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When confronted with several competing

alternatives, individuals often reduce the number

of alternatives to a more manageable size in

two distinct ways to simplify their choice

process. One is an inclusion strategy by which

individuals choose or select attractive alternatives

The Effect of Inclusion versus Exclusion on
Consideration Set Size:

The Moderating Role of Chronic Indecisiveness*
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A great deal of research has explored individuals’ attempts to simplify choices by constructing a

consideration set. This research aims to investigate which construction strategy, either inclusion or

exclusion, is more likely to be adopted and how the adoption of a particular construction strategy

can affect consideration set size while identifying the moderating role of chronic indecisiveness in

the construction process. The findings of Study 1 indicate that individuals are more likely to adopt

an inclusion strategy to reduce a consideration set to a more manageable size, and that an exclusion

strategy results in a larger consideration set. In Study 2, the findings reveal that high-indecisiveness

individuals are less likely than low-indecisiveness individuals to select an inclusion strategy, but that

high-indecisiveness individuals adopting an inclusion strategy are able to reduce the number of

alternatives in a consideration set to a manageable size on par with the size of a consideration set

formed by low-indecisiveness individuals without elevating the level of perceived difficulty. The

current research contributes to the stream of research on consideration set construction and

indecisiveness, and offers useful practical implications for overcoming indecisiveness. Limitations and

avenues for further research are also discussed.
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from the initial set; the other is an exclusion

strategy by which individuals reject or eliminate

unattractive alternatives from the initial set

(Shafir 1993). A substantial body of research

has shown that the construction strategy of

inclusion versus exclusion leads to asymmetric

consequences for the size of a consideration set

(Huber, Neale, and Northcraft 1987; Levin et

al. 2001; McDonald, Newell, and Denson 2014;

Park, Jun, and MacInnis 2000; Yaniv and

Schul 1997, 2000), the end-price paid (Levin

et al. 2002; Park et al. 2000), decision difficulty

(Nagpal and Krishnamurthy 2008; Park et al.,

2000), and the type of information processing

(Laran and Wilcox 2011; Meloy and Russo

2004; Shafir 1993; Sokolova and Krishna 2016).

Relatively little effort, however, has been

directed to investigating the circumstances

under which individuals prefer to include or

exclude, except for a few noticeable investigations.

Recent studies indicate that individuals prefer

to adopt an inclusion strategy for person judgment

and employee-hiring tasks and an exclusion

strategy for multiple-choice and employee-firing

tasks (Heller, Levin, and Goransson 2002; Levin

et al. 2001). Also, Mourali and Nagpal (2013)

show that an inclusion strategy is more preferred

by high-power individuals whereas low-power

individuals opt for adopting an exclusion strategy.

Besides task characteristic and psychological

state, we postulate that chronic indecisiveness,

one of the crucial dispositional characteristics

related to decision making, also play a crucial

role in elucidating the relationship between

construction strategy and consideration set size.

Considerable research on indecisiveness has

characterized an indecisive individual as a

decision maker who often lacks well-defined

preferences and goals (Dhar 1997; Kreps 1979),

exhibits strong loss aversion and status-quo bias

(Danan and Ziegelmeyer 2006; Sautua 2017),

and compulsively stockpiles things (Frost et al.

2011), all of which exert profound impacts on

consideration set construction. Drawing on these

findings, the current research aims to examine

which of the two construction strategies―

inclusion and exclusion―is more likely to be

selected and how the selection of a particular

strategy can affect consideration set size while

addressing the moderating role of chronic

indecisiveness in the construction process.

The remainder of this paper is organized as

follows. We first provide a brief overview of

the previous literature on construction set

construction and the role of chronic indecisiveness,

and build up our main hypotheses. Next, we

describe two studies in which research participants

with varying degrees of chronic indecisiveness

self-select (Study 1) and are manipulated to

adopt (Study 2) either an inclusion or an

exclusion strategy to form a consideration set

among 12 hotel alternatives, and discuss the

findings of each study. Finally, we offer theoretical

and practical contributions that our research

makes to the literature on consideration set

construction and indecisiveness, and also discuss
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limitations and some interesting avenues for

future research.

Ⅰ. Theoretical Background

1.1 Consideration Set Construction

When individuals encounter a large set of

alternatives, they simplify their choice process

by creating a consideration set that contains a

subset of all available alternatives for further

evaluation (Bettman 1979; Kardes et al. 1993).

There are basically two ways in which individuals

can construct a consideration set: inclusion

and exclusion. While inclusion is a way of

selecting or choosing likely alternatives that

exceed a certain acceptance threshold in the

consideration set, exclusion is a way of rejecting

or eliminating the least likely alternatives that

fall short of the threshold from the consideration

set (Yaniv and Schul 1997).

A question then arises as to what would

likely be a default strategy that most individuals

employ to construct a consideration set? Prior

studies showed that a default strategy varies

as a function of perceived difficulty, task

characteristics, and psychological state. Heller

et al. (2001), for example, showed that individuals

preferred to adopt an inclusion strategy for

judgmental tasks whereas an exclusion strategy

was employed for multiple choice tasks in

relation to making a correct choice. Relatedly,

Levin et al. (2001) found that individuals

favored an inclusion strategy for positive tasks

such as hiring employees whereas for negative

tasks such as firing employees an exclusion

strategy was preferred. Furthermore, Mourali

and Nagpal (2013) demonstrated that individuals

in a state of high power were more likely to

adopt an inclusion strategy than an exclusion

strategy whereas the opposite was true for

individuals in a state of low power when it

comes to form a consideration set among 24

brands of car. Indeed, previous studies found

that an exclusion strategy was perceived more

difficult and effortful compared to an inclusion

strategy (Nagpal and Krishnamurthy 2008;

Park et al. 2000). By contrast, Ordóñez, Benson,

and Beach (1999) maintained that an exclusion

strategy appeared to be a default strategy

adopted in the control condition. Supporting

this notion, Huber et al. (1987) found that more

time was required for individuals to execute an

inclusion strategy, particularly when costs were

made salient.

Most individuals making a choice, however,

strive to achieve goals that can guide their

decisions as to what construction strategy to

adopt and how much cognitive resources to

invest or allocate to decision tasks at hand

(Bettman 1979; Bettman, Luce, and Payne

1998). Ratneshwar, Pechmann, and Shocker

(1996), for example, found that salient goals

led individuals to create goal-derived consideration
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sets. As such, it is more likely that an inclusion

strategy is more preferred because it would be

more efficient and natural to assume that

individuals focus on the goal-compatible attributes

than the goal-incompatible attributes (Meloy

and Russo 2004; Shafir 1993). Taken together,

we hypothesize as the following:

H1a: Individuals are more likely to adopt an

inclusion strategy than an exclusion

strategy when constructing a consideration

set.

While including likely alternatives should be

normatively equivalent to excluding the least

likely alternatives, considerable past research

has documented that an inclusion and an

exclusion strategy oftentimes produce different

outcomes. For example, previous studies on

customized orders found that the end-price

paid was significantly higher when individuals

adopted an exclusion strategy rather than an

inclusion strategy because the number of options

added was much lower than those eliminated

(Levin et al. 2002; Park et al. 2000). Also,

with regard to information processing styles,

an exclusion strategy relative to an inclusion

strategy facilitated more deliberative processing

of preference-inconsistent and less-important

attributes (Laran and Wilcox 2011; Sokolova

and Krishna 2016).

Most importantly, numerous studies documented

convergent empirical evidence that an exclusion

strategy led to a lager consideration set relative

to an inclusion strategy (Huber et al. 1987;

Levin et al. 2001; McDonald et al. 2014; Park

et al. 2000; Yaniv and Schul 1997, 2000).

Huber et al. (1987), for example, found that

individuals interviewed a fewer number of job

applicants under inclusion than exclusion. Such

asymmetries would be attributed to different

reference points under the two construction

strategies, such that an inclusion strategy is

executed from an empty set whereas an exclusion

strategy is implemented from a full set of

alternatives (Yaniv and Schul 2000). Previous

studies demonstrated that an inclusion strategy

led to a smaller consideration set because

relatively higher reference points under inclusion

lowered the likelihood of an alternative being

retained in the final set (Levin, Jasper, and

Forbes 1998; Yaniv and Schul 2000; Yaniv et

al. 2002).

Prior research also posited that two construction

strategies differed in terms of the status-quo

bias (Kahneman, Knetsch, and Thaler 1991).

In fact, an exclusion strategy rendered individuals

form a larger consideration set (Huber et al.

1987; Levin et al. 2001; Yaniv and Schul

1997, 2000) so as to maintain the status quo

(the empty set for an inclusion vs. the full set

for an exclusion). In a related vein, Shafir (1993)

and Park et al. (2000) demonstrated that

individuals who adopted an exclusion strategy

were more likely than those who adopted an

inclusion strategy to reveal loss aversion (Tversky
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& Kahneman 1991). Specifically, Park et al.

(2000) articulated that individuals regarded

eliminating pre-equipped options as losses and

choosing additional options as gains, ending up

spending more and having a lager consideration

set as a result. Drawing on these findings, we

hypothesize as the following:

H1b: An exclusion strategy will produce a

larger consideration set than an inclusion

strategy.

1.2 The Moderating Role of Chronic
Indecisiveness

Chronic indecisiveness, defined as inability or

difficulty in association with making all sorts

of personal and professional decisions in a

timely manner, regardless of whether those

decisions are of little or great significance

(Crites 1969; Osipow 1999), has widespread

influences on a variety of human behaviors.

Prior studies found that indecisive individuals

gathered more pre-decisional information (Rassin

et al. 2007), suffered from greater decision

difficulty (Gati, Krausz, and Osipow 1996;

Gayton et al. 1994), took longer time to make

simple decisions (Frost and Shows 1993) and

were afraid of neglecting the best alternative

and post-decisional regrets (Germeijs and

DeBoeck 2002).

Given the importance that chronic indecisiveness

places upon the process of decision making,

however, surprisingly little is known about its

impact on the construction strategy adoption

and consideration set size. According to Patalano

and Wengrovitz (2007) and Rassin et al. (2007),

indecisive individuals were more likely to engage

in alternative-based, compensatory information

processing. This alternative-based processing

in turn allowed them to consider all the possible

trade-offs between attributes and to maximize

the outcome of decisions at the expense of

cognitive resources (Oren, Dar, and Liberman

2018; Patalano et al. 2010). Given that an

inclusion strategy involved choosing preference-

consistent, goal-compatible alternatives (Laran

and Wilcox 2011; Meloy and Russo 2004; Shafir

1993; Tse et al. 1988), indecisive individuals

were less likely to adopt an inclusion strategy

due to their inability to articulate preferences

for a particular alternative (Dhar 1997; Kreps

1979). Also, Förster, Liberman, and Kuschel

(2008) maintained that inclusion or assimilative

judgments were prompted by higher-level, goal-

oriented global processing whereas exclusion or

contrast judgments were facilitated by lower-

level, concrete detail-oriented local processing.

Taken together, we hypothesize as the following:

H2a: High-indecisiveness individuals are less

likely than low-indecisiveness individuals

to adopt an inclusion strategy.

Recent investigations on compulsive hoarding,

characterized by excessive gaining, difficulty



50 ASIA MARKETING JOURNAL Vol. 21 No. 01 April 2019

in discarding, and extreme disorganization

(Steketee and Frost 2003), found that the

number of categories created was positively

correlated with compulsive hoarding (Wincze,

Steketee, and Frost 2007), which was also

strongly associated with chronic indecisiveness

(Frost et al. 2011). On the other hand, Sautua

(2017) revealed that chronic indecisiveness was

a significant determinant of loss aversion and

status-quo bias because indecisive individuals

were afraid of risks and changes (Danan and

Ziegelmeyer 2006; Rassin 2004). Taking into

consideration compulsive hoarding and loss

aversion, we anticipate that indecisive individuals

are very likely to form a larger consideration set.

Furthermore, chronic indecisiveness can amplify

the effect of the different construction strategies

on consideration set size. As for exclusion

strategy, for example, discarding alternatives is

regarded as a loss (Tversky and Kahneman

1991), and thus high-indecisiveness individuals

would be reluctant to exclude alternatives from

the full set due to loss aversion. In this respect,

we expect that adopting exclusion strategy

would increase the consideration set size more

for high-indecisiveness relative to low-indecisiveness

individuals. As for inclusion strategy, however,

the sense of gaining alternatives may contribute

to attenuating the set size difference between

high- and low-indecisiveness individuals. Alongside

the supporting arguments made in support of

H1a, H1b, and H2a, we hypothesize as the

following:

H2b: High-indecisiveness individuals will

form a larger consideration set than

low-indecisiveness individuals.

H2c: Adopting an inclusion strategy will reduce

the consideration set size to a greater

degree among the high-indecisiveness

compared to low-indecisiveness individuals.

Ⅱ. Study 1

The primary objective of Study 1 is twofold.

First, the current study aims to test our key

prediction that high-indecisiveness individuals

are less likely than low-indecisiveness individuals

to adopt an inclusion strategy when constructing

a consideration set. Second, the current study

intends to explore whether high-indecisiveness

individuals who adopt an inclusion strategy are

able to construct a smaller consideration set

compared with those who adopt an exclusion

strategy.

2.1 Method

2.1.1 Participants and Design

One hundred and twenty-four participants

(Mage= 34.9, SDage=10.99, 68.5%male) recruited

from Amazon Mechanical Turk participated in

this study in exchange for monetary compensation.

The current study adopted a 2 (chronic
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indecisiveness: low vs. high; measured) × 2

(construction strategy: inclusion vs. exclusion;

self-selected) between-subjects design.

2.1.2 Procedure and Measures

Participants were first instructed to imagine

planning a family trip to Hawaii and presented

with a list of 12 hotel alternatives, as shown in

<Table 1>, that differed in price, room size,

beach access, swimming pool, view, breakfast

services, and spa. Given that the aim of the

current research lies in investigating the moderating

role of chronic indecisiveness in making decisions

accompanied by multi-attributes evaluative

judgments about a target, we opted for selecting

a hotel selection task as in the previous literature

(e.g., Diehl et al. 2003; Zauberman 2003).

Next, participants were told that they had

an option to either include all the hotel

alternatives they would want or exclude all

the hotel alternatives they would not want to

examine further. Participants were then asked

to choose between the two construction strategies

and to form a consideration set based on the

construction strategy of their choice. Subsequent

to the construction strategy selection task,

participants in the inclusion (exclusion) condition

were asked to click a radio button next to each

hotel alternative to add (remove) all the hotel

alternatives they would (not) want to examine

further. After then, participants indicated how

difficult, annoying, and complicated it was to

construct a consideration set on a 7-point scale

(1 = not at all; 7 = very much) as in Tybout

et al. (2005). Participants’ responses to these

items were averaged to form a reliable perceived

difficulty index (α = .88, M = 3.28, SD =

.20). Afterwards, participants rated the level

of chronic indecisiveness on sixteen 7-point

items adopted from Frost and Shows (1993)

and Germeijs and De Boeck (2002), as shown

in <Table 2>. These items were averaged to form

a reliable chronic indecisiveness index (α =

<Table 1> A List of 12 Hotel Alternatives (Study 1)
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.94, M = 3.20, SD = .30). Last, participants

answered questions about their demographics

(age, gender).

2.2 Results and Discussion

2.2.1 Construction Strategy Adoption

Similar to the previous findings (Heller et al.

2002; Levin et al., 2001), a chi-square test

indicated the participants on average were

more likely to select an inclusion strategy

(58.9%) than an exclusion strategy (41.1%;

(1) = 3.903, p = .048) when constructing a

consideration set. Thus, H1a was supported.

To further explore whether the likelihood of

choosing a particular construction strategy would

vary as to the level of chronic indecisiveness,

we ran a binary logistic regression that included

the construction strategy as the dependent

variable (exclusion = 0, inclusion = 1) and the

chronic indecisiveness index as the independent

variable. As shown in <Figure 1>, the analysis

revealed a significant effect of the chronic

indecisiveness on the construction strategy

(b = -.48, SE = .15, Wald (1) = 9.946, p =

.002), such that the high-indecisiveness participants

were less likely to adopt an inclusion strategy

relative to an exclusion strategy. Therefore,

H2a was also supported.

2.2.2 Consideration Set Size

To test H1b, H2b, and H2c, we conducted a

<Table 2> The Items for the Chronic Indecisiveness Index (Studies 1 and 2)

NOTE.— * reverse scored item. The items were adopted from Frost and Shows (1993) and Germeijs and De Boeck (2002).
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multiple regression analysis with the chronic

indecisiveness index (measured; mean-centered),

the construction strategy (self-selected; exclusion

= -1, inclusion = 1), and their interaction

term as the independent variables and the

consideration set size as the dependent variable.

Congenial with the previous findings (Heller et

al. 2002; Levin et al. 1998; Levin et al. 2001;

Yaniv and Schul 2000; Yaniv et al. 2002), a

significant main effect of the construction strategy

emerged (b = -1.90, SE = .22, t(120) = -8.636,

p < .001), indicating that the consideration set

size was much smaller when participants self-

selected to employ an inclusion strategy (M =

3.42, SD = 1.98) than an exclusion strategy

(M = 7.61, SE = 2.77). Thus, H1b was

confirmed. In support of H2b, the analysis also

exhibited a significant main effect of the chronic

indecisiveness (b = .40, SE = .17, t(120) =

2.354, p < .05). More importantly, the analysis

revealed a marginally significant interaction

(b = -.33, SE = .17, t(120) = -1.922, p =

.056). As shown in <Figure 2>, the spotlight

analysis showed that the high-indecisiveness

participants who self-selected to adopt an

exclusion strategy (M = 8.24) formed a larger

consideration set than their low-indecisiveness

counterpart (M = 6.28; b = .74, SE = .28,

t(120) = 2.617, p < .05). In contrast, no significant

effect of the chronic indecisiveness was found

<Figure 1> Study 1: Number of Participants Selecting an Inclusion vs. an Exclusion Strategy

Depending on the Level of Chronic Indecisiveness
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among those who self-selected to employ an

inclusion strategy (Mhigh-indecisiveness = 3.55 vs.

Mlow-indecisiveness = 3.35; b = .07, SE = .19,

t(120) = .374, p = .70), providing preliminary

support for H2c in that adopting an inclusion

strategy could reduce the consideration set size

to a greater degree among the high-indecisiveness

participants.

2.2.3 Perceived Difficulty

We ran the same regression analysis on the

perceived difficulty index to see if participants’

perceptions of relative effort required for

executing an inclusion and an exclusion strategy

guided their construction strategy choice (Heller

et al. 2002). However, the analysis found only

a significant effect of the chronic indecisiveness

index emerged (b = .62, SE = .10, t(120) =

5.783, p < .001). Neither the construction strategy

(b = -.18, SE = 13, t(120) = -1.383, p= .16)

nor the chronic indecisiveness index × construction

strategy interaction (b = .13, SE = .10,

t(120) = 1.295, p = .19) reached its statistical

significance. Perhaps, this indifferent perception

of difficulty between the construction strategies

seems plausible because our research participants

had no reasons to self-select one particular

strategy that was expected to entail greater

difficulty compared to the other.

2.2.4 Discussion

The current study documented empirical

evidence in support of our hypotheses. We

found that an inclusion strategy was preferred

<Figure 2> Study 1: Consideration Set Size (Spotlight Analysis)
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to an exclusion strategy, but that the high-

indecisiveness participants were less likely to

adopt an inclusion strategy to construct a

consideration set. More interestingly, the findings

revealed that the high-indecisiveness participants

were less likely to adopt an inclusion strategy

despite the fact that an inclusion strategy

could help reduce their consideration set size to

a greater extent.

Ⅲ. Study 2

The primary goal of Study 2 is to further

replicate the findings from Study 1 by randomly

assigning research participants to either an

inclusion or an exclusion strategy as the self-

selection procedure could have limited the

interpretive power of the dependent variables.

3.1 Method

3.1.1 Participants and Design

A total of 147 participants recruited from

Amazon Mechanical Turk (Mage=35.1, SDage

=12.46, 53% female) completed this study in

return for monetary compensation. The current

study adopted a 2 (chronic indecisiveness: low

vs. high; measured) × 2 (construction strategy:

inclusion vs. exclusion; manipulated) between-

subjects design.

3.1.2 Procedure and Measures

Identical to Study 1, participants were first

instructed to imagine planning a family trip

to Hawaii and presented with the 12 hotel

alternatives. Next, participants were randomly

assigned to one of the two construction strategy

conditions in which they were asked to either

include all the hotel alternatives for further

consideration or exclude all the hotel alternatives

they would not want to examine further by

clicking a radio button next to each hotel

alternative. Again, the remaining number of

the hotel alternatives was counted to form the

consideration set size variable. As in the previous

study, we measured participants’ responses to

the three items for the perceived difficulty

index (α = .83, M = 3.15, SD = 1.39) and

the 16 items for the chronic indecisiveness

index (α = .93, M = 3.47, SD = .09). Last,

participants answered questions about their

demographics (age, gender).

3.2 Results and Discussion

3.2.1 Consideration Set Size

The identical multiple regression analysis

that included the chronic indecisiveness index

(measured; mean-centered), the construction

strategy (manipulated; exclusion = -1, inclusion

= 1), and their interaction term as the

independent variables and the consideration
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set size as the dependent variable was run to

test our hypotheses. The analysis revealed a

significant main effect of the construction

strategy (b = -1.81, SE = .20, t(143) =

-9.203, p < .001), such that the consideration

set size was much smaller for the participants

under inclusion (M = 3.20, SD = 1.88) than

for those under exclusion (M = 6.82, SE =

2.99). Thus, H1b was confirmed. Also, in support

of H2b, the analysis found a significant main

effect of the chronic indecisiveness (b = .68,

SE = .17, t(143) = 3.920, p < .001). More

importantly, the analysis exhibited a significant

interaction (b = -.41, SE = .17, t(143) =

-2.363, p < .05), which was further qualified

by the spotlight analysis, as shown in <Figure

3>. In the exclusion condition, the spotlight

analysis showed that the high-indecisiveness

participants (M = 8.06) formed a larger

consideration set size than the low-indecisiveness

participants (M = 5.56; b = 1.09, SE = .26,

t(143) = 4.187, p < .001). In the inclusion

condition, the size of a consideration set did not

differ between the level of chronic indecisiveness

(Mhigh-indecisiveness = 3.50 vs. Mlow-indecisiveness =

2.88; b = .27, SE = .22, t(143) = 1.177, p =

.24), providing strong supporting evidence for

H2c.

3.2.2 Perceived Difficulty

As shown in <Figure 4>, the same regression

analysis on the perceived difficulty index

indicated that the chronic indecisiveness index

(b = .60, SE = .08, t(143) = 6.816, p < .01) and

the chronic indecisiveness index × construction

strategy interaction (b = -.19, SE = .08,

t(143) = -2.154, p < .05) were significant. In

<Figure 3> Study 2: Consideration Set Size (Spotlight Analysis)
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particular, the findings revealed that the level

of perceived difficulty was no different regardless

of whether the high-indecisiveness individuals

adopted an inclusion or an exclusion strategy

(b = -.12, SE = .14, t(143) = -.866, p = .38).

The low-indecisiveness participants, however,

perceived greater difficulty under inclusion than

those under exclusion (b = .31, SE = .14, t(143)

= 2.196, p < .05), suggesting that adopting an

inclusion strategy resulted in much greater

reduction in the consideration set size for the

high-indecisiveness than the low-indecisiveness

participants without elevating the level of

perceived difficulty.

3.2.3 Discussion

Study 2 successfully replicated the findings

of the previous study and provided additional

evidence for our hypotheses with regard to the

moderating role of chronic indecisiveness in

determining the effect of an inclusion strategy

versus an exclusion strategy on the consideration

set size. Most importantly, the findings suggest

that it is the high-indecisiveness individuals who

can benefit much from adopting an inclusion

strategy because they can construct a consideration

set of which the size is as small as the one

formed by the low-indecisiveness participants

at no additional cost of difficulty.

Ⅳ. Summary and Implications

In this research, we have investigated which

of the two construction strategies―inclusion

and exclusion―is more frequently to be adopted

<Figure 4> Study 2: Perceived Difficulty (Spotlight Analysis)
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and how the adoption of a particular strategy

affects consideration set size while identifying

the moderating role of chronic indecisiveness

in the construction process. Toward this end,

we conducted two studies in which individuals

with varying degrees of chronic indecisiveness

were instructed to self-select (Study 1) and

manipulated to adopt (Study 2) either an

inclusion or an exclusion strategy to construct

a consideration set among 12 hotel alternatives.

The findings of Study 1 indicated that individuals

on average preferred an inclusion strategy to

an exclusion strategy to form a consideration

set whereas adopting an exclusion strategy led

to a larger consideration set. In Study 2, this

research further demonstrated that high-

indecisiveness individuals were less likely than

low-indecisiveness individuals to adopt an

inclusion strategy, but that adopting an inclusion

strategy enabled high-indecisiveness individuals

to significantly reduce the number of alternatives

in a consideration set down to a manageable

size on par with the size of a consideration set

formed by low-indecisiveness individuals without

elevating the level of perceived difficulty.

4.1 Theoretical and Practical Contributions

Noticeable theoretical and practical contributions

that the current research makes to the streams

of research on consideration set construction

and indecisiveness are the following. First, the

current research contributes to the literature

on consideration set construction by replicating

and extending the previous findings on construction

strategy selection and consideration set size

through the incorporation of chronic indecisiveness

into the process of consideration set formation.

Consistent with the previous findings that an

inclusion is a relatively more popular construction

strategy (Heller et al. 2002; Levin et al., 2001),

our research further suggests that chronic

indecisiveness or the lack of well-defined

preferences can inhibit individuals from adopting

an inclusion strategy.

Second, the current research also contributes

to the literature on indecisiveness. As described

earlier, our research indicates that high-indecisiveness

individuals are likely to form a bigger consideration

set compared to low-indecisiveness individuals

presumably because chronic indecisiveness strongly

correlates with loss aversion and status-quo

bias (Danan and Ziegelmeyer 2006; Sautua 2017)

and compulsive hoarding (Frost et al. 2011).

Despite the fact that underlying psychological

mechanisms for the positive effect of chronic

indecisiveness on consideration set size were

not directly tested in our studies, the current

research extends the scope of indecisiveness

research by bringing up another information

processing account for chronic indecisiveness

with regard to the consideration set formation

decisions.

Third, the current research has important

implications for practitioners with regard to

effective marketing communication tactics that
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can influence the process of consideration set

composition. For instance, top-dog brands relative

to underdogs are more likely to be retrieved,

considered, and selected in the memory-based

choice contexts because the accessibility of

brand-related memory is much greater for

those well-known, leading or pioneering brands

(e.g., Nedungadi 1990; Kardes et al. 1993).

Nevertheless, the findings of our research

suggest that underdogs may also benefit much

from inducing consumers to adopt an exclusion

strategy in the stimulus-based choice contexts

because the likelihood of underdogs being

eliminated from the initial set of alternatives is

low, as shown in the current research.

Fourth, our findings further suggest that

encouraging indecisive individuals to adopt an

inclusion strategy can lead them to construct

smaller consideration sets. Knowing that a larger

consideration set oftentimes entails greater

decision difficulty (e.g., Goodman et al. 2013),

it is important for practitioners to prevent

indecisive customers from deferring their choices

by reducing the size of their consideration sets,

which in turn contributing to increased sales.

Last but not least, the current research

also broadens our understanding of chronic

indecisiveness by offering important insights

into the reasons indecisive individuals often

end up keeping too many alternatives in a

consideration set and unnecessarily undergo

greater difficulty than otherwise they would

have done. According to the findings of this

research, although a majority of individuals

are likely to adopt an inclusion strategy for

constructing a consideration set, indecisive

individuals are less likely to do so despite the

fact that an inclusion strategy helps generate

a smaller consideration set at no extra cost.

Therefore, a quick-fix for indecisive individuals

who find it difficult to make everyday decisions

is to articulate and recall decision goals prior to

entering into the process of consideration set

construction because underspecified decision goals

or the lack thereof can discourage indecisive

individuals from adopting an inclusion strategy.

4.2 Limitations and Future Research

Despite all the merits, our research also has

certain limitations that offer interesting avenues

for further research. First of all, it is still

unclear what psychological mechanism can

mediate the effect of chronic indecisiveness and

construction strategy choice on consideration

set size. One plausible underlying mechanism

would be related to the level of construal that

indecisive individuals adopt. According to Trope

and Liberman (2010), individuals with high-level

of construal mostly focus on goal-relevant

information that is primary and essential to

their judgment. In contrast, individuals with

low-level of construal also focus on concrete

details of goal-irrelevant information that is

secondary and peripheral to their judgment.

Congenial with the indecisiveness-compulsive



60 ASIA MARKETING JOURNAL Vol. 21 No. 01 April 2019

relation, considerable past research on the level

of construal has demonstrated that lower construal

produces more categories to classify objects than

higher construal (Fujita et al. 2006; Liberman,

Sagristano, and Trope 2002; Smith and Trope

2006; Wakslak et al. 2006). These findings

parallel with Patalano et al. (2010) in which

indecisive individuals were found to be engaging

in alternative-based compensatory processing,

such that every single alternative or attribute

receives an equal weight. We thus expect that

the level of construal that indecisive individuals

adopt would be too low to employ an inclusion

strategy.

Second, future research needs to take cultural

differences into account. According to recent

research by Yates et al. (2010), the cultures to

which individuals belong can be powerful predictors

of the level of indecisiveness. The authors, for

example, demonstrate that indecisiveness is

much stronger in the Japanese culture compared

to Chinese and American cultures in which

indecisive individuals are least likely to be

respected. Knowing that other significant cultural

differences such as individualism, power distance,

and masculinity can affect loss aversion (Wang,

Rieger, and Hens 2017), future research needs

to follow a more integrative approach to address

this issue.

Lastly, we have to admit that there is the

lack of external generalizability because the

current research limits its focus only on the

hotel selection task. Thus, further research seems

warranted because potential differences in other

product categories can be observed. For example,

indecisive individuals may experience greater

difficulty constructing a consideration set for

certain product categories (e.g., electric bikes,

tents, blenders) as product familiarity affects

trade-off difficulty significantly (e.g., Ratneshwar,

Shocker, and Stewart 1987).
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