress through the problems, consistent with applying whatever approach
they have rather than developing one over the course of the study.

Taken together, these patterns suggest that what participants avoid when they give up agency is
deliberation—the cognitive work of determining which option they prefer and selecting it—rather
than the acquisition, processing, or retrieval of information. This is a statement about which

cognitive margin binds in our setting, not a test of rational inattention as such.
4.3.6 Do Time Costs Contribute to the Consideration Effect?

An important component of the consideration effect could be the time associated with having
to consider a decision.'® While our design does not seek to rule out the possibility that a desire
to avoid time costs contributes to the consideration effect, additional results from our experiment
suggest a limited role for time costs in driving our consideration effect results.

The average amount of time participants spend in the Ezperienced New Choice and Prior Choice
treatments is very similar (17.0 min vs. 17.5 min, p = 0.57). In addition, excluding the 10% of
participants who complete our study the fastest (and hence who may be most motivated to avoid
time costs) does not change the consideration effect: participants are still 15 percentage points more
likely to forgo agency in the Ezperienced New Choice treatment as compared to the Prior Choice

treatment.'® That said, future work may further investigate the role of time costs by exogenously

8 Time costs often occur due to administrative or procedural costs, e.g., as discussed in Giannella et al. (2024).

YExcluding the fastest 5%, 15%, and 20% of participants leads to a consideration effect of 14.8 pp, 13.2 pp, and
12.5 pp respectively. Excluded participants are fairly evenly distributed among the treatment groups, as seen in
Appendix Table 6.

20



varying how long someone has to spend on a decision if they do not forgo agency.
4.3.7 Is the Consideration Effect Robust to Another Sample?

Our main study documents a strong and significant consideration effect. We find a 31% willing-
ness to forgo agency in the Prior Choice treatment, which increases by 24 percentage points in the
New Choice treatment (p < 0.01). We also provide several robustness checks of our main results in
Sections 4.3.1 — 4.3.6.

Experiment A1l provides additional validation of the consideration effect with 386 more partici-
pants. Specifically, in Experiment A1, the likelihood that a participant forgoes agency significantly

increases from 37% in the Prior Choice treatment to 56% in the New Choice treatment (p < 0.01).2°
4.3.8 Do Participants Pay Attention to the Information on Pat’s Choice?

As detailed in Section 2.1, we purposefully select Pat in a way to ensure that participants
know Pat’s choices are “reasonable.” Pat is chosen to be the participant who made the most
common choices in the Reference Group treatment. To verify that participants pay attention to
the description of Pat, even when they are not directly informed of the exact choice Pat made,
Experiment A1l (previously detailed in Section 4.3.7) has an additional 190 participants in a New
Choice (Unusual Pat) treatment and 190 participants in a New Choice (Pat Known) treatment.
Participants in the New Choice (Unusual Pat) treatment are informed that Pat is the participant
who made the least common choices in the Reference Group treatment, while participants in the
New Choice (Pat Known) treatment are shown the option Pat chose.

Compared to the 56% willingness to forgo agency in the New Choice treatment, participants
in the New Choice (Unusual Pat) treatment are 17 percentage points less likely to forgo agency
(p < 0.01). Participants in the New Choice (Pat Known) treatment instead forgo agency 68% of the
time, 12 percentage points more than in the New Choice treatment (p < 0.01)—the same rate we
observe in the New Choice (Pat Known) treatment of Experiment A3 (Section 4.3.10). Willingness
to forgo agency thus moves monotonically with how attractive and how certain Pat’s choice is:
38% when Pat’s exact choice is unknown but Pat is known to be a participant who made the least
common choices, 56% when Pat’s exact choice is unknown but Pat is known to be a participant

who made the most common choices, and 68% when Pat’s exact choice is known and Pat is known

20Experiment Al was run before our main experiment but without the additional Ezperienced New Choice treat-
ment. In this way, one could consider our main experiment a replication of the main results in Experiment Al.
Beyond the 386 participants in the Prior Choice (n = 189) and New Choice (n = 197) treatments, Experiment Al
also included 190 participants in a New Choice (Unusual Pat) treatment and 190 participants in a New Choice (Pat
Known) treatment, both discussed in Section 4.3.8, for 766 participants in total. Instructions for all four treatments
are in Appendix Section 5.1.
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to be a participant who made the most common choices. These results support participants paying
attention to the description of Pat’s choices and being deliberate about giving up agency to avoid

21

consideration costs.”" In terms of Section 3, these treatments vary U; q(P), the value of what is

implemented when a participant forgoes agency—the one term our main comparisons hold fixed.
4.3.9 Is the Consideration Effect Robust to Giving up Agency to Random Chance?

In all results discussed so far, participants are not informed of Pat’s choice, which is the option
that is implemented if participants forgo agency. This ensures that there are no differential infor-
mation effects across treatments. To fix participants’ beliefs about Pat’s choice—without informing
them of Pat’s actual choice—we run Random Choice variations of our treatments. In Experiment
A2, we have 531 participants in the Random Choice variations of the Prior Choice treatment, the
Experienced New Choice treatments, and the New Choice treatment.??

Overall, participants are less willing to forgo agency in the Random Choice variation of all
treatments than in the original version with a common choice Pat. For instance, while participants
forgo agency in the original Prior Choice treatment 31% of the time, they forgo agency 21% of the
time in the Prior Choice (Random Choice) treatment. Therefore, as also observed via the evidence
in Section 4.3.8, we find evidence for participants paying attention to the description of Pat’s choices
and being deliberate about giving up agency to avoid consideration costs. This provides a second
way of varying U; 4(P), as defined in Section 3, while holding consideration costs fixed.

While there are level effects in the Random Choice variations, we nonetheless replicate a strong
consideration effect. The likelihood a participant forgoes agency significantly increases from 21%
in the Prior Choice (Random Choice) treatment to 36% in the New Choice (Random Choice)
treatment (p < 0.01). Evidence for the consideration effect also persists, to the same degree,
among experienced participants. This is because the likelihood a participant forgoes agency is also

36% in the Ezperienced New Choice treatments.?3
4.3.10 Is the Consideration Effect Robust to Pat’s Choice Being Known?

As described in the prior Section 4.3.9, Experiment A2 allows us to document the consideration

effect in an environment where we can fix participants’ beliefs about Pat’s choice without informing

21 This result also dovetails with Beshears et al. (2021), where a less attractive default makes people less likely to
accept it.

22As in our main experiments, the two percentage point difference between the Fzperienced New Choice-NR and
FEzxperienced New Choice—R treatments is not significant, and we therefore combine the data into a single Ezperienced
New Choice treatment.

23In the Ezperienced New Choice~R treatment versus Ezperienced New Choice-NR, the likelihood is 37% versus
35%.

22



participants of Pat’s actual choice. To investigate if the consideration effect also persists in an
environment in which Pat’s actual choice is known with certainty—even though it introduces the
confound of information effects—we thus run Experiment A3.

In Experiment A3, we have 365 participants in Pat Known variations of the Prior Choice
and New Choice treatments, where participants are informed of Pat’s choice (i.e., which option is
implemented if they decide to forgo agency). As in our main experiment, we use the common Pat.
We find that the consideration effect persists: the likelihood a participant is willing to forgo agency
significantly increases from 60% in the Prior Choice (Pat Known) treatment to 68% in the New

Choice (Pat Known) treatment.?*
4.3.11 Is the Consideration Effect Robust to Inexperienced Participants?

As explained in Section 4.2, by comparing participants’ willingness to forgo agency in the
Ezperienced New Choice to the Prior Choice treatment, we find that the consideration effect persists
among experienced participants.

To consider whether the consideration effect also arises among inexperienced participants, we
needed to make more nuanced adjustments to our design. We thus design two new treatments,
the Awoidable Consideration treatment and Unavoidable Consideration treatment, in Experiment
A4. As in our main experiment, we use the common Pat. In both treatments, participants are
inexperienced when making their agency decisions because they first face the Agency Block and
then the Baseline Block. This Agency Block is modified: participants know that, after they make
all of their agency decisions, two problems will be randomly chosen to be “required-own-choice”
problems. In the required-own-choice problems, a participant is required to choose an investment
option which will then be implemented, even if the participant initially opted to forgo agency.
Our two treatments vary in how we elicit participants’ choices in these two required-own-choice
problems. This variation will affect the participants’ ability to avoid consideration costs between
the two treatments.

In the Avoidable Consideration treatment, a participant who forgoes agency in an investment
problem only has to indicate which option she would choose if the investment problem turns out

25

to be a required-own-choice problem.*> Thus, in all but two problems, the participant in the

24While evidence for the consideration effect is smaller when comparing these variations of our treatment, it is
worth noting that many participants in the Prior Choice treatment decide between implementing their previous
choice and that same choice made by Pat. Indeed, 49% of the time, a participant’s previous choice was the same as
Pat’s choice, which is not surprising since Pat made common choices. Hence, it naturally follows that participants in
the Prior Choice (Pat Known) treatment are more likely to implement that choice by forgoing agency and accepting
Pat’s choice (rather than insisting on agency and hence paying a fee to implement that same choice).

25That is, if the participant forgoes agency in an investment problem that is not one of the required-own-choice
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Avoidable Consideration treatment can avoid consideration costs associated with making a decision
by forgoing agency.

In the Unavoidable Consideration treatment, participants have to indicate which option they
would choose in all investment problems regardless of whether they insist on agency. But, if
the participant forgoes agency in a problem, the option she chooses is only implemented if that
problem turns out to be a required-own-choice problem (and otherwise, the option Pat chose is
implemented).?S Thus, choosing to forgo agency does not allow a participant to avoid consideration
costs.

We have data from 365 participants in Experiment A4. We find evidence for the consideration
effect even with this more nuanced design and with inexperienced participants: the likelihood a
participant forgoes agency increases from 43% in the Unavoidable Consideration treatment to 52%

in the Avoidable Consideration treatment (p < 0.05).

5 Demographics and Beliefs

Our main study focuses on when participants forgo agency, specifically that requiring partic-
ipants to consider their decisions makes them more willing to forgo agency and let someone else
make their choice.

This section takes up a separate question, and one that can be read independently of our con-
sideration effect. The contribution is to document a gap between expected and actual demographic
differences in the willingness to be paternalized. Rather than asking what makes a given individual
more or less willing to forgo agency, we ask whether certain demographic groups are more or less
likely to insist on agency—and whether people expect such differences to arise. We thus design
the Beliefs Study (Section 5.1) and compare results to the true likelihood of participants forgoing

agency in our main study (Section 5.2).
5.1 Design of Belief Study

In the Beliefs Study, described in Appendix Section 6.1, participants are asked a belief question

for 10 demographic groups across two treatments, for a total of 20 beliefs. We recruited 400

problems, she is never asked which option she would choose in that problem and the option Pat chose is implemented.
Only if the participant forgoes agency in an investment problem that is one of the two required-own-choice problems
is her experience more nuanced. Specifically, if the participant forgoes agency in an investment problem that is one of
the two required-own-choice problems, she proceeds to the next investment problem without having to make a choice
in that required-own-choice investment problem—but, she will be asked to make a choice in that required-own-choice
investment problem at the very end of the experiment and that choice will be then implemented in that problem.

26Note that, immediately after forgoing agency for the first time in the Agency block, participants, by design, are
reminded that they have to select an option even if they opted to forgo agency.
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participants on Prolific, of whom 399 passed the attention checks.?” After describing the New
Choice treatment and Prior Choice treatment, the study asks participants to predict the likelihood
that men, women, white people, Black people, people who graduated college, people who did not
graduate college, people over 33, people under 33, Democrats, and Republicans give up agency
in a randomly selected investment problem. To provide a benchmark for these estimates, akin
to the approach in DellaVigna and Pope (2018a) and DellaVigna and Pope (2018b), we inform
participants of the average likelihood that a person forgoes agency for each treatment (55% and
31%, respectively) and then ask them about the average likelihood for a specific demographic group
within that treatment. Participants are provided with sliders that allow them to select any number
from 0% to 100%. Beliefs are incentivized for accuracy, following the process from Mobius et al.

(2022).
5.2 Discussion of Demographic Results from Main Study and Beliefs Study

As shown via the first two columns in Table 4, the likelihood of participants forgoing agency
in our main study in the New Choice and Prior Choice treatments does not robustly differ across
gender, college education, political affiliation, or race.?® The only robust difference that emerges
relates to age: participants who are under 33 are 4 to 10 percentage points more likely to forgo
agency than people who are older.

Despite observing little evidence of differences in agency decisions, the last two columns of Table
4 show that people expect participants’ willingness to forgo agency to vary in terms of their gender,
college education, political party affiliation, and age. Only in the case of race are agency decisions
not expected to substantially vary. Specifically, people expect that women are 11 to 12 percentage
points more willing to give up agency than men, people who did not graduate college are 7 to 9
percentage points more willing to give up agency than college graduates, Democrats are 6 to 9
percentage points more willing to give up agency than Republicans, and people under 33 are 5 to
9 percentage points more willing to give up agency than people over 33. These believed differences
persist between the New Choice treatment and Prior Choice treatment on average and across the

distribution, as seen in Appendix Figures 5, 6, and 7.%°

2"The Beliefs Study was run on Prolific in 2025, whereas our main study and additional experiments were run on
Amazon MTurk in earlier years; see the timeline in Appendix Section 3.

28Here, we consider robust differences as differences that arise in both treatment conditions. That said, in the New
Choice treatment we do observe significant evidence for women being more willing to forgo agency than men and for
white people being more willing to forgo agency than Black people, and in the Prior Choice treatment we observe
significant evidence for Democrats being more willing to forgo agency than Republicans.

2That said, it is still the case that people (accurately) predict the consideration effect to persist across all demo-
graphic groups. Of course, this prediction is in part a feature of the design since we tell them the average likelihood
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We note that our Beliefs Study asks about the willingness to forgo agency in investment deci-
sions, which involve risk. Our results therefore speak to expected differences in the willingness to be
paternalized within this domain. Whether people hold similar expectations about the willingness
to forgo agency in other domains—such as decisions about health, education, or employment—is

an open question.

Table 4: Average actual likelihood and believed likelihood of forgoing agency

Decisions in Main Study Beliefs about Decisions
New Choice Prior Choice New Choice Prior Choice

Women .08 .32 .60 .39

Men .53 31 .48 .28
Aw_n 0.05*** 0.00 0.12%** 0.11%**
(.02) (.02) (0.01) (0.01)

Did Not Graduate College .55 .30 .60 42

Graduated College .b6 .32 .53 .33
ApNao-co -0.01 -0.02 0.07*** 0.09***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)

Democrat b7 .34 .05 .36

Republican .54 .28 A7 .30
Ap_Rr 0.03 0.06*** 0.09*** 0.06***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)

Under 33 .62 .34 .59 .39

Over 33 .52 .30 .50 .34
AUnder3s—Overs3s 0.10*** 0.04** 0.09*** 0.05%**
(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)

White b7 31 .54 .35

Black 44 .29 .53 .36
Aw_B 0.14%** 0.02 0.01 -0.01*
(0.04) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01)

Results in “Decisions in Main Study” describe the mean likelihood to give up agency, in which each
unit of analysis is an investment problem. Results in “Beliefs about Decisions” describe the believed
likelihood to give up agency, in which each unit of analysis is a belief regarding the specific demographic
group. A rows were calculated using a two-sided t-test. * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, ™" p < 0.01

6 Conclusion

Across several experiments and comparisons, we provide strong evidence for a consideration
effect: requiring participants to consider their choice, separate from having to remember their
choice, makes them more likely to forgo agency. Because all payoff-relevant information is displayed
in every treatment, there is no information to acquire; and reminding participants of their prior
choice does not change their behavior. What they avoid when they give up agency is therefore the
deliberation required to determine and select a preferred option. We also find that, while there are

few differences in participants’ willingness to forgo agency across demographic groups, people expect

of participants forgoing agency in each treatment.
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many differences to arise across demographic groups—including expecting women to be much more
willing to forgo agency than men, people without college degrees to be much more willing to forgo
agency than those with college degrees, and Democrats being much more willing to forgo agency
than Republicans.

Our findings have policy implications, particularly given the increasing ease with which people
can avoid consideration costs by accepting recommendations from AI3C Because the demand for
agency depends heavily on the consideration costs of insisting on agency—a feature of the choice
environment rather than of the options themselves—acceptance is a poor guide to endorsement:
someone who takes a recommendation, a default, or an algorithm’s choice may simply be avoiding
the work of choosing. This matters for managers, organizations, and governments that choose
defaults and must interpret what acceptance of those defaults means. It also suggests a caution for
interventions that require people to actively consider their options: raising what it takes to make
one’s own choice may not produce more deliberate choosers, but instead more people who accept
whatever happens absent their own action—in some settings a default, and in others no action at
all.

Our paper suggests several avenues for future work, two of which we highlight here. The first
avenue concerns when individuals’ decisions should be expected to be more or less malleable. Our
results suggest that individuals’ decisions appear more malleable when they have not yet incurred
consideration costs to determine their preferred selection. While we show this in the context of
agency decisions, future work may investigate whether individuals are also more easily influenced
by defaults, framing effects, the availability of AI, or other features of choice architecture (e.g., see
Dai et al., 2021) before incurring consideration costs.?! This could serve as an explanation for a
dichotomy in the behavioral literature: while some papers show that individuals are very malleable
in their decisions (e.g., due to framing effects), other papers show that it is really difficult to change
an individual’s decision (e.g., given habit formation). This may also naturally complement work
on cognitive uncertainty surrounding one’s initial choice (Enke and Graeber, 2023).

The second avenue of future research relates to results from our Beliefs Study. A natural first
step is to establish how far these beliefs extend beyond our setting. Our Beliefs Study asks about

the willingness to forgo agency in investment decisions, and people may hold different expectations

3%In 2024, an estimated 29% of Python functions on GitHub made by developers in the US were generated with
the help of AI, and an estimated 45% of the U.S. population age 18-64 uses generative Al (Daniotti et al., 2026; Bick,
Blandin and Deming, 2026).

31Prior to considering their decisions, individuals may also be more easily influenced by incentives (for a rich
discussion on when incentives do and do not work, see Gneezy, Meier and Rey-Biel, 2011).
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in domains that do not involve risk. We see considerable value in future work that elicits beliefs
about the willingness to forgo agency across a broader range of decisions. Given that people expect
that women are more willing to forgo agency than men, future work may naturally investigate if
this contributes to the under-representation of women in leadership.?? Since we also find believed
differences by other demographic groups in willingness to be paternalized, future work may further
examine whether such beliefs contribute to the desire to restrict people’s choice sets, a practice that
is prevalent in the setting of government welfare programs (e.g., Ambuehl et al., 2025). Indeed, an
important question for future research relates to whether certain demographic groups are “over-

paternalized.”

32Potentially relatedly, prior work shows that people expect that women are more likely to agree to low promotability
tasks, that people expect women to be more cooperative, and that people expect gender differences in performance
according to gender stereotypes (Babcock et al., 2017; Bordalo et al., 2019; Coffman, Collis and Kulkarni, 2024;
Fischbacher, Kiibler and Stiiber, 2024; Exley et al., 2025).

28



References

Ackfeld, Viola, and Axel Ockenfels. 2021. “Do People Intervene to Make Others Behave

Prosocially?” Games and Economic Behavior, 128: 58-72.

Afzal, Uzma, Giovanna d’Adda, Marcel Fafchamps, and Farah Said. 2022. “Intrahouse-
hold Consumption Allocation and Demand for Agency: A Triple Experimental Investigation.”

American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 14(3): 400-444.

Agarwal, Sumit, John C. Driscoll, Xavier Gabaix, and David Laibson. 2008. “Learning
in the Credit Card Market.” National Bureau of Economic Research No. w13822.

Agranov, Marina, and Pietro Ortoleva. 2017. “Stochastic Choice and Preferences for Ran-

domization.” Journal of Political Economy, 125(1): 40-68.

Akbasg, Merve, Dan Ariely, and Sevgi Yuksel. 2019. “When is inequality fair? An experiment
on the effect of procedural justice and agency.” Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization,

161: 114-127.

Ambuehl, Sandro, B Douglas Bernheim, and Axel Ockenfels. 2021. “What Motivates

Paternalism? An Experimental Study.” American Economic Review, 111(3): 787-830.

Ambuehl, Sandro, B Douglas Bernheim, Tony Q Fan, and Zachary Freitas-Groff. 2025.
“Interventionist Preferences and the Welfare State: The Case of In-Kind Aid.” National Bureau

of Economic Research.

Babcock, Linda, George Loewenstein, Samuel Issacharoff, and Colin Camerer. 1995.

“Biased Judgments of Fairness in Bargaining.” American Economic Review, 85(5): 1337-1343.

Babcock, Linda, Maria P Recalde, Lise Vesterlund, and Laurie Weingart. 2017. “Gen-
der differences in accepting and receiving requests for tasks with low promotability.” American

Economic Review, 107(3): 714-747.

Bakhtiar, M Mehrab, Marcel Fafchamps, Markus Goldstein, Kenneth L Leonard, and
Sreelakshmi Papineni. 2025. “To Defer or to Differ: Experimental Evidence on the Role of
Cash Transfers in Nigerian Couples’ Decision-Making.” The Economic Journal, 135(669): 1536—
1574.

29



Bartling, Bjorn, Alexander W. Cappelen, Henning Hermes, and Bertil Tungodden.
2023. “Free to Fail? Paternalistic Preferences in the United States.” NHH Dept. of Economics

Discussion Paper No. 9.

Bartling, Bjorn, and Krishna Srinivasan. 2025. “Paternalistic interventions: determinants of

demand and supply.” CESifo Working Paper.

Bartling, Bjorn, and Urs Fischbacher. 2012. “Shifting the Blame: On Delegation and Respon-
sibility.” Review of Economic Studies, 79(1): 67-87.

Bartling, Bjorn, Ernst Fehr, and Holger Herz. 2014. “The Intrinsic Value of Decision Rights.”
Econometrica, 82(6): 2005-2039.

Beshears, John, James J Choi, David Laibson, and Brigitte C Madrian. 2021. “Active
choice, implicit defaults, and the incentive to choose.” Organizational Behavior and Human

Decision Processes, 163: 6-16.

Bick, Alexander, Adam Blandin, and David J Deming. 2026. “The rapid adoption of

generative Al.” Management Science.

Bohren, J Aislinn, Alex Imas, and Michael Rosenberg. 2019. “The dynamics of discrimi-

nation: Theory and evidence.” American economic review, 109(10): 3395-3436.

Bordalo, Pedro, Giovanni Burro, Katherine Coffman, Nicola Gennaioli, and Andrei
Shleifer. 2025. “Imagining the future: memory, simulation, and beliefs.” Review of Economic

Studies, 92(3): 1532-1563.

Bordalo, Pedro, Katherine Coffman, Nicola Gennaioli, and Andrei Shleifer. 2019. “Be-
liefs about Gender.” American Economic Review, 109(3): 739-773.

Bordalo, Pedro, Katherine Coffman, Nicola Gennaioli, Frederik Schwerter, and Andrei

Shleifer. 2021. “Memory and representativeness.” Psychological Review, 128(1): 71.

Bordalo, Pedro, Nicola Gennaioli, and Andrei Shleifer. 2020. “Memory, attention, and
choice.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 135(3): 1399-1442.

Buckle, Georgia E., and Wolfgang J. Luhan. 2023. “Do as I Do: Paternalism and Preference
Differences in Decision-Making for Others.” University of Portsmouth Working Paper No. 2023-
07.

30



Bursztyn, Leonardo, and David Y Yang. 2022. “Misperceptions about others.” Annual Review
of Economics, 14(1): 425-452.

Caplin, Andrew, and Mark Dean. 2015. “Revealed Preference, Rational Inattention, and

Costly Information Acquisition.” American Economic Review, 105(7): 2183-2203.

Coffman, Katherine B, Christine L. Exley, and Muriel Niederle. 2021. “The role of beliefs

in driving gender discrimination.” Management Science, 67(6): 3551-3569.

Coffman, Katherine, Manuela R Collis, and Leena Kulkarni. 2024. “Stereotypes and belief

updating.” Journal of the European Economic Association, 22(3): 1011-1054.

Conlon, John J, and Dev Patel. 2026. “What jobs come to mind? Stereotypes about fields of

study.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, qjag031.

Dai, Hengchen, Silvia Saccardo, Maria A Han, Lily Roh, Naveen Raja, Sitaram Van-
gala, Hardikkumar Modi, Shital Pandya, Michael Sloyan, and Daniel M Croymans.
2021. “Behavioural nudges increase COVID-19 vaccinations.” Nature, 597(7876): 404-409.

Daniotti, Simone, Johannes Wachs, Xiangnan Feng, and Frank Neffke. 2026. “Who is
using Al to code? Global diffusion and impact of generative AL” Science, 391(6787): 831-835.

DellaVigna, Stefano. 2009. “Psychology and Economics: Evidence from the Field.” Journal of
Economic Literature, 47(2): 315-372.

DellaVigna, Stefano, and Devin G Pope. 2018a. “Predicting experimental results: who knows
what?” Journal of Political Economy, 126(6): 2410-2456.

DellaVigna, Stefano, and Devin Pope. 2018b. “What motivates effort? Evidence and expert
forecasts.” The Review of Economic Studies, 85(2): 1029-1069.

DellaVigna, Stefano, and Elizabeth Linos. 2022. “RCTs to Scale: Comprehensive Evidence
From Two Nudge Units.” Econometrica, 90(1): 81-116.

Dwenger, Nadja, Dorothea Kiibler, and Georg Weizsacker. 2018. “Flipping a Coin: Evi-
dence from University Applications.” Journal of Public Economics, 167: 240-250.

Dykstra, Holly, Shibeal O’ Flaherty, and Ashley Whillans. 2026. “The Buy-In Effect: When

Increasing Initial Effort Encourages Follow-Through.” Management Science. Forthcoming.

31



Eckel, Catherine C., and Philip J. Grossman. 2002. “Sex Differences and Statistical Stereo-
typing in Attitudes toward Financial Risk.” Evolution and Human Behavior, 23(4): 281-295.

Enke, Benjamin, and Cassidy Shubatt. 2023. “Quantifying Lottery Choice Complexity.” Na-
tional Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper 31677.

Enke, Benjamin, and Thomas Graeber. 2023. “Cognitive Uncertainty.” The Quarterly Journal
of Economics, 138(4): 2021-2067.

Enke, Benjamin, Frederik Schwerter, and Florian Zimmermann. 2024. “Associative mem-

ory, beliefs and market interactions.” Journal of Financial Economics, 157: 103853.

Erkut, Hande, and Dorothea Kiibler. 2026. “Repugnant transactions: The role of agency and

severe consequences.” Games and Economic Behavior, 157: 22-33.

Exley, Christine L, Oliver P Hauser, Molly Moore, and John-Henry Pezzuto. 2025. “Be-
lieved gender differences in social preferences.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 140(1): 403~

458.

Falk, Armin, and Florian Zimmermann. 2013. “A Taste for Consistency and Survey Response

Behavior.” CESifo Economic Studies, 59(1): 181-193.

Falk, Armin, and Florian Zimmermann. 2018. “Information Processing and Commitment.”

The Economic Journal, 128(613): 1983-2002.

Falk, Armin, Thomas Neuber, and Nora Szech. 2020. “Diffusion of Being Pivotal and Im-
moral Outcomes.” The Review of Economic Studies, 87(5): 2205-2229.

Fehr, Ernst, Holger Herz, and Tom Wilkening. 2013. “The Lure of Authority: Motivation

and Incentive Effects of Power.” American Economic Review, 103(4): 1325-1359.

Fischbacher, Urs, Dorothea Kiibler, and Robert Stiiber. 2024. “Betting on diver-

sity—Occupational segregation and gender stereotypes.” Management Science, 70(8): 5502-5516.

Fragiadakis, Dan, Daniel Knoepfle, and Muriel Niederle. 2020. “Who Is Strategic?” Work-

ing Paper.

Freundt, Jana, Holger Herz, and Leander Kopp. 2023. “Intrinsic Preferences for Autonomy.”
Working Paper.

32



Gangadharan, Lata, Philip J. Grossman, Kristy Jones, and C Matthew Leister. 2018.
“Paternalistic Giving: Restricting Recipient Choice.” Journal of Economic Behavior & Organi-

zation, 151: 143-170.

Giannella, Eric, Tatiana Homonoff, Gwen Rino, and Jason Somerville. 2024. “Adminis-
trative burden and procedural denials: experimental evidence from SNAP.” American Economic

Journal: Economic Policy, 16(4): 316-340.

Gneezy, Uri, Silvia Saccardo, Marta Serra-Garcia, and Roel van Veldhuizen. 2020.

“Bribing the Self.” Games and Economic Behavior, 120: 311-324.

Gneezy, Uri, Stephan Meier, and Pedro Rey-Biel. 2011. “When and why incentives (don’t)

work to modify behavior.” Journal of economic perspectives, 25(4): 191-210.

Graeber, Thomas, Christopher Roth, and Florian Zimmermann. 2024. “Stories, Statistics,

and Memory.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 139(4): 2181-2225.

Jachimowicz, Jon, Shannon Duncan, Elke Weber, and Eric Johnson. 2019. “When and
Why Defaults Influence Decisions: A Meta-Analysis of Default Effects.” Behavioural Public Pol-
icy, 3(2): 159-186.

Jacobsson, Fredric, Magnus Johannesson, and Lars Borgquist. 2007. “Is Altruism Pater-

nalistic?” The Economic Journal, 117(520): 761-781.

Lusk, Jayson L., Stephan Marette, and F. Bailey Norwood. 2014. “The Paternalist Meets
His Match.” Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy, 36(1): 61-108.

Mackowiak, Bartosz, Filip Matejka, and Mirko Wiederholt. 2023. “Rational Inattention:
A Review.” Journal of Economic Literature, 61(1): 226-273.

Matejka, Filip, and Alisdair McKay. 2015. “Rational Inattention to Discrete Choices: A New
Foundation for the Multinomial Logit Model.” American Economic Review, 105(1): 272-298.

Moébius, Markus M, Muriel Niederle, Paul Niehaus, and Tanya S Rosenblat. 2022. “Man-
aging self-confidence: Theory and experimental evidence.” Management Science, 68(11): 7793

7817.

Owens, David, Zachary Grossman, and Ryan Fackler. 2014. “The Control Premium: A

Preference for Payoff Autonomy.” American Economic Journal: Microeconomics, 6(4): 138-161.

33



Pikulina, Elena, and Chloe Tergiman. 2024. “The Role of Non-Interference in Preferences for

Autonomy in Pay.” Working Paper.

Pikulina, Elena S., and Chloe Tergiman. 2020. “Preferences for Power.” Journal of Public

FEconomics, 185: 104173.

Saccardo, S., and M. Serra-Garcia. 2023. “Enabling or Limiting Cognitive Flexibility? Evi-

dence of Demand for Moral Commitment.” American Economic Review, 113(2): 396-429.

Shubatt, Cassidy, and Jeffrey Yang. 2024. “Tradeoffs and Comparison Complexity.” National

Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper.

Sims, Christopher A. 2003. “Implications of Rational Inattention.” Journal of Monetary Eco-
nomics, 50(3): 665-690.

Stefan, Matthias, Martin Holmén, Felix Holzmeister, Michael Kirchler, and Erik
Wengstrom. 2022. “You Can’t Always Get What You Want: An Experiment on Finance Pro-

fessionals’ Decisions for Others.” Working Paper.

Yariv, Leeat. 2005. “I'll See It When I Believe It: A Simple Model of Cognitive Consistency.”

Working Paper.

34



	Introduction
	Design
	Decision Environment
	Treatment Groups
	Implementation Details

	Conceptual Framework
	Set Up
	Consideration Costs
	Predictions and Mapping to Treatments
	Relation to Other Frameworks
	Rational Inattention and Cognitive Costs
	Alternative Possibilities to the Consideration Effect


	Results
	The Consideration Effect
	Comparing the Two Control Treatments
	Robustness and Discussion
	Do Memory or Recall Costs Matter?
	Does the Kind of Problem Matter?
	Do Agency Preferences Differ Over Time?
	Do Participants Use Heuristics Beyond Forgoing Agency?
	What Type of Cognitive Costs Drives our Results?
	Do Time Costs Contribute to the Consideration Effect?
	Is the Consideration Effect Robust to Another Sample?
	Do Participants Pay Attention to the Information on Pat's Choice?
	Is the Consideration Effect Robust to Giving up Agency to Random Chance?
	Is the Consideration Effect Robust to Pat's Choice Being Known?
	Is the Consideration Effect Robust to Inexperienced Participants?


	Demographics and Beliefs
	Design of Belief Study
	Discussion of Demographic Results from Main Study and Beliefs Study

	Conclusion



