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ABSTRACT

As firms strategicallyextendassortmergtto satisfy heterogeneous consumer preferences,
consumersire more likely teencounter items that they personally find unappealing. In this
research, we find that, although adding unattractive items to an assortreemod@ffect actual
consumption, people erroneously believe that this addition will negatively affect their
experience, reducing both their enjoyment and the amount they will consume. We propose that
this erroneous predictiatherives from two mechanismiSirst, whereas consumption decisions
focus on the items being consumed, predictiensl totakethe entire assortment into account
including the unattractive iten{se., predictions are more holisti§econdconsumersdelieve
that considering the untedictive items will reduce how much they will enjoy the attractive items
(i.e.,consumersntuit hedonic assimilationAs a result, we find thatonsumers expect they will
enjoy the extended assortment less, will consume fewer items from it, are valpag tess for
it, and are more likely to trade it. However, tiegativeeffectof theadditional unattractive
itemscan be eliminated when predictions are made for individual ifecwstering holistic
processingpr when consumersannotconsume the uti@active itemgcounteringmagined

hedonic assimilation

Keywords:prediction bias, consumption amount, hedonic assimilation, enjoyment, holistic

processing



Consumers are constantly exposed to new options in the marketplace. For instance,
Netflix added 371 new original TV shows ameviesin 2019 alonewhile Kit Kat has
introduced more than 200 different flavors over the last 20 years. Adding new optidresaan
good strategy fomultipler e as on s . It helps companies keep t}
it allows them to compete for shelf space,@mdost importard it provides a greater variety to
satisfy heterogeneous preferences. Providing more oponalso benefit consumers by
allowing them to maintain flexibility when making a choice (Kahn and Lehmann 1991; Reibstein,
Youngblood, and Fromkin 1975) and by increasing their expected and actual Balige,
Draganska, and Simmonson 2007; Sevillaarth and Kahn 20)6

Of course, not all new options are well received by all consumers. While firms tend to
initially offer options that appeal to a majority of consumers, subsequent product introductions
tend to appeal to increasingly smaller consumemsegs. As such, additional options may be
liked less than existing options and may even be perceived as unattractive by a majority of
consumers. Although consumers are free not to
confronted with these attractive options in several ways. The options could simply be part of
the assortment consumers encounter in a store or they could be bundled with options consumers
do like. For instance, unattractive options could be included in a candy variety padkifthe
database, a restaurant buffet, or a free promotionabadd

The objective of this paper is to examine how consumers think the inclusion of these
unattractive options may change their consumption experience. Specifically, we investigate how
theaddi ti on of wunattractive items affects consu
consumeand how much they wikknjoytheir consumption experience. We will also examine how

this predicted effect of adding unattractive options compares to the a¢aaalosf consumption.



Specifically, we examine the predicted and actual effects of adslibgectivelyunattractive items

(i .e., i1items that are negatively perceived ba

context ofrepeatedconsumption (i.e where people consume individual units consecutively and

independent from each other, such as eating candies or watching YouTube clips). For instance,

how does adding some promotional candy of an

thatconsmer 6 s predicted and actual consumption of
We expect that, in the context of independent sequential consumption, adding

unattractive options will usually not affect the actual consumption experience. Since consumers

will still have the same number of attractive items available to them, and since they can simply

consume these separately while ignoring the unattractive ones, we do not anticipate any

discernble effect on how many attractive items they will consume, nor how much they wi

enjoy these items. However, although the additional unattractive items may fail to affect actual

consumption, they may nevert Idadcensumers mayrely enc e

on different processing modes when predicting than when consuapagifically, we propose

that, although people consume each unit in a piecemeal manner, one atlarimgeactual

consumption, they tend to process the entire assortment in a more holistic manner during

prediction. This holistic processing mode implileat they imagine consuming the attractive

items in the context of the unattractive ones. Furthermore, we propose that consumers intuit that

the unattractive items will negatively affect their enjoyment of the attractive ones, that is,

consumers believaihedonic assimilation. Asresult, we expect consumers to predict that

adding unattractive items will decrease both their enjoymentreaiicconsumption of the

attractive items, even though it will not affect the actual consumption experience.



We aim tomake two types of contributions with this paper. Our first objective is to add to
prior demonstrations that sometimes Al ess s
less likely to be chosen if they have additional features that consumeos vkdue (Simonson,

Car mon, and O6Curry 1994) and that products s
information is added to highly positive information (Weaver, Garcia, and Schwarz 2012). We

aim to extend this literature by focusing on consumersb e | i ef s a b andependemtw add i
items will affect theironsumption experientdlroughhedonic assimilatiofa process that is

unique to experiences). We will later discuss our intended contribution to this literature in more

detail.

Oursecondb bj ective is to contribute to the |it:
consumption experiences. We aim to contribute both texttensiveresearclto n consumer s 0
forecasts of their consumption enjoyment (a type of affective forecasting) and @rdimited
research on consumersé6 forecasts of their con
enjoyment can drive purchase decisions (you are more likely to purchase candy if you think
youol | enj oy it), predi ct i onehasedamomns (hewmmaght i o n
candy to buy) as well as whether to purchase at all (you are moretbkedy for a Netflix
subscription if you think you will watch more movies). Moreover, similar to affective forecasting
errors, incorrect predictions of consumep amount can also lead to suboptimal consumer
decisions. For instance, if consumers underestimate their consumption amount, they may
purchase packages that are too small, select a subscription plan that is too restrictive, or fail to
realize the valuefa service that they would use more than they anticipate.

In the following section, we will discuss why the addition of unattractive options may

lead consumers to expect to consume fewer items and enjoy them less. We will first discuss why,



compared to aoal consumption, predictions may be more sensitive to corsiech @she
additional unattractive options). Next, we will discuss why the impact of that context is likely to

be perceived as negative rather than positive.

Different Processing Modes oPrediction versus Consumption

We propose that, when consumers predict their consumption experience, they process
information in a more holistic, less narrow manner than when they are engaged in actual
consumption. As a result, compared to consumptiorsaome r s 6 predi cti ons ar ¢
consider how their experience may be influenced by contextual factors, including the presence of
unattractive options.

The hedonic forecasting literature has documented many instances in which people
incorrectly predtt their enjoyment of an experience because they overestimate the impact of
contextual factors (e.g., Buechel et al. 2014; Ebert and Meyvis 2014; Hsee and Zhang 2004;
Morewedge et al. 2010; Novemsky and Ratner 2003). As Morewedge and colleagues (2010)
expain, forecasters often do not realize the extent to which the actual experience consumes and
focuses cognitive resources, leading forecasters to overstate the impact of contextual variables,
such as the value of alternative consumption optifisen consmers are merely considering a
consumptiorexperience, they can take all the aspecth@éxperience into account. However,
when they are engagedartonsumptiorexperience, their attention tends to be absorbed by
whatever they are currently consuming.

In a similar way, we expect that, when confronted with an assortment that includes
additional unattractive items, consumers are more likely to take these additional items into

account when they are predicting their consumption than when they are actnslilyning.



Since predicting is less absorbing than consuming, it tends to leave sufficient cognitive resources

to consider all aspects of the experience (Morewedge et al. 2010). Moreover, mere exposure to a
product can trigger the automatic mental simalatf the consumption @, EelenDewitte,

and Warlop2013; Elder and Krishna 20}, 2vhich implies that people may have an automatic
reaction to the unattractive items even thoug
considering amssortment may involve holistic processing of the entire assortment (including the
unattractive items), actual consumption occurs in a piecemeal, sequential way, focusing
consumersd attention on the pi eecopgntveey are cu
resources to contemplate the additional unattractive items.

Consider, for instance, a consumer who is anticipating a buffet of delicious sushi dishes,
which also includes fermented squid and boiled loéuslishes this consumer finds particularly
unappealing. We propose that, when predicting how many sushi dishes she will consume, and
how much she will enjoy them, she will be influenced by the presence of these unappealing
items, even though during actual consumption she will be narrowly focused susthi@ishes

she will actually eat.

Beliefsabout Context Effects: Hedonic ContrastversusHedonic Assimilation

We have proposed that the additional unattractive items are more likely to affect
consumersd predicted consumption than their a
these items would affect their consumption? One possibility is that they bitleepeesence of
unattractive itemsvould improve the consumption of the attractive items. Indeed, there is ample
evidence that consumers often have strong intuitions deolanic contrastthe belief that

consumption of one product can become more enjeyaben compared to the consumption of



an inferior alternative. For instance, Novemsky and Ratner (2003) observed that participants
believed that a jellybean would taste better following consumption of an inferior flavor than
following consumption of a s@pior flavor. Similarly,Morewedge and colleagues (2010) found
that participants expected that they woeilgoy eating potato chips mafethey were eaten
following worse tasting sardines rather than following better tasting chocd\attesthat,

althoudh participants in both sets of studies anticipated hedonic contrast, they did not actually
experience it: their enjoyment of the jellybeans or potato chips did not depend on what they had
consumed earlier. In sum, even though the addition of unattratetime may not affect their
actual consumption experience, consumers exggcthedonic contrast, in which case they
would predict that these unattractive items will increase their enjoyment (andthikeely
consumption) of the attractive items.

However, onsidering an assortment that includes unattractive items is different from the
studies that have documented hedonic contrast in one critical way. Specifically, the unattractive
items are not separated from the attractive ones, but instead are pagarhéhassortment that
is being considered. Consumers redicting how much they will enjoy the sushi buffet, the
variety pack of candies, or the video streaming service, which include both attractive and
unattractive options (even though they likely wilily consume the attractive ones). In that case,
we expect predictorsé holistic prhedonessi ng of
assimilationrather than hedonic contrast. That is, we expect consumers to intuit that the presence
of the unattrative items will reduce their enjoyment of the attractive items, leading them to
consume fewer items. Indeed, prior research has shown that a target tends to be assimilated
toward a reference point, rather than contrasted agairigaiiget and referengeoint are part of

the same representation (Schwarz and Blesg)28(ince the additional unattractive items are



part of the same assortment as the attractive

mental representation of the consumption egpee, causing them to anticipate hedonic
assimilation rather than contrakiolistic (or gestalt) processing tends to lead peopjpetoeive
separateomponents as a coherent overall experience and makes them sensitive to how these
components interactithh each other to form a combined experience (Koffka 1935; Nisbett et al.
2001; Nisbett and Miyamoto 2005) . Il n sum, we
assortment will lead them &xpectthat the unattractive items will undermine thaijoyment of
the attractive ones (i.e., hedonic assimilation), even though actual consumers instead focus on
each individual item being consumed. As a result, predictoremdheously predict thahe
addition of unattractive items will reduce their gnjeent and reduce their consumption.

Consider again the consumer who is anticipating the delicious sushi buffet. We propose
that, when a few unappealing dishes are added to the buffet, it will worsen her holistic
impression of the buffet and reduce howamighe expects to enjoy the delicious sushi dishes
and, consequentially, reduce how many dishes she expects to consume. In other words, she will
expect to consume fewer dishes, even though the same number of attractive sushi dishes remain

available and th&otal number of dishes has even increased.

Related Findings: Negtive Consequences of Additions
Our research aims to add to a substantial prior literature showing that consumers
sometimes readessfavorably when they are givanore(e.g., Meyvis andaniszewski 2002;
PopkowskiLeszczyc, Pracejus, and Shen 2008; Simonson, Carmon, and Curry 1994; Spiller and
Ariely 2020). For example, adding nealued features to a product provides consumers with a

reasomot to purchaséSimonson, Carmon, and Curryd, and increasing the number of ways



in which a gift card can be used by adding inferior conversion opportunities reduces the
perceived value of the gift card (Spiller and Ariely 2020). Whereas prior studies have examined
different ways in which addingptan offer can negatively affect choice and evaluation, the
current research focuses on how icdansumpion af f ect
experiencethat is, how much they will enjoy and consuofi¢he assortment. Furthermore, our
focus on he consumption experience also brings to the fore a new driver of the negative effects
of inferior additions: consumersod6 belief in h
Our research also relates to the extensive literatueseraging effectghat is, the
finding thatpeople often evaluate a combination of elements by averaging their reactions to each
element, rather than by adding them (e.g., Anderson 1965; Chernev and Gal 2010; Troutman and
Shanteau 1976; Weaver et 2012). For instance, people are willing to passléor a hotel with
a 5star pool and a-8tar restaurant than for a hotel with only-at&r pool (Weaver et al. 2012)
and they are sometimes willing to pay less for a combination of expensive and inexpensive items
than for the expensive item alone (Brouand Chernev 2012Dur prediction that people will
expect to enjoy an assortment with attractive and unattractive items less than an assortment with
solely attractive items is fully consistent with such an averaging rule. That being said, our
proposed mehanism, the belief in hedonic assimilation, also produces other outcomes that
cannot be described as averaging. For instance, we expect not only the predicted enjoyment of
the assortmertb decline, but also the predicted enjoyment of the attractive jt@snsell as the
predicted total consumption amount.
Finally, our research also relates to the literature on disgust and contamination (Rozin and
Fallon 1987) Indeed, consumers may believe that the additional unattractive items will

Aicont ami rractive ittmstbyteansterring their unattractive properties to them, especially
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if they are in physical contact with each other (i.e., product contagion; Morales and Fitzsimons
2007). Although imagined contagion may certainly contribute to our effeatiemethis as a
subset of a more general belief in hedonic assimilation.génerahedonic assimilation
mechanism is not contingent on physical contact or feelings of disgust and can be attenuated by
reducing predictorsd holistic processing.
To summarze, we propose that consumers will expect that adding unattractive items to
an assortment will reduce how much they will enjoy that assortment and how much they will
consume from & even though it is unlikely to affect the actual consumption experience. We
further propose that this effect will follow from the fact that consumers tend to contemplate
assortments in a holistic manner (unlike the piecemeal, sequential prot¢kasioccurgiuring
consumption) and intuit that the presence of unattractive ialhn®duce their enjoyment of the
attractive items (i.e., they expect hedonic assimilation). This research adds to prior work on the
negative effects of (inferior) additions on consumer choice and judgment by examining effects
on expected enjoyment andnsamption. Furthermore, while some of the predicted outcomes
are consistent with averaging heuristics or product contagion, our proposed mechanism also

predicts effects that are not fully captured by either.

STUDIES OVERVIEW
Seven studiemvolving the consumption dbod or entertainment offer converging
evidence supporting our hypothesis. Studieinonstratethat when unappealing jellybeans are
added to an assortment of particieptdemdrsd6 f avor
jellybeans ando enjoy the experience of eating their favorite jellybeans &g thoughhe

addition does not affect their actual consumptoenjoyment. Irstudy 2, weconceptually
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replicate this findingvith a different consumption activity (br@mg of animal picturgsStudy
3 generalizes the effect to store assortments, by demonstrating that merely adding unattractive
options to a restaurant menu negativetdyg i mpac
shows, with consequential chegthatparticipants are willing to trade their preferred candy for
less preferred candy to avoid additional unattractive options. The last three stu@ies\ (&)
provide evidence fdbooth components of theoposed mechanisrholistic processing by
predictors and the belief in hedonic assimilati8pecifically,study 5 confirms the importance
of predictorsdéd hol i st i cthepegaticeengpaci amajtractede by sh
additions is attenuated when people make the prediction in a @atermanneras they would
during actual consumption St udi es 6 and 7 tests the boundar
assimilation beliefs by showing that the negative effect of unattractive additions reduces when
participants cannot consume them (and thadess likely to simulate doing so) (study 6) and
when the consumption of the unattractive items is cognitively separated from the attractive ones
(study 7A), but not when they are physically separated (study 7B). Throughout, we also find that
participantxplicitly endorse their belief in hedonic assimilation and that this belief moderates
the negative impact of the unattractive additions.

In all studies each item was noticeably a separatdependent unénd participants
could readily distinguish wttractiveitemsfrom attractive ones. Thus, the possibility of
confusion between the attractive and unattracteras potential search cost, and the risk of
accidentally consuming the unattractive items was kept to a minimum.

We preregisteredll studes on AsPredicted.org, except for studies 1 &hdFollowing
the preregistered analysis plan, we applied 90% winsorizing to the consumption amount and

willingnessto-pay measures and excluded those participants from the analysis who did not pass
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the instuction comprehension check and those who liked the unattractive items or disliked the
attractive items. These exclusions and the accompanying measures they are based on are detailed
in web appendice& andB. Since studies 1 arth were not preregisteredie did not exclude

any data from those studies, but web appeBdietails the results when we follow the same

exclusion criteria as for the preregistered studies (the conclusions remain unchanged).

STUDY 1: EATING JELLYBEANS

In study 1, we present participants with an assortment of jellybeans and examine how
adding extra jellybeans of a flavor participa
actual (study 1B) consumption experience. $&kected six flavors of jbeans that are
commonly sold in the market: three flavors that are generally liked (cotton candy, 7UP, Pina
Colada) and three flavors that could potentially be unappealing to participants based on their

idiosyncratic preferencedot beerlicorice, and tabascappendix A.

Study 1A: Predictions
I n study 1A, we measured participantsodo pre
enjoyment. We expected that participants would intuit that they would consume fewer jellybeans

and enjoy thentess when jellybeans of an unappealing flavor were added to their assortment.

Method
Participants.Eighty-four undergraduate students (38% fem®eaje= 19.8) participated

in exchange for course credit. All observatiangincluded in the analysis.
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Dedgn and ProcedureThis study used a-2ell (control vs. unattractive flavor added)
within-subject design. Participants were seated in individual lab cubicles. They were asked to
first taste one jellybean of each of six different flavors and then rarflatlogs in order of
preference. After ranking, they were presented with a photo of a plate containing 50 jellybeans of
their most preferred flavérThey then indicated how many of those 50 jellybeans they would eat
if they could eat as many as they wahtieiring the remainder of the session (epaded). Next,
they were asked how happy they would be to receive this assortment, from which they could eat
as many as they wanted (Iet happy at all7 =very happy.?

They were then asked to imagine thiastead of only receiving 50 jellybeans of their
favorite flavor, they also received an additional 15 jellybeans of another flavor (for which we
selected their least preferred flavor). The jellybeans were presented on the same plate, but clearly
distinguidable by color (seappendix A). Participants again were told that they would be able to
eat as many jellybeans as they wanted. They then made the same two predictions for this second
assortment. Finally, to test whether participants indeg@ectechedonc assimilation, we asked
participants how the addition of their least preferred flavor would affect their enjoyment of
eating their most preferred flaved(= make it much less enjoyab@=no effect4 =make it

much more enjoyable

Resultsand Diseission
Participants predicted that they would eat reliably fewer jellybeans from the assortment if

they were to receive 15 unattractive jellybeans in addition to 50 of their favorite jellybeans

!Note that we never referred to the flavors as i
specified the flavor that corresponded to each partidptog (or bottom) ranking.

2 In subsequent studies, excémtstudies 5 and,fve changedhis question to a measure of predicted
enjoyment of consuming the assortment, rather than predicted happinewewaisisortment itself
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(Moontrol = 23.6, SD = 15.8 véVladded= 21.5, SD = 14.75(1, 83) = 9.75p = .002,— = .105).

They also predicted they would be less happy to receive this enlarged assdvisaeaty 5.4,

SD = 1.5 VSMadded= 4.3, SD = 1.6F(1, 83) = 83.77p < .001,— = .502). Critically,

participants indeed expected hedonic assimilation to occur: they indicated that the addition of the
unattractive jellybeans would make eating their favorite jellybeans less enjoyebl® (5, SD

= 1.35 compared to 0(83) =-3.24,p=.002,d = 0.35).

Study 1B: Actual Consumption

Participants in study 1A expected that the addition of the unattractive jellybeans would
reduce both their enjoyment of their favorite jellybeans and how many they would eat. We have
argued that the urteactive jellybeans are unlikely to affect their actual consumption experience
as people are likely to be focused on the jellybeans they are eating, which they are consuming
sequentially and independently of the other jellybeans in the assortment. 1dB{ualyg test the
effect of adding unattractive jellybeans on actual consumption, using the same jellybean flavors
and participants from the same population as used in study 1A.

To make sure that participantso6 ,wedddi ct i
not measure predictions prior to consumption. Instead, at the end of the study, we asked
participants to estimate how their consumption experience (amount and enjoyment) would have
been different if they had been in the other condition (eithdr evitvithout the additional
jellybeans). Furthermore, we also measured

assortment as a possible downstream consequence of their hedonic assimilation intuitions.

Method

on

pa
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Participants.Two hundred fiftyseven undergraduate students (55% femisligez= 19.9)
participated in exchange for course credit. Consumption data for three participants were not
recorded by the experimentand are thus missing

Design and Procedur@articipants were randomly assigneaie of two conditions
(control vs. unattractive flavor added). As in studdy, participants were seated in individual
cubicles, tasted the same six sample jellybeans, and ranked them in order of preference. They
were told that an assortment of jellybearmuld be randomly created by the computer and that
they could eat as many of those jellybeans as they wanted during the session. Those in the
control condition were given a plate with 50 jellybeans of their favorite flavor, whereas those in
the added contion were given an additional 15 jellybeans of their lgasterred flavor (on the
same plate). Participants then proceeded to other unrelated studies for approximately one hour,
during which they could eat the assigned jellybeans.

After the session endewe asked participants to indicate how much they were willing to
pay for the given assortment (opended). They also indicated whether they thought they would
have eaten a differenumberof jellybeans if they had received the other assortment
(countefactual consumption e. g., MASuppose that in addition
also received 15 jellybeans of [root ded@o you think you would have eaten more or fewer

from t he as s o3r=defiretelytfewerd= the samaahd?3cdefinitely morg and

how much they enjoyed eating their favorite |

[ cherry] jell ybean sotatall enjoyable7 tvery swuclsemjeyabjeon 2 0 1

Resultsand Discussions
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Consumption amounfs expected, adding the unattractive jellybeans did not affect the
total number of jellybeans participants consum@dofirol= 17.6, SD = 17.9 vMaddeds= 17.0,

SD =17.4F < 1,p=.802), nor did it change their consumption of their favorite jellybeans
(Mcontro = 17.6, SD = 17.9 véVladdea= 16.5, SD = 16.7F < 1,p = .624).

Enjoyment of eating the favorite jellybeaAslding unattractive jellybeans also did not
affectparticipat s6 enjoyment of eaMinig4dI3SOFL.7Vs.avorite
Madded= 4.27, SD = 1.8F < 1,p = .810). As such, there was no evidence of hedonic assimilation
during actual consumption.

Willingness to payAlthough adding unattractjee | | ybeans did not <chali
consumption or enjoyment, those who received the additional unattractive jellybeans were
willing to pay less for their assortment than those who didMesh{o = $1.59, SD = 1.6 vs.

Madded= $1.22, SD = 1.25(1, 253) = 4.17p = .042,— = .016).

Counterfactual consumption amouvibreover, participants in the control condition
believed they would have eaten fewer jellybeans if they had received the additional unattractive
jellybeans Mcontroi=-1.1, SD = 1.7; ampared to 0t(124) =-7.37,p < .001,d = 0.65). Thus, like
the predictors in study 1A, these participants believed that the unattractive jellybeans would have
negatively affected thegxperiencelnterestingly, participants who had actually been gihen
assortment with the unattractive jellybeans did not believe that removing them would have
increased their consumptiol4{ddes= 0.2, SD = 1.4; compared tot(129) = 1.29p = .20,d =
0.11), suggesting some level of learning from experience. S@dlgifiparticipants who received
both flavors of jellybeans may have realized that the presence of the unattractive jellybeans did

not diminish the experience of eating their favorite jellybeans.
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Together, studies 1A and 1B indicate that, even though @eaplect that adding
unattractive options to an assortment will reduce their enjoyment and consumption of the
attractive options, it does not affect their actual consumption. Those who received the
unattractive jellybeans in study 1B showed some indicdtiahthey had learned that these did
not diminish the consumption experience, yet they were still willing to pay less for the

assortment than those in the control condition.

STUDY 2: VIEWING IMAGES

Whereas studies 1A and 1B measyeetlictions and actual consumption with different
participants, in study 2, we askthe same participants to first make predictions and then engage
in consumption. Furthermore, to test the generalizability of the effect, we exbandikéerent
type of exerience, the viewing of photographs. We expected that participants would predict that
they would view fewer images and would enjoy the experience less when the set included
additional unpleasant image®ven when they did not need to view those images.weet
expected actual consumption and enjoyment to be unaffected agdh®nal unpleasant

images.

Method
Participants.One hundre@dndseventysix undergraduate students (53% fem&lege=
20.1) participated in this study in exchange for course tcigfier the preregistered data

exclusions, we were left with 141 observations.
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Design and Proceduré&his study used a 2 (control vs. unpleasant images added) x 2
(response type: prediction vs. consumption) mixed design with the addition of unpleaggst ima
as a betweesubjects factor. Participants were informed that they would receive a set of images
and that they could view as many images as they wanted during the next three minutes. They
were told that the computer would randomly compile a set ofes&om two databases: a
database with images of cute animals and a database with images of roaches. After seeing a few
examples from each database, participants were told they would either receive a set of 60 cute
animal images, or a set of 60 cute animedges with an additional 10 roach images.

Next, they were shown what the set of 60 cute animal images would look like.
Specifically, they were shown a screenshot of 60 icons arranged in a grid that they would be
using to view the images (clicking on éacon would reveal a unique image). They were then
asked to predict how many of these images they would view during the next three minutes if they
were assigned that set (opemded), as well as how much they would enjoy viewing the images
they wanted toiew from that set (1 not at all, 7 = very much The order of these two
guestions was counterbalanced. They were then shown the other set of images, a set of 60 cute
animal images and 10 roach images @xeendixB for a screenshot of the grid, notatlthe
roach images were separated and thus easily avoidable), and asked to make the same two
predictions for this set.

Next, participants were randomly assigned to one of the two sets of images (with or
without the unpleasant roach images) and viewadasy images from their set as they wanted
for the next three minutes. After the viewing experience, we measured how much they enjoyed
viewing the images (L rot atall,7 =verymuch . Fi nally, we al so measurt

in hedonic assimilatiarparticipants were asked to imagine that they had received the other set
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and to indicate how the presence (absence) of the roach images would have affected their
enjoyment of viewing the cute ani mal i ofages (
cute animals, you had also received 10 images of roaches. How would the presence of the roach

i mages have affected your enjoymepsmadoitf vi ewin

much less enjoyahl® =no changeand 4 =made it much more enjolyke).

Results and Discussion
As the order of the two questions measuring consumption amount and enjoyment did not
interact with our manipulation, we collapsed across the order conditions in our analyses.
Although each participant made predictions fobets, the analysis only used the predictions
for the set they were assigned during consumption. This allowed us to caaphare
part i @adctual@ansudpion and enjoyment toithielevant corresponding predictions.
Consumption amount/e ran a repgad-measures ANOVA on the total consumption
amount with response type as a witkirbject factor and addition as a betwsebjects factor.
As expected, adding the unpleasant images had a different effect on prediction than on
consumptionf(1, 149) = 12.B,p< .001,— =.078;see figure 1). Although participants
predicted they would view fewer images when they received roach images in addition to cute
animal imagesNlcontroi= 35.7, SD = 23.8 V8Madded= 27.8, SD = 22.4F(1, 149) = 4.39%
=.038,— =.0293, the addition of the unpleasant images had no effect on the total number of

images they actually viewe®ontrol= 47.4, SD =19.0 vMaddeds= 51.6. SD = 18.7(1, 149) =

3 The withinsubject analysisof eaghar t i ci pant 6s consumption predicti
result: paticipants predicted they would vief@werimages from the set withdditionalroach images
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1.90,p=.170,— =.013, nor did it specifically atfct the number ddttractive images they
viewed Mcontrol = 47.4, SD =19.0 v8Vladdes= 48.3, SD = 17.55 < 1,p = .744)
Note that an alternative analysis of part.i
viewing all 60 attractive images similarlyvealed that participants mispredicted the impact of
the unpleasant imagés. (1) = 7.03,p=.008,» =.21). Althoughparticipants were less likely to
predict that they would view all attractive images when the unpleasant images were added
(Pcontrol= 45%, Paddec= 15%;? (1) = 155, p< .001,» =.32),the two assortments did not differ
in the actual proportion of participants who viewed all 60 imaBest = 61% VS.Padded=
58%:;? < 1,p=.696)

FIGURE 1. PREDICTED ¥RSUSACTUAL IMAGES VIEWED IN STUDY 2
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Note.Error bars denote the 95% confidence interval.

EnjoymentParticipants also mispredicted how the addition of the unpleasant images
would impact their enjoymenk(1, 150) = 40.25p < .001,— = .212(see figure2). Although
participants predicted that adding the unpleasant images would reduce their enjoyment of

viewing images from the séti¢ontroi= 5.7, SD = 1.5 ViMadded= 3.7, SD = 1.6F(1, 150) =
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64.33,p<.001,— =.304 it did not affect their actual enjoymemdontroi= 5.5, SD = 1.6 vs.
Madded= 5.1, SD = 1.8F(1, 150) = 2.41p = .123,— =.016. Those who received only cute
animal images accurately predicted how much they would enjoy viewing the inVdgesdi =
5.7, SD = 1.5 viMacwa= 5.5, SD = 1.6F < 1,p = .332). However, those who received
additional roach images underestimated how much they would enjoy viewing the iages (
predicted= 3.7, SD = 1.6 VM acwai= 5.1, SD = 1.8F(1, 150) = 65.50p < .001,— = .304).

FIGURE 2. PREDICTED ¥RSUSACTUAL ENJOYMENT IN STUDY 2
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Note.Error bars denote the 95% confidence interval.

Beliefs about hedonic assimilatioBven after the experience, participants endorsed the
belief that includinguinpleasant images in the assortment reduces the enjoyment of viewing the
pleasant images. Specifically, participants in the control condition indicated that having the roach
images would have lowered their enjoyment of viewing cute animal imkbesZ.04 SD =
1.8; compared to Q(73) =-9.62,p < .001,d = 1.12), whereas those in the added condition

indicated that removing the roach images would have increased their enjoyment of viewing the

“The withinrs ubj ect analysis of each participantds enjoy
result: participants predictedey wouldenjoy viewing images less when the set inclugidditionalroach
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cute animal images = 2.0, SD = 1.8; compared tot)77) = 961,p < .001,d = 1.09). Thus,
even after going through the experience, participants in both conditions expressed beliefs
consistent with hedonic assimilatiddnlike in study 1B, even participants in the added
condition did not show sigrof learning.

In sum, similar to participantsdé intuitions
participants in study 2 erroneously predicted that adding unpleasant images would reduce their
consumption amount as well as their overall enjoynéate that partipants in both studies
were informed of the composition of both sets and thus could easily tell that the only difference
between the two sets was the availability of the unappealing jellybeans or the unpleasant images,
neither of which they had to consumet, in both studies participants explicitly stated that the
presence of the unattractive options would reduce their enjoyment of the attractive options
(which is consistent with their predicted reduction in consumption and enjoyment of the
assortmentl n spite of participantsd intuitions of
experience wasnot affected by the addition of
consumption is more narrowly focused than the (more holistic) prediction.

One possible alternative account for part.
experience, participants may have adapted to the presence of unpleasant images and learned to
ignore thend although they did not anticipate this adaptation processptaregisteredollow-
up study N = 240;supplemental study $gewebappendixF for full methods and results), we
addressed this possibility by rearranging the icons every time participants viewed an image
making thepresence of roach image®re saliat. However, continuously rearranging the icons

did not reduce the consumption amount.
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We conducted a second follewp study N = 216;supplemental study 2eeweb
appendixG for full methods and results) to examine whether the negative effect of additional
unpleasant images gna r t i @redicaonstweudd replicate when those unpleasant images are
less extreme. We again presented an assortméftafte animal images, boow added 10
boring print advertisements for financial firms, rather than images of roaches. As in study 2,
adding the boring ads decreased participants?o
Furthermore, participants again intuited that addiegprint ads would lower their enjoyment of
viewing the cute images.

Finally, we conducted a third followp study N = 176, supplemental study 3, seeb
appendix H for full methods and resiilts test the possibility that participants were usingrthei
responses to express their displeasure with receiving unattractive options, rather than sincerely
believing they would reduce their consumption and enjoy the experience less. Specifically, in
this study, we tested whether people also predict that urtateradditions will lower
consumption and enjoyment when they are making predictiortfersand are incentivized
for accuracy Participants were provided with a description of the procedure of study 2 and asked
to estimate how many images participantthat study viewed. Critically, to motivate
participants to provide accurate estimatiesy were told that the two best guesses would receive
a $25 Amazon gift card. Yet, participants again estimated that those who had received additional
roach imagesiewed fewer images in total than thagleo had nd Moreover, he majority of
participants (82.3%) also believed that those who had received the additional roach images
enjoyed their viewing experience less than those who had not. These results ihdigadeple
genuinely believe that receiving additional unattractive items reduces enjoyment and

consumption of an assortment.
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STUDY 3: SUSHI RESTAURANT

In the previous studies, participants expected that their consumption and enjoyment
would be reduced an assortment they received included additional, unattractive items. In this
next study, we examine whether this (expected) negative impact extends to unattractive items
that are added to a store assortment, specifically, a restaurant menu. If unatiteros can
have a negative effect if they are merely added to a menu (and thus not received by participants

as part of theiown assortment), this would demonstrate the generalized nature of the effect.

Method

Participants.A total of 153Amazon Mechanical 0rk participants (43% femal®jage=
37.8) completed the study for monetary compensation. After the preregistered data exclusions,
we were left with 99 observatiofis.

Design and Procedur&Ve used a-zell (control vs. nattractive dishes added) within
subject design. Participants were shown a discounted special lunch menu for a Japanese
restaurant, consisting of 15 sushi itemgpendix C). After examining the menu, they indicated
how much they would enjoy eating foo@ifn the menu (1 not at all 7 =very muchand how
many pieces they would eat in total (operded). Next, they were asked to consider a different
menu from the same restaurant, which included the same 15 sushi dishes as well as three
additional dishes wibh were pretested to be generally disliked: preserved eggs, fermented squid,

and boiled locusténveb appendix C)Participants then indicated how much they would enjoy

5 Following the preregistered criteria, we ended up eliminating more responses than expected based on a
pretest Specifically,43 participants (28.%) liked at least twaof the unattractig dishes,7 participants

disliked the original sushi mern{4.6%), and 14 participants failed the attention chétdwever, the key

results generally held with different, less restrictive exclusion criteriagbeppendixB).
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eating food from the new menu with the additional dishesr{@t=at all 7 =verymuch and

how many pieces they thought they would eat in total. Finally, to measure their belief in hedonic
assimilation, we asked how the presence of the three additional disties menwvould affect

their enjoyment of eating the original sushi disiids= make them much less enjoyaliles no

effect 4 =make them much more enjoygble

Results and Discussion

As hypothesized, when the three unappealing dishes were added to the menu, participants
predicted they would enjoy eating food at the restduess Mcontroi= 5.8 SD = 0.9 viMadded=
4.9, SD = 1.3F(1, 98) = 39.16p < .001,— =.285) and would eat fewer dishes overslitdptrol
= 7.3, SD = 2.8 vMadded= 6.6, SD = 3.3F(1, 98) = 15.7p< .001,— =.138). Moreover, they
believed theavailability of the unappealing dishes would lower their enjoyment of eating the
original sushi dishedM=-0.72,SD= 1.4; compared to ®@98) =-5.15,p < .001,d = 0.518),
consistent with hedonic assimilation.

The fact that the effect replicatedthis study is noteworthy for several reasons. Most
important, this indicates that the effect generalizes to inclusion of unattractive options in a store
level assortment. That is, the menailability of unattractive options can have a negative effect
onconsumer s0 expectations of the consumption e
receivethe options themselves. This also implies that the negative response to the addition
cannot be explained by waste aversion. Moreover, since participants likelalggeneral idea of
how many pieces of sushi they tend to eat at a restaurant, the replication of the effect in this

context indicates that it is not limited to unfamiliar situations.
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STUDY 4: ASSORTMENT CHOICE

The objective of this study wastoexam e whet her peoplebds unfav
assortments with additional unattractive options can influence their choices in a consequential,
incentivized setting. Specifically, we tested whether participants would be more likely tartrade
assortmenof their favorite jellybeans (to be consumed during the study) when that assortment

also included additional jellybeans of an unappealing flavor.

Method

Participants A total of 330 undergraduate students (71% fenMigs= 21.8)
participated in a lab experiment in exchange for an Amazon gift card. After preregistered
exclusions, we were left with 287 observations.

Design and Procedurdarticipants were randomlysagned to one of two conditions
(control vs. unattractive jellybeans added). Participants sampled the six jellybean flavors used in
study 1 (cotton candy, 7UP, Pina Colaatt beer, licorice, and tabasan)d ranked them in
order of preference. Depending the condition, they were told they would receive 30 jellybeans
of their favorite flavor or 30 jellybeans of their favorite flavor amadditional 10 jellybeans of
their least preferred flavor. They were also informed they could eat asahtose ¢llybeans
as they wanted for the remainder of the session (30 minutes). Next, they indicated how much
they would enjoy eating jellybeans from the assortment during this sessior{htall 7 =
very much. Critically, participants were then offered ty@portunity to trade their assigned set
for a set of 32 jellybeans of their secerashked flavor. After making a choice between these two

options,participants in both conditions were askenv their enjoyment of eating théavorite
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jellybeanswould beaffected by the presence of additionahttractive jellybeans4 =make it

much less enjoyahl® =would not affect my enjoyme#dt=make it much more enjoyable

They then received their chosen assortment, which they could consume during the reshainder

the session. After the session, we measured their actual enjoyment on the same scale as predicted

enjoyment.

Results and Discussion

Compared to participants in the control condition, those who were assigned an assortment
with additional unattractivgellybeans predicted they would enjoy the assortment less, although
this difference was only marginally significaMdontroi= 4.52, SD = 1.7 vMadded= 4.18, SD =
1.5;F(1, 285) = 3.38p = .069,— =.012). Most important, participants were moreljjke
switch to an assortment of their secaadked flavor when their original assortment included the
additional unattractive jellybeans (1) = 47.65p < .001,» =.407).While only 14% of
participantdn the control conditiopreferred to give up®jellybeans of their favorite flavor for
32 jellybeans of the secoifdvorite flavor, 53% of participants chose to switch when their initial
assortment included tralditionalunattractive jellybeans. However, there was no difference in
actual enjoymentfahe jellybeans, regardless of whether participants switched assortients (
1,p=.908) and regardless of which set they had been assigned to iniglly, p = .932).

Belief in Hedonic AssimilatiorReplicating previous studiegarticipants in both the
control condition i1 =-0.7,SD= 1.8; compared to @140) =-4.76,p < .001,d = 0.40) and in
the added conditioM =-1.4,SD= 1.5; compared to @145) =-11.26,p < .001,d =0.93)
believed that adding unattractive jellres would reduce their enjoyment of eating their favorite

jellybeans.
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Moreover we found that the effect dieunattractive jellybeansgmar t i ci pant s o
assortmenthoice was moderated liyeir belief in hedonic assimilation.( (1) = 22.6,p < .001,
seefigure 3). Themajority of participants in the control condition chose not to trade their
assigned assortmemegardless of their belief in hedonic assimilatfon < 1, p = .577)

However, in the added condition, the more they believed the addition veulilde their
enjoyment of eating their favorite jellybeatise morelikely they were tdrade the assigned
assortmeng... (1) =32.4 p < .00J).

FIGURE3. MODERATION BY THE BELIEF IN HEDONICASSIMILATION
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Note. The xaxis indicates the number pérticipants who chose the assigned set versus the
alternative set. The-gixis indicates the predicted effect of unattractive additions on their
enjoyment of the favorite jellybeans (i.e., their belief in hedonic assimilation).
Il n sum, this study documented a downstream
the effect of additional, unattractive options. Participants were less likely to choose the
assortment of their favorite jellybeans when it included additional unappegliogs, which

left them with an assortment of less preferred jellybelhis. effect was particularly pronounced

for participants who had a stronger belief in hedonic assimilation.
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STUDY 5: PIECEMEAL VERSUS HOLISTIC PREDICTIONS

The objective of this stly was to directly test the proposed mechardsiving the
negative impact of unattractive additions on consumer predictions. We propose that, while actual
consumption is determined by a series of separate decisions focused on the next unit to consume,
comnsumer predictions are more holistic in nature and take the entire assortment into account. This
leads consumers to consider the impact of the unattractive additions on their enjoyment of the
attractive items, resulting in lower predicted enjoyment andwnopson. Studyb tests this
mechanism by examining whether forcing participants to make predictions in a less holistic,
more piecemeal manner would attenuate the effect. Specifically, we asked half of the participants
to make predictions in a more piecem@anner by clicking on the image of every jellybean
they predicted to eat, rather than making one general prediction. Thus, they were led to focus
narrowly on one individual unit at a time, as they would during consumption. If the difference
between the @@cessing modes is causing the prediction error, then makimydbess of
predictng more similar to that ofonsumingshould attenuate the negative impact of adding

unattractive options on participantso6 predict

Method
Participants.A total of 324participants (46% femal®age= 37.1) recruited on MTurk
participated in exchange for monetary compensation. No data exclusions were preregistered.
Design and Procedur@articipants were randomly assigned to one of four conditions in

a 2 (control vs. uattractive jellybeans added) x 2 (holistic vs. piecemeal prediction mode)
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betweenrsubjects design. Participants were presented with seven jellybeasfavdrasked to
rank them in order of preference. We next asked them to indicate how many jelliimsans
would eat if they received 50 jellybeans of their thiatiked flavor. This number served as a
measure of baseline jellybean consumption, to be used as a preregistered covariate in the
analysis. Participants were then shown a plate of 50 jellybedhsiofavorite flavor (in the
control condition) or a plate with 50 jellybeans of their favorite flavor and 15 additional
jellybeans of their least preferred flavor (in the added condliiod asked how happy they
would be if they were to receive thid 8¢ jellybeans, knowing they could eat as many as they
would like (1 =not happy at all7 =very happy. Next, they were asked to specify how many
jellybeans they would eat from the assortment. Critically, whereas participants in the holistic
condition smply entered the number of jellybeans they predicted they would eat, those in the
piecemeal condition were asked to click on the image of each jellybean they thought they would
eat(seeappendix D). Therefore, similar to the process of actual consumiitiey focused
narrowly on each unit they thought they would consume, one at a time. In addition, we also
measured their predicted counterfactual consumption: how their consumption amount would
change if they received or did not receive the additional nawite jellybeans-g = definitely

less 0 =the sameand 4 =definitely mor¢ and why they predicted this.

Results and Discussion
Replicating previous findings, those who received the additional unattractive jellybeans
predicted that they would beske happy with their assortment than those who did not receive the

additional jellybeansMcontroi= 6.08, SD = 1.17 vadded= 4.19, SD = 1.78(1, 322) = 127.29,

8 Cherry, cottoncandy, green apple, lawn clippingmon,spoiled milk andtoothpaste.
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p<.001,— =.283). More importangs preregistered, we ran an ANCOWAalyzing the
predicted consumption amount as a function of addition, prediction mode, and their interaction,
controlling for the baseline consumption measure. The ANCOVA revealed no main effect of
prediction modeK(1, 319) = 2.25p = .135), but a signifant main effect of adding unattractive
items (1, 319) = 25.95p<.001,— .075), which was qualified by a significant interaction
with prediction modeR(1, 319) = 9.62p=.002,— .029; see figure 4). Specifically, in the
holistic conditia, participants predietithey would consume less when they received additional
unattractive jellybeanseplicating our previous findingd®control = 29.6, SD = 16.6 V8Vladded=

14.5, SD = 16.6F(1, 319) = 33.9p< .001,- =.096. However, this ngative impact of

addition was eliminated when participants made the same prediction in a piecemeal manner
(Mnotadded= 26.7, SD = 16.6 V8\laddes= 23.0, SD = 16.6F (1, 319) = 1.96p = .163),

supporting our hypothesis that differ¢iné processing modebetween prediction and
consumptiorare drivingthe prediction error.

FIGURE 4. MODERATING ROLE OF PROCESSING MODE (STUDBY
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Note.Error bars denote the 95% confidence interval.

STUDY 6: RESTRICTING CONSUMPTION OF THE UNATTRACTIVE ITEMS
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This study aimed to further specify the mechanism by examining which additional items
consumers include in their evaluations when they make holistic predictions. We propose that,
when consumers procethe assortment holistically, they automatically take into account any
items that ar@art of the assortment aravailablefor consumptionThat is we do not think that
the mere presence of additional itemeeasessarilysufficient for consumers to ingoorate them
in their reactions (i.e., they do not serve as mere reference ptristegnd, when the additional
items are alsavailable to consumeonsumers are more likely $amulate the consumptiaf
the items and be influenced by their beliehatonic assimilation. Stud§ tests thigjualification
by adding a condition in which participants are presented with additional, unattjaliyiveans
that they are not allowed to consume. We expect this restriction to attenuate the negative impact
of addtion, even though thparticipants would still receive thenattractivgellybeans and even

though they likely did not intend to consuthesgellybeansn the first place.

Method

Participants.Two hundredandforty MTurk respondents (51% femalgage= 38.4)
participated in exchange for monetary compensafdter thepreregisteredataexclusionswe
wereleft with 208 observations

Design and Procedur@articipants were randomly assigned to one of three between
subjeds conditions (control vs. unattractive jellybeans added vs. aolale@stricted). The
procedure was similar to that of the previous jellybean consumption studies, but now included an
addedbutrestricted condition in which participants were told they Maaceive both their

favorite jellybeans and additional unattractive jellybeans but could not eat the unattractive ones.
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Participants indicated how happy they would be if they were to receive their assigned
assortment (1 not happy at all7 =very happy), how many jellybeans they would eat during
the next 20 minutes (opeanded), and how much they would pay for the assortment ($0 to $10).
As a measure of hedonic assimilation, they also indicated how the presence of the unattractive
jellybeans would affet their enjoyment of their favorite jellybeand £ make it much less

enjoyable0 =would not affect my enjoymemind 4 =make it much more enjoyahle

Results and Discussion
Adding unattractive jellybeansdcedb t he asso
happiness with the assortmeltcfnirol= 6.2, SD = 1.0 viMadded= 3.6, SD = 1.9F(1, 205) =
101.26,p < .001), but not when they had been told they would not be allowed to eat the
additional unattractive jellybean®festicted= 6.2, SD = 1.4F < 1,p = .839). In fact, adding that
restriction reliably increased happiness with the assortment relative to thoseevéhallowed to
consume the unattractive jellybeaf$l, 205) = 106.44p = .001).
Similarly, adding the unattractijee | | ybeans reduced participar
(Mcontrol = 31.7, SD = 17.1 vMaddea= 25.0, SD = 19.65(1, 205) = 4.67p = .032), but not when
they could not consume those jellybeaWgedricee= 34.1, SD = 17.4F < 1,p = .431,; see figure
5). Adding that restriction reliably increased the amount participants predicted they would
consume from the assortment with the additional jellybelafls 205) = 8.54p = .004).
Further more, adding the unattrrmgoessitopay j el |y
for the assortmenboth when they could consume th@tontrol= $2.51, SD = 1.36 V8added=
$1.08, SD = 1.03F(1, 205) = 35.43p < .001) andvhen they could ndMrestrictea= $1.89, SD =

1.6,F(1, 205) = 7.39p = .007) However, theeaduction in willingness to pay was much less
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pronounced when the restriction was added. That is, not allowing participants to consume the
unappealing jellybeans significanilycreasedheir willingness to pay for thextended
assortmentH(1, 205) = 11.61p < .001).

Participants in all conditionagainpredicted that adding unattractive jellybeans would
lower their enjoyment of eating their favorite jellybeans, consistent with hedonic assimilation
(Mcontroi=-1.9, SD = 2.0, compared tot)72) =-8.21,p < .001,d = 0.96;Madded= -2.4, SD =
1.7,4(59) =-11.07,p < .001,d = 1.43;Mrestricted= -1.2, SD = 1.84(74) =-5.72,p < .001,d =
0.66). However, those in the restricted condition did intuit hedonic assimilation to a lesser extent
than thee in the control conditior(1, 205) = 5.79p = .017) or in the added conditiorfr(1,

205) = 14.03p < .007), both of which rated the effect of addiagailableunattractive

jellybeans.Thus, participants intuited that the unattractive jellybeans waftedt their

enjoyment of their favorite flavor less if they were not allowed to consume them.
FIGURE 5. PREDICTED CONSUMPTION AMOUNT AND BELIEF IN HEDONIC

ASSIMILATION AS A FUNCTION OF ADDITION AND RESTRICTION OF
UNATTRACTIVE ITEMS (STUDY 6)
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These results further add to the seemingly
when confronted with assortments that are extended with unappealing options. Participants
expected to consume more and avetilling to pay more when they were not allowed to
consume the additional unappealing options than when they were. Not only is it odd that
i mposing a restriction would increase consume
surprising thatithaany ef f ect given that participants |
unappealing jellybeans anyway.

In an additionalpreregisteredtudy (N =407, supplemental study 4éeewebappendixl
for details), we replicatethis studyin the context of aestaurant buffetAs before adding
unappealinglishes to the memeduced the number stishi disheparticipants predicted they
would eatand how much they would enjoy eating the pieces they would choose from the buffet
However, when the unappealinghkés were part of the buffet, but not available for consumption
(as they had been reserved for another group), their negative effect on participants' expectations
was significantly reduced

A secondpreregisteredollow-up study (supplemental study 5, sesb appendix J for
details) in which we studied assortments of songs, offers further evidence that the negative
impact of the unattractive additions depends on their availability for consumption. In this study,
we observed that adding disliked songs téegltreducdp ar t i ci pant s6 expecte
listening to the playlist as well as the amount of time they egdéatisten to it. However, when
participantsvere told theycouldonly select a single song from the playlist (thus precluding
them fram listening to the disliked songs as well), then extending the playlist with disliked songs

failedto negatively affect their expected experience.
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l n s um, participantsd expected negative i m
eliminated §tudy 6 ad supplemental styd5) or reduced (supplemental studywihien those
additions could not be consumed. These results suggestliest makingheir holistic
predictions, consumers include optionsaret hey ¢
less likelytoinclude® pt i ons t hat are part of Oddg assort me
enough although an external restriction can leadsumers to disregard the unattractive options
when making predictions, they generally fail to cognitively disregard them otherwise.

In the last two studies, we will explore the effectivenedsvofdifferent methods to help

consumers separate the unattxee options.

STUDY 7: COGNITIVE V ERSUSPHYSICAL SEPARATION OF UNATTRACTIVE

ITEMS

Studies’A and7B examine the effect of two different approaches to help holistic
predictors separate the unattractive additions: cognitive separation T&udgpd phyical
separation (studyB). We expected the results of these interventions to fuctagfy the

mechanism.

STUDY7A: MAKING SEPARATE PREDICTIONS (COGNITIVE SEPARATION)
In study7A, we asked participants to make separate predictions for each flaher in
assortment, thus facilitating cognitive separation of the flavors. We expected that making a

separate prediction for their favorite flavor would enable participants to adopt a eioous
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and process the assortment less holistically, thus attegubémegative effect of the

unattractive additions on their expected consumption experience.

Method
Participants One hundre@ndfifty -three MIurk respondents (49% femaMzage= 37)
participated in exchange for monetary compensation. All observatieresiacluded in the
analysis.
Design andProcedure We randomly assigned participants to one of three (control vs.
added combined vs. added separated) betsebjects conditions. Participants were first shown
the seven flavors used in stusiand asked toank them in order of preference. Those in the
control condition were then shown a set of 50 jellybeans of their favorite flavor, whereas those in
the other two conditions were shown a set that also included 15 jellybeans of theirdéased
flavor. Next, all participants predicted how happy they would be to receive that assortment to eat
from as they wanted (1 mot at all 7 =very mucl, how many jellybeans they would eat from
the assortmerduringthe next 20 minutes, and how much they would be willing to pay for the
assortment ($€ $25). Critically, however, in the separated condition, predicted consumption
amount and willingness fmay were measured separately for the attractive and the unattractive
flavors (e.g., AHow many of these [cherry] | e
minutes?0 and AHow many of these [toofghpaste]

these 20 minutes?). The order of the two flavors was counterbalanced.

Results and Discussion
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PredictedHappinessCompared to the control conditioM & 5.9, SD = 1.4), participants
expectedhey wouldbe less happto receive the assortment when it ilucled additional
unattractive jellybeans, in both the combined conditdr 4.0, SD = 2.0F(1, 150) = 28.78p
<.001) and the separated conditivh< 3.8, SD = 2.1F(1, 150) = 35.84p < .001), which were
still identical at that point in the proceeur

Predicted ConsumptiofParticipants again predicted they would eat fewer jellybeans
from the assortment when unattractigllybeanswvere addedh the combined conditiofMcontrol
= 32.5, SD = 16.9 v8Mcombine= 21.7, SD = 17.5;(1, 150) = 10.21p = .002). However, this
negative effect was eliminated when participants made separate predictions for the attractive and
unattractive flavorsNlseparated 28.1, SD = 16.5, compared to contie{1, 150) = 1.70p = .195;
see figured), which resulted in Igher predictions than in the combined condition, although this
difference was marginally significarf(l, 150) = 3.60p = .060)’

Willingness to PayAs in previous studies, extending the assortment with unappealing
jellybeans reduced participantsd willingness
(Mcontroi= $2.30, SD = 1.3 vVlcombined® $1.90, SD = 1.65(1, 150) = 1.42p = .235). Critcally,
when participants stated their willingness to pay separately for the attractive and unattractive
jellybeans, they were willing to payore(Mseparatee= $3.16, SD = 2 0thanwhenthey stated it
for the entire assortme(f(1, 150) = 14.38p < .001) or when the unattractive jellybeans were
not addedf(1, 150)=6.59p= . 011) . Note that even when only
willingness to pay for their favorite jellybeans (i.e., excluding any payment for the unattractive

jellybeans), participas in the separated condition were still willing to pay more than those in the

" Note thatthe conclusion of our analysis does not change when we only consider the number of favorite
jellybeans thaparticipantsexpect to consume, which we assessed with a separate measurel(see
appendixD).
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control condition Mseparated $2.92, SD = 1.8 VVInotadded—= $2.30 SD = 1.3-(1, 99) = 3.93p

=.050,— =.038. Thus, the negative impact of adding unattractive options par ti ci pant s
willingness to pay was eliminated and (surprisingly) even reversed when people considered the
attractive and unattractive items separately.

FIGUREG6. PREDICTED JELLYBEAN CONSUMPTION AND WILLINGNESS TO PAY

(STUDY 7A)
Predicted Consumption Amount Willingness to Pay for the
Assortment
40 325 . %4 $3.16
©
0 35 28.1 §
@ $3
‘=§, 30 21.7 % $1.90
5 25 S
5 g
@ 20 o
Q0 +—
E 15 g 91
= 2
10 £ %0
Condition = Condition
= Added/Seperated = Added/Separate
= Control = Control
Added/Combined Added/Combined
Note.Error bars denote the 95% confidence interval.
In sum, when participants were asked to make separate predictions for the attractive and
unattractive jellybeans, the negative effect

predictionswas eliminated. This suggests that this cognitive separatiole@adrconsumers to
more fully appreciate the attractive parts of the assortment without automatically incorporating

the unattractive additions in their assessmenhd@distic predictors seem inclined do).

STUDY7B: SEPARATING JELLYBEANS ON DIFFERENIAFES
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Instead of cognitively separating the attractive and unattractive items, as we did in study
7A, we physicallyseparated them in stud{. This allowed us to examine the possible role of
i magined contagion i n constomeriosrégseaicmsuggeststhatns o
consumers tend to imagine that a negative property of one product can be transferred to another
product when they are (areperceived to be) in physical contact with each other (i.e., product
contagion; Morales anBlitzsimons 2007). If consumers intuit hedonic assimilation due to
imagined contagion, then the clear separation of the unattractive items should eliminate the
negative impact. In this study, we test this possibility by placing the unattractive andvatracti

jellybeans on separate plates.

Method

Participants A total of 240 MTurk respondents (49% femadikge= 37.5) participated in
exchange for monetary compensation. After the preregistered data exclusions, we were left with
214 observations.

Design andProcedure Participants were randomly assigned to one of three between
subjects conditions: control vs. (addedgplate vs. (addedjvo-plates. The first two conditions
were the same as the control and combined conditions in Bfudyowever, in the tweplates
condition, participants were shown the attractive and unattractive jellybeans separated on two
plates (seavebappendixE).

We measured how happy participants predicted they would be to receive the assortment
to eat from as they wanted (bet at dl, 7 =very much, how many jellybeans they would eat
during the next 20 minutes, how much they were willing to pay for the assortment ($0 to $10),

and how the presence of the unattractive jellybeans would affect their enjoyment of their favorite
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jellybeans (belief in hedonic assimilatior} = make it much less enjoyapl&=would not affect

my enjoymen® =make it much more enjoyable

Results and Discussion

Predicted happines®dding unattractive jellybeans to the assortment reduced predicted
happness, regardless of whether they were added on the samaate € 6.14, SD = 1.3 vs.

Ma-pate= 3.86, SD = 1.8F(1, 211) = 75.78p < .001) or physically separated on different plates
(M2-plates= 4.15, SD = 1.6F(1, 211) = 58.23p < .001). Seprating the unattractive jellybeans on
different plates did not significantly affect predicted happiness with the assortf(®&n2{1) =
1.27,p = .261).

Predicted consumption amouompared to the control conditioM & 29.9, SD =
17.1), adding unatictive jellybeans reduced predicted consumption amount when they were
added on the same platd £ 23.8 SD = 18.0(1, 210) = 4.47p = .036; see figur&). However,
when the additional jellybeans conesumptomadded on
predictions 1= 26.4, SD = 16.9) did not reliably differ from either the control conditiet,(

210) = 1.48p = .225) or the single plate conditioR € 1,p = .363), preventing us from drawing
clear conclusions from this measure.

Willingness to payCompared to the control conditiomM & $2.19, SD = 1.1), adding the
unattractive jellybeans reduced participants®o
they were presented on a single platie=($1.19, SD = 1.0F(1, 211) = 36.2p < .001), but also
when the unattractive items were physically separated from the attractivevonéd (28, SD =
0.8;F(1, 211) = 30.35p < .001). The separation did not affect the willingness to pay of those

who received the additional jellybearis< 1, p = .583.
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FIGURE7. PREDICTED CONSUMPTION AND WILLINGNESS TO PAY FOR THE
ASSORTMENT (STUDY7B)

Predicted Consumption Amount Willingness to Pay for the

$4 Assortment
40 =
= 239 i $3 $2.19
S 30 >
g ZTS F $1.19
bap] @ .
o o
o
2 2
5 2
< 10 2 %0
Condition E Condition
m Added/two-plates m Added/two-plates
m Control m Control
Added/one-plate Added/one-plate

Note.Error bars denote the 95% confidence interval.

Belief in Hedonic Assimilatiorin all conditions, participants believed that adding the
unappealing jellybeans would lower the enjoymerthefr favorite jellybeansNlcontroi= -2.7, SD
= 1.6, compared to @71) =-14.63,p < .001,d = 1.72;M1-plate=-1.8, SD = 2.0, compared to O:
t(69) =-7.30,p < .001,d = 0.87;M2-piates= -1.8, SD = 2.1, compared tot)71) =-7.58,p < .001,
d=090) . Physically separating the unattractive
about the negative effect on their enjoyment of tiractive jellybeansK < 1,p = .812.

In sum, even when the unattractive jellybeans were added to the assortment on a different
pl ate, they stil]l reduced participantso predi
willingness to pay for the aggment and, critically, reduced their expected enjoyment of their
favorite jellybeans. The fact that participan
by the physical separation of the unappealing jellybeans indicates that this effeatdeegiine
i magined contagi on. Finally, note that the pe

the additional unattractive items are physically separated also indicates that these reactions
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cannot be explained byayaecidentallgcomsamethgsé wor ry t h

unattractive items.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

It makes sense for firms to add variety to
heterogeneous tastascluding even potentially unattractive exotic options. Those options may
only appeal to a small segment, bighore¢chenms umer s
Yet our findings indicate that adding unattractive options to an assortment, even when the same
number of attractive options remain, reduces
experience. They expect to consume fewer items froms@tmnent and enjoy them Iéssven
though our results also indicate that actual consumption amount and enjoyment are not affected
by the unattractive options. Specifically, participants seemed to intuit hedonic assimilation: they
expected that the unatttaxe additions would reduce their enjoyment of the attractive items. As
a result of these lowered expectations, participants were willing to pay less for the extended
assortment (studielsand?7) and were more likely to trade the extended assortfoean
alternative set with less preferred items (stdagdy

We have proposed that the additional wunatt
(but not their actual consumption) because consumers tend to process all available options
holistically during pediction, whereas during the actual experience they are more narrowly
focused on the items they are consuming. Consistent with this account, we observed that the
negative impact of the unattractive items was eliminated when participants made piecemeal
predictions about each unit they would consume (s&)dnd when they made separate

predictions about the consumption of the attractive and unattractive items{aju@ther
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studies further outlined the boundaries of the effect, showing that the umagtestditions
negatively affected participantsd expectation
to them, even when they did not receive them,
or when they were physically separated fromdtteactive items (studyB), but the effect was
reduced or even eliminated when they were not allowed to consume the additional items (study 6
and supplementary study 4).

As mentioned above, we proposed thent predi
specifically activated a belief in hedonic assimilation (i.e., the unattractive options would ruin
their enjoyment of the attractive ones), which in turn reduced both their expected enjoyment and
their expected@onsumption of the assortment. To furtegamine the role of this lay belief, we
tested whether the belief in hedonic assimilation moderated the negative impact of extending the
assortment with unappealing options. As shown in table 1, it almost universally did: the
difference between the contimndition and the added condition (in both enjoyment and
consumption) was consistently greater for those who held stronger beliefs in hedonic
assimilation (see web appendikfor additional details on these moderation analyses).

TABLE 1. TEST FOR MODERATON BY BELIEF IN HEDONIC ASSIMILATION

Study Predicted Enjoyment Predicted Consumption
Addition as a within-subject factor
1A F (1, 82) =8.10, p =.006 F (1, 82) =10.21, p =.002
2 F (1, 150) = 53.96, p < .001 F (1, 149) = 4.20, p = .042
3 F (1, 97) = 46.23, p < .001 F (1, 97) = 16.11, p < .001
6 F (1, 154) = 45.69, p < .001 F (1, 157) = 32.67, p < .001
S2 F (1, 198) =63.27, p < .001 F(1,198)=6.81,p=.01
Addition as a between-subjects factor
7B F (1, 138) = 9.86, p = .002 F(1,137)=2.11, p =.149
S4 F (1, 129) = 28.44, p < .001 F (1, 129) =6.52, p =.012
S6 F (1, 256) = 19.67, p < .001 F (1, 256) = 7.57, p = .006
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Note. Test of the extent to which the difference in predicted enjoyment (consumption) between
thecontr ol and added conditions depends on part

Alternative accounts.

Although the moderations by belief in hedonic assimilation (table 1) and by prediction
mode (studie® and7A) provide support for ouproposed account, there are of course other
mechanisms that could produce a similar effect. However, these alternative accounts do not seem
to be driving the results in the specific situationshaee studied.

First, cons uwastngrésouseseqg:, Arkes and Blumer 1985) could lead
them to react negatively to assortments that contain additional unattractive items as they may be
concerned about having tliscardthose items. Howeveparticipants even reacted negatively to
unattractive optins that were merely added to a restaurant menu (study 3) and, across studies,
also predicted they would consume less from the extended assortment, which would create even
more waste

Second, consumers may dislike assortments with unattractive itemy asayevorry
aboutaccidentally consumingphose i tems. However, our partici
extended assortment persisted when the unattractive items were presented segtahtely (
study7B).

Third, consumer s 06 n e haektended sets coadtsaba d maoifastation f  t
of theaveraging heuristicconsumers could be averaging their evaluations of the attractive and
unattractive itemsdowever, while averaging is indeed consistent with reduced expected
enjoyment of the extendeassortment, it does not explain why participants also expected to
enjoy the attractive items less. To more directly test averaging as an alternative mechanism, we
conducted an additional, pregistered jellybean study in which we extended an assortshent

favorite jellybeans with additionaltractive butless preferregellybeans N = 605,
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supplemental study 8eeweb appendixK for full methods and results\Vhile adding

unattractive jellybeans again decreased expected enjoyment, expected consamgtion
willingness to pay, adding less preferred attractive jellybeans did not affect expected enjoyment
and actuallyincreasedoth expected consumption and willingness tadptye opposite of what
averaging would have predicted.

Finally, it is also possik that, to the extent thabnsumers fealisgusttoward additional
unattractive itemsthey may expect their enjoyment of attractive items to be reduced by
contagion. Howevetthis account cannot explain why even adding boring ads can have a
negative impact Gupplemental studg®), why unattractive items that are present but cannot be
consumedave a reduced (or fully eliminated) negative impact (study 6, supplemental study 4
or why participants still expected the enjoyment of their favorite jellybeabg fowered when
the jellybeans were presented on separate plates (@)dyloreover, the supplemental study 6
mentioned abovesgewebappendixK for full methods and resultgyovides further evidence
against this account, as it also included a (fourth) condition in which the jellybean assortment
was extended with participants6é most preferre
aversive flavor (which we presumadt to be disgusting) stiteliably reduceexpected
enjoymenf the experience as well as expected enjoyment of their favorite jellybeans, though it
only directionally decreased expected consumptiomaargjinally decreased willingness to pay
In addiion, the negative effects on enjoyment remained reliable even whesmwesed
participants who indicated they still perceived this less aversive flavor as disgusting, indicating

that disgust is not a requirement for the belief in hedonic assimilation.
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In sum, although all these alternative mechanisms can plausibly produce negative
reactions to unattractive additions to assortments, they do not seem to be the main driver of the

current results.

Do consumergearn from experience?

Oneremaining question iwhether consumers can learn that the unattractive items do not
actually affect their consumption experience? Although those who had received additional
unattractive jellybeans in study 1B showed some indication of learning, they were still willing to
payless for their assortment (after consuming it) than those who had not received the
unattractive jellybeans. Moreover, participants in study 2 did not show any evidence of learning,
as they endorsed the belief in hedonic assimilation equally strongly iesgod whether they
had experienced the assortment with the additional unattractive images. We expect that
consumers generally have a hard time learning that the unattractive items will not affect their
enjoyment of the attractive ones, consistentwithpel e 6s gener al inability
affective forecasting beliefs (Meyvis, Ratner, and Levav 2010) and, specifically, the persistence
of their belief in hedonic contrast effects (Novemsky and Ratner 2003). There are many
obstacles to learning in thesise, including incorrect recall of their experience, as well as the fact
that consumers virtually never experience an assortment both with and without unattractive items
(depriving them of a clean comparison). We do speculate that, with repeated coosumpti
consumers can learn that unattractive items do not affect their consumption experience.
However, their negative lay beliefs may prevent them from experiencing the repeated

consumption episodes needed to realize this.
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Theoreticallmplications

Our results offer several theoretical implications. First, we contribute ldehaure on
the negative impact of unnecessary, irrelevant, or less favorable additions. Prior literature has
shown that unattractive additions can affect ch@ind evaluations by providing a reason for
rejecting (Simonson et al. 1994), by cuing unfavorable inferences (Popkowski Leszczyc et al.

2008), or by lowering the average (Weaver et al. 2012). The current findings show that
unattractive additiomcanalsa f f ect peopl ebds expectations of t
by lowering their expectations of how much they will enjoy the attractive items.

Second, our results add to previous findings that consumers tend to adopt a more holistic
processing mode vem predicting than when immersed in the experience. Our finding that
participants are more likely to take the unattractive additions into account in prediction than in
consumption, is consistentwithor e wedge and col |l eague®d (2010)
tend to underestimate the extent to which consumers are absorbed by their consumption
experience. Our findingis alsoinlinewtchonst rual | evel theoryds vie
information at a higher level of construal at the time of predictian #t the time of experience,
and that more abstract (i.e., higher level) processing tends to be more inclusiBofei,

Liberman, and Trope 2010; Forster, Liberman, and Kuschel)2008

Finally, the current research also offers some novel insighitiow consumers think the
consumption context will affect their enjoyment of the experience. Whereas prior research has
primarily documented that consumers hold a strong (and mostly unwarranted) belief in hedonic
contrast(e.g., Novemsky and Ratner 2008prewedge et al. 2010dhe situations examined in
the current research elicited beliefs in hed@ssimilationinstead. Although identifying the

different conditions that give rise to beliefs in hedonic contrast versus assimilation goes beyond
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the scopef this paper, we speculate that belief in assimilation may be more likely when
consumers are encouraged to process all items as being part of the same assortment (consistent
with Schwarz and Bless 2007). As an initial test of whether beliefs in assimitat indeed
dependent on the unattractive items being categorized as part of the same assortment, we
conducted an additional, pregistered jellybean study in which the unattractive jellybeans were
either added to the assortment or presented as amadiferto the assortment & 200,

supplemental study 7, see web appendix L for full methods and results). Whereas adding
unattractive jellybeans again reduced expected enjoyment (consistent with hedonic assimilation),
presenting the unattractive jellybaaas an alternative assortment increased expected enjoyment
instead (consistent with hedonic contrast). As such, beliefs in hedonic assimilation may be

limited to available items that are part of the same assortment.

Practical Implications

Ourfindings also have practical implications for both consumers and managers.
Consumers should realize that, even though they may believe that additional unattractive options
may ruin their enjoyment of an assortment, this is unlikely to be the case. Asslmhg as
options are consumed independently of each other, they should solely judge assortments based
on the number and quality of the options that are attractive tadttad ignore any unappealing
options that happen to be included. By erroneouslynaisguthat those unappealing options will
lower their enjoyment, consumers may risk denying themselves variety packs or media
subscription services that they would have thoroughly enjoyed. Moreover, by erroneously
assuming that the unappealing options vatluce their actual consumption, they may also make

suboptimal inventory decisions and, for instance, opt for an overly limited subscription plan.
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Li kewi se, consumerso6 intuition that the wun
consumption experience alsoges a challenge to managers. Although offering additional exotic
options can help appeal to heterogeneous cons
expectations about the experience. This is particularly problematic given that consumers hold
thee unfavorable beliefs even when the unattrac
assortment (i.e., even when they do not actually receive them, sg& stndsupplemental
study4). This implies that firms should be cautious about adding any ogliaha sizeable
proportion of their customers is likely to find unattractive. Of course, this does not mean that
firms cannot offer options that only appeal to quirky tastes. First, firms could selectively promote
those to customers likely to appreciaterth(and not highlight this part of their assortment to the
general public). Second, our studies also suggest some interventions that it make it less likely
that the wunattractive options | ower consumer s
encounged to consider the options separately (e.g., think of the specific songs they would listen
to) rather than considering the assortment in its entirety, the negative impact is reduced (studies 5
and 7A, supplementary study 5). Moreover, the fact thatftbetes reduced or even eliminated
when the unattractive options are not available for consumption (study 6 and supplementary
study 4), suggests that making them less accessible by requiring either a small fee or a minor
effort to unlock those options, mée sufficient for consumers to not include them in their

imagined consumption of the attractive options.
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APPENDIX

APPENDIX A.

JELLY BEAN STIMULI USED IN STUDIES 1 AND4

Cotton Candy
e &P ° Tabasco
Root Beer ° & Pina Colada
-

SAMPLEJELLY BEANS PLATES §TUDY 1)
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APPENDIXB. GRID OF IMAGES(UNATTRACTIVE ADDED CONDITION) IN STUDY 2
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APPENDIX C. RESTAURANT MENU (STUL 3)

LUNCH SPECIAL
(11AM- 2PM)

Control Condition

SUSHI %
LUNCH SPECIAL
(11AM- 2PM)

Added Condition

1$2.00
l Sake salmon
| $2.00

| Smoked Salmon
' $2.00

Maguro m‘ !
$1.50
Ika squid
$1.50
%\
EDi cooked stvimp
1 $1.50
| Tal
| satess !
$1.50
I é I‘ |
Hotate scaliop
1.50
Fermented Squid

| Inago No Tsukudani
| Boiled locusts

$1.50

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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APPENDIX D. JELLYBEAN PLATES STIMULI EXAMPLES (STUDY5)

7'“.:;; X2, E
3 2 33%\\,
S 4 ’,’ . ,' ‘.'.‘\\\\\

(Unattractivg AddedCondition

(Unattractivg AddedCondition Piecemeal Prediction
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WEB APPENDIX A. DATA EXCLUSION DETAILS

(Studies 17B and supplemental studied-7)

In all preregistered studies, we used all or some of the following criteria for data
exclusion: we exclude (1) those who failed the attention check, (2) those who disliked the
attractive items, (3) those who liked the unattractive items added to th4) sbgge who entered
impossible values (e.g., those who predict consuming a greater number of jellybeans than what
they are given), and (5) those who did not comply with the instruction (i.e., those who self
reported that they engaged in other activitiesrd) the study). In studies that were not
preregistered, we only excluded participants who failed the attention clet&tiEntion check
was included (supplemental studizand3)

Table S1 summarizethe criteria used to exclude responses and théeuof excluded

responses in each study according to the preregistration.
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TABLE S.1. EXCLUDED RESPONSEBASED ON PREREGISTRATION

Stud Total responses Failed attention Liked Disliked Entered
y excluded check unattractive items  attractive items  impossible value
Preregistered Studies
2 n=24 n=15 n=3 n=2 n=7
13.6% 8.5% 1.7% 1.1% 4.0%
3 n=>54 n=14 n=43 n=7 )
35.3% 9.3% 28.1% 4.6%
4 n=43 n=233 n=>5 n==6 )
13% 10% 1.5% 1.8%
5 - - - - -
6 n=32 n=16 n=10 n=9 )
13.3% 6.6% 4.2% 3.8%
7B8 n=26 n=15 n=9 n==6 )
10.8% 6.2% 3.7% 2.5%
Engaged in
other tasks
s1 n=>57 n=19 n=31 n=2 n=13
23.7% 7.9% (12.9% 0.8% 5.4%
sa n=285 n=18 n=52 n=23 )
20.9% 4.4% 12.8% 5.7%
S5 n=2382 n =56 n=42 n=38 )
45.3% 31% 23.2% 4.4%
AMost Av
S6 n=78° n=35 n =20, 3.3% n=4 n==6
12.9% 5.8% iLess Avi 0.7% 1%
n=237,6.1%
S7 n =46 n=4 n=13 n=22 n=13
23% 2% 6.5% 11% 6.5%
Not Preregistered Studies
1A - - - - -
1B - - - - -
7A - - - - -
n=16 n=16
S2 7.4% 7.4% i i i
n=32 n=232
S3 17.9% 17.9% i i i

8 There were two participants who entered impossible vatugtsidy 7B. We did not exclude them as it was

not preregistered. However, removing those two data points dichaoge our conclusion.

® The total number of removed responses is 236 (39%) when we also exclude those (n = 174, 29%) who found
the flavor of the added jellybeans disgusting.
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WEB APPENDIX B. DATA EXCLUSION : MEASURES AND ADDITIONAL
ANALYSES

Study 1
At the end of studies 1A and 1Barticipants rated the taste of itheostand least
preferred fl avor titefPhbaseotfi dEtasted dwild etasted ¢ o f
neither good nor ba4 =tastes great
As this study was not preregistered, we did not excludelatayfor analyses reported in
the main text. However, when we excluded participants as we did in the other preregistered
studies (i.e., those who liked their least favorite flavor and those who disliked their favorite
flavor), the results and significanoemain the same, except for the counterfactual consumption
in the added condition of study 1B. The counterfactual consumption amount was significantly
greater than the migoint,M = 0.3,1(116) = 2.44p = .016,d = 0.22, suggestingarticipants
believed they would have eaten more jellybeans if the unattractive jellybeans were not added (no
learning even within the added condition).
Study 2
Before the manipulation, participants saw a few examples from each database of images
and raéd how pleasant or unpleasant viewing cute animal images or roach images would be,
respectively (AHow pleasant or unpl easant wou
very unpleasan® =neither pleasant nor unpleasamind 3 =very pleasart At the end of the
survey, as an attention check, we asked whether they understood the instructions correctly.
(APl ease tell us whi ch of |dodideview as mdnpofitheng st at e

images as | wantl =1 had to view all the imageand2=1 d o n 6t ). Asgraregistered,
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we excluded those who disliked the cute animal images (n = 2), liked the roach images (n = 3),
and failed the attention check (n = 15).
Study 3

After participants examined the original sushi menu (before addingactate items),
they rated how positive or negative eating
negative would it be -4=0twauldbeavarysnégativefexperienbe h i s
= neither positive nor negatiyand 4 =St would ke a very positive experiencéfter theyhad
beeninformedthatthe restaurant added new dishes, they viewed the image and description of the
additional three dishes (preserved eggs, fermented squid, and boiled locusts) and rated how
positive or negativé would be to eatach otthem on the same-point scale. Lastly, we tested
whether they understood the instructions correctly at the end of the survey.

Following the preregistered data exclusion criteria, we had to remove a substantial
proportion of theiotal dataset, which was mostly due to our preregistered rule to exclude
participants who liked at least 2 of the 3 additional di8h&4$ participants (22.2%) liked all
three dishes, and 9 participants liked two of them (5. 8®low are the results wherewelax
that requirement and (bnly excludethe 34 participants who liked all three additional dishes, or
(2) not exclude participants based on their liking of the additional dishes.

First, we reanalyzed the data when excluding those whalli#éthree unattractive items
(as well as those who dislike sushi and failed the attention check). This left us with 107
observations. A repeatedeasures ANOVA revealed that participants predicted they would
enjoy eating food at the restaurant less wherthree additional items were added to the menu
(Mcontrol = 5.8, SD = 0.9 viMadded= 4.9, SD = 1.3F(1, 106) = 39.53p < .001,— =.272) and

that they would eat fewer items overall after the additM& o= 7.1, SD = 2.8 vVl added=

o

m
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6.5, SD = 3.3F(1, 106) = 15.71p < .001,— =.129). Finally, they believed the additional
unattractive dishes would lower theinjoyment of eating the other dish&s<-0.57,SD= 1.5;
compared to 0(106) =-4.06,p < .001,d = 0.39).

Second, we ranalyzed the data without excluding any participants based on their liking
of the unattractive items (i.e., removing those wisliki sushi and failed the attention check),
which left us with 131 observations. Participants predicted they would enjoy eating food at the
restaurant less when the three additional items were added to theNkemu € 5.8, SD = 0.9
VS. Maddea= 5.1,SD = 1.3;F(1, 130) = 36.63p < .001,— =.220) and that they would eat fewer
items overall after the additioMgontro= 6.3, SD = 2.7 viMaddeds= 5.9, SD = 3.2F(1, 130) =
7.27,p=.008,— =.053). However, they did not believe the additional unattractive dishes
would have an impact on their enjoyment of eating the other dishes(.01, SD = 1.8;
compared tox < 1,p=.962).

Study4

After participants chose an assortment and befay teceived the jellybeans, they rated
the taste of themostand | east preferr ed fthe[tabasco]jelfyi Pl ease
b e a 14 otastes awfylO =tastes neither good nor bad =tastes gregt We also tested
whether they correctly wierstood the instruction that they could eat as many jellybeans as they
wanted (APl ease tell u ssi wh it ¢ luwoald be ldledo eitasl | owi n
many jellybeans as | warit =1 would need to eat all the jellybear’is=I  d o netnbej. Ase m
preregistered, we removed those who liked the least preferred jellybeans (n =5, 1.5%), disliked
thar preferrediellybeans (n = 6, 1.8%Wr failed the attention check (n = 33, 10%).

Study5
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At the end of the survey, we askealticipantdo rae whether eating their favoritavor
would be a positive or negative experienee=it would be a very negative experienbe=
neither positive nor negatiyvand 4 St would be a very positive experiefcBote that in this
study, only those in th@dded condition rated the experience of eating their least favorite flavors.
18 participants (5.6%) disliked their favorite flavor, and 19 participants in the added condition
(5.8% of total N) liked their least favorite flavor. However, as preregisteredjdwnot remove
any observations.

Evenwhen we excluded those who disliked their favorite flavor (n = 18) as we did in the
other preregistered studies, t@nclusiongemain the same (e.dinteraction(1, 301) = 9.32p

=.002,s =.030). Additionally, there was one participarho enterecnimpossible value but

removing this response also did not change our conclusionR@ughstion(1, 318) = 9.22p
=.003,- =.028).
Study 6
At the end othesurvey, we asked them to rate whether eating their fa\arddeast
favorite flavors, respectively, would be a positive or negative experiehedat(would be a very
negative experien¢® =neither positive nor negatiyand 4 =t would be a very positive
experiencl and tested whether they correctly undmvdtthe instructionAs preregistered, we
removed those who liked the least preferred jellybeans (n = 10, 4.2%), disliked the favorite
jellybeans (n = 9, 3.8%and failed the attention check (n = 32, 13.3%).
Study7A
At the end of the survey, all participants rated how positive or negative the experience of
eating their favorite jellybean would be on-p&nt scale{4 =it would be a very negative

experience0 =neither positive nor negatiyéd =it would be a verypositive experiengeOnly
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those in the two added conditions rated how positive or negative the experience of eating their
least preferred jellybean would be on the sarpeiat scale.

As this study was not preregistered, we did not exclude any dataatgses reported in
the main text. However, the results and significance remain the same when we excluded those
who disliked their favorite flavor (n = 2, 1.3%), as we did in the preregistered studies.

Study7B

At the end of the survey, participants ratdtether eating theimostand least preferred
jellybeans, respectively, would be a positive or a negative experigheet (vould be a very
negative experienc® =neither positive nor negatiyd =it would be a very positive
experienceg We also testéwhether they correctly understood the instruction that they could eat
as many of the jellybeans as they wanted. As preregistered, we removed those whailiked the
least preferreflavor (n = 9, 3.7%), disliked thefavoriteflavor (n = 6, 2.5%)pr failed the

attention check (n = 15, 6.2%).
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WEB APPENDIX C. PRETEST OF THE RESTAURANT MENU (STUDY 3)

A total of 179 undergraduate students (46% mdlge= 20.1) participated in thigretest
in exchange for course credit. Participants saw a picture and a brief description of three dishes:
Preserved Eggs, Boiled Locusts, and Fermented Stigidd€ S1) and rate how positive or
negative it would be teateachof these disheg&4 =1t would bea very negative experiend@ =
neither positive nor negatiyéd =It would be a very positive experiejce

FIGURE S1. DESCRIPTION OF THE ADDITIONAL DISHES

@ Preserved egg is made by preserving duck eggs in a mixture of clay,
ash, salt, lime, and rice hulls for several weeks to several months.

Preserved Eggs

* Locusts boiled in soy sauce and sugar

<>

Inago No Tsukudani
Boded locust

g%d S~:,,J ;?JS\" mixed with a paste made from the squid’s
Fermented Squid
On average, participants rated all three dishes negattiiedywas true fopreserved eggs
(M =-0.97, SD = 2.84; compared totQ178) =-4.58,p < .001,d = .34) boiled locustsil = -
2.74, SD = 1.86; compared totQ1L78) =-19.7,p < .001,d = 1.47) and fermented squid = -
2.20, SD = 2.17; compared totQL78) =-13.6,p < .001,d = 1.01).The proportion of

participants who rated each mdatem negatively, neurabr positive is reported itable S2.

Table S2. The proportion of participants who rated tfeen asnegative vs. ndtal vs. positive

% who rated the item

Negative Neutral Positive
Preserved Eggs 58.1% 9.5% 24.6%
Boiled Locusts 84.9% 8.9% 6.1%

Fermented Squid 77.7% 7.8% 14.5%
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WEB APPENDIX D. ADDITIONAL MEASURES AND ANALYS ES

The impact of consuming unattractive items

We proposedhatthe actual consumption experiena®uld not be affected by the
addition of unattractive optiorisased orthe assumption that people would not constimse
unattractive options. However, we found that some participants aaichtpnsume some of
the unattrative options in studies 1 and Zven though they did not necessarily pretliely
would. We therefore ran additional analyses to test whether consuming these unattractive items
was associated with reduced enjoyment and consumption of the pleasant items.

Study 1 Of the131 paricipants in the added conditiph8 participants (14%) ate at least
one unattractive jellybean. Notably, those who consumed the unattractive jellybeans actually
enjoyed eating their favorite jellybeans modpsumed 5.94, SD = 1.2) than those wtil not
consume themMnotconsumed= 4.01, SD = 1.8F(1, 251) = 20.0p < .001) or those who were only
giventheirfavorite jellybeansNlcontroi= 4.33, SD = 1.7F(1, 251) = 14.1p < .00]), suggesting
absence of hedonassimilationeven when participantnsumed unattractive itetmis
addition, those who consumed the unattractive jellybeans actuaftyoageoftheir favorite
jellybeans Mconsumed= 35.61, SD = 14.8) than thosdo did notconsume themMnotconsumed=
13.44, SD = 14.9%(1, 251) = 28.2p < .001) or those who were only givireir favorite
jellybeans Mcontroi= 17.6, SD = 17.9(1, 251) = 18.9p < .001).

Study?2: Out of 78 participants in the added condition, 44 participants (56.4%) viewed at
leastone roach image. However, the enjoyment of viewing images did not differ between those
who didnot view roach images and those who viewed at least one roach khagedi€ 4.9, SD
= 1.8 vS.Mnotviewed= 5.4, SD = 1.6F(1, 76) = 1.88p = .175). This suggests that even though

consumers may consume the unattractive itesither out of curiosityby accidentfo satisfy
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their need for variety, or for some other reasahis did notimpact their enjoyment of the
consumption experienc&€hos who viewed roach images rated viewing roach images more
negatively than those who did not view th@tonsumed= -2.36, SD = 0.94 vSVInot-consumed= -
2.76, SD = 0.61E(1, 76) = 4.66 p = .034).

Of course, for both studies, we cannot draw unambiguanssions giverthe self
selection issue: because consumption of unattractive itemsotsced, participants who

consumed unattractive items could have h@mexdisposed to liking the attractive items more

Study 2
Retrospectivielief inhedonic assnilation

After participants viewed images for three minutes, those in the unattradiiesl
condition indicated how the presence of the roach images affected their enjoyment of viewing
the cute animal images4(=made it much less enjoyap@=nochange and 4 =made it much
more enjoyable

We found that participants stiielieved inhedonic assimilation even when they were
making retrospective evaluations about the specific experience they had. That is, even though the
additional roach images tiano impact on actual enjoyment, those in the added condition
reportedhaving experiencededonic assimilationMretrospective= -1.24, SD = 1.7compared t®:
t(77) =-6.46,p < .001,d = .732). We note that the magnitude of the reparédspective
hedonic assimilation is smaller thamatfor their belief about it in a counterfactual situation,
which was measured by the same participants before the expeNeaeeéctive= -1.24, SD =
1.7 vS.Mcounterfactua= -2.0, SD = 1.81(77) = 4.12p < .00L, d = .467). In sum, though there was

some evidence for learning, participants did not sufficiently learn from the experience and realize
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thathaving theadditionalunpleasant images did not influence their consumption and enjoyment

of the pleasant images

Study 4
Dietary Restrictions
At the end of the study, participants sedported whether they had dietary restrictions
(ADo you have dietary restrictions that make
=yes 2 =no0). There were 13 participants (4.5%) who reported having dietary restriciioeie
was no difference in the number of participants with a dietary restriction between condhtions (

1, p=.433), and removing those participants did not change our cardus

Study 5
Counterfactual Consumption
After the key prediction measures (predicted enjoyment, predicted consumption amount),
participants also predicted how their consumption amount would change if they received or did
not receive the additional unattractive jellybeadsydefinitely lessO=the samgeand 4 =
definitely morg. Those in the control condition believed that they would eat fewer jellybeans if
they received the other assortment with the additional unattractive jellybdansoi(= -1.8, SD
= 2.3; compared to @164) =-9.94,p < .001,d = .77), whereathosein the added condition
predicted that they would eat more jellybeans if they did not received the additional jellybeans
(Madded= 0.96, SD = 2.1; compared totQ158) = 5.82p < .001,d = .46).

General Liking of Jellybans and Dietary Restrictions
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Atthe end ofthestudy we assessed how much they |iked
general, how much do you like eating jelly beans?nbt=at all 7 =very much and whether
they had any dietary restrictiogsi Do you have dietary restrictio
woul d not eat ayes2 =noeHirdt, yhbe gereraldiking of jellybeans did not
differ between conditiond=§ < 1), and contiting for this general likingin the analysis did not
change our conclusioffigteraction (1, 319) = 11.33p <.001,— =.034). Second, 39 participants
(12%) reported having dietary restrictions. Thess no difference in the number ofrpeipants
with a dietary restriction between conditions, and removing those participants did not change our

conclusion Finteraction (1, 280) = 11.12p < .001,— =.038).

Study 6
Counterfactual Consumption
After assessing participantsod belief about
they would eat more or fewer jellybeans from the assortment if they were to receive the other set
(-4 =definitely less0 =the samgand 4 =definitely morg. Participarts in the control condition
predictedthatthey would consume lessuhattractive jellybeanwere adde@Mcontro = -1.8, SD
= 1.9, compared to &72) =-7.93,p < .001,d = 0.9), whereas those in the added and restricted
conditions predicted that theyould eat more jellybeans if the additional jellybeam@se
removedMadded= 1.1, SD = 2.7compared to 0(59) = 3.21p = .002,d = 0.41; Mrestricted= 0.4,
SD = 2.0, compared to @74) = 1.69p = .096,d = 0.19) However, those in the restricted
condition predictec marginally smallenegative impact than those in the added condition

(Maddea= 1.1, SD = 2.7 viMrestricted= 0.4, SD = 2.0(1, 205) = 3.59p = .059, again indicating
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that restricting consumption of thmappealingellybeans atteuatedbeliefs about theinegative

impact.

Study 7A
Counterfactual Consumption

After participants predicted how many jellybeans they would eat, we also asked whether
they would eat more or fewer jellybeans from the assortment if they weredive the other set
(e.g.,in the control conditioni Suppose that in addition to the
received 15 jellybeans of [lawn clipping]. Do you think you woeddmore or fewer from the
as s or t me n-4=definitely less0a th€ sameand 4 =definitely morg

Replicating our prior findings, those in the control condition indicated that they would eat
fewer jellybeans if they received additional unattractive jellybelhsnfoi=-1.6, SD = 2.0,
compared to 0x(49) =-5.76,p < .001,d = 0.81). Those in the added conditions also predicted
that the addition would negatively impact consumption; they indicated that they would eat more
jellybeans if theyonly received thie favorite jellybeansNlcombineds= 1.3, SD = 2.3, aopared to
0: t(51) = 3.85p < .001,d = 0.53; Mseparated= 0.8, SD = 2.2, compared tot(60) = 2.79p
=.007,d =0.39).

Predicted Consumption Amount of the Favorite Jellybeans

Participants in the added/combined condition madanglepredictionof their
consumption amount from the entire assortmidiotvever, to compare thaesponses to the
responsefor the attractive jellybearia theother conditiongcontrol and added/separateje
asked them at the end of the studypreak down their prior prediction into estimatestfair

most preferred versus thédast preferred flavor.
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Using theseesponses, we ran a emay ANOVA on the predicted consumption amount
of thefavoritejellybears only. Participants the combined conditiopredicted they would
reduce their consumption of their favorite jellybeans when unattractive jellybeans were added to
theset Mcontroi= 32.5, SD = 16.9 vdVlcombined= 21.1, SD = 17.57(1, 150) = 11.54p < .001).
However, this negative effect was eliminated when participants made separate predictions for the
attractive and unattractive flavom§ldeparated 27.5, SD = 16.4, compared to contifei, 150) =
2.16, p = .144), which resulted in higher predaris in the separated condition than in the
combined conditionK(1, 150) = 3.73p = .055).

Baseline Consumption Amount

After ranking, we asked them to indicate how many jellybeans they would eat if they
received 50 jellybeans of their thirdnked flavorThis number served as a measure of baseline
jellybean consumption. The conclussmemained the same when we ran additional aeslys
controlling for this baseline jellybean consumption amount.

Dietary Restrictios

At the end of the study, participantdfseeported whether they had dietary restrictions
(ADo you have dietary restrictions that make
=yes 2 =no0). Twelve participants (7.8%) reported having dietary restrictibherewas no
difference in the number of participamtith dietary restriction between conditiorfi§2, 150) =

1.14,p = .324), and removing those participants did not change our condusion

Study 7B

Counterfactual Consumption
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We measured whethparticipants thought theyould eat more or fewer jellybeans from
the assortment if they were to receive the other set (e.g., suppose that in addition to the 50
[cherry] jellybeans, you also received 15 jellybeans of [lawn clippinglydothink you would
have eaten more or f ewe-4=definielylessOr the sameamdidt me n t
= definitely mor¢. Consistent with the previous results, those in the control condition believed
that they would eat fewer jellybeanghiy received 15 additional unattractive jellybeans
(Mcontroi=-2.4, SD = 1.7, compared tot)71) =-12.12,p < .001,d = 1.43), whereaghose who
imagined receiving additional unattractive jellybeans indicated that they would eat more
jellybeans if tiey only received 50 of their favorite jellybeans. This was the case in both the 1
plate conditioni= 1.1, SD = 2.2, compared tot(69) = 4.05p < .001,d = 0.48) and the-2
plates conditionNM = 1.2, SD = 2.4, compared tot(71) = 4.12p < .001,d = 0.48),again
indicating that the physical separation did not haweedfect.

Predicted Consumption Amount of the Favorite Jellybeans

As instudy 7A, we also asked participards the end of the studg separately indicate
how much of theipredicted consumption amount would be consumption of the attractive versus
unattractive flavors in the two added condition& thenran a onevay ANOVA on the
predicted consumption amount of ithiavorite jellybeans only. Compared to the control
condition (M= 29.9, SD = 17.1), adding unattractive jellybeans reduced predicted consumption
of the favorite jellybeans when these jellybeans and unattractive jellybeans were added on the
same plateM = 23.5 SD = 17.7(1, 208) = 4.96p = .027). However, whethe additional
jellybeans were added on a separate plate, pa

jellybeans M= 26.4, SD = 16.8) did not reliably differ from either the control conditie{t,(
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208) = 1.51p = .221) or the single plate catidn (F < 1,p = .320) mirroring the results for
total consumption reported in the paper
Exploration of the Influence &@hronic Holistic Processing Style

After the key measures and before the demo
individual difference in analytic versus holistic thinking tendefaryan additional analysis that
was preregistered as exploratarWe adopted the locus of attention subscale from the Analysis
Holism scale (Choi, Koo, and Choi, 20@&f)d averagetksponses to thax items to create an
index of holistic thinking tendencWe found thathe analyticholistic thinking tendency did not
moderate our effecThat is, the holistic thinking index did not interact watlr addition
manipulation (control, one plate, two f#a)for predicted enjoymen(F < 1, p = .650) predicted
consumptionk < 1,p = .998) orwillingness to payk < 1,p = .4M).

General Liking of Jellybeans and Dietary Restrictions

Attheend ofthestudy we assessed how much they 1|iked
general, how much do you like eating jellybeans?nbt=at all 7 =very much and whether
they had any dietary restrictiogsin Do you have dietary restrictio
would not eat an yyesj2eno)l Rirdi, enaxpest@dly,;the general liking of
jellybeans differed marginallgetweenconditions (2, 211) = 2.7p,= .068).As this measure
was administered after the manipulation, we could not rule out thas iinflaenced by it and
therefore did not use &s a covariatéSecond, 17 participants (7.9%) reported having dietary
restrictions. Thergvas no difference in the number of participawith dietary restriction
between conditiond«< 1,p = .278). Remomg those participants did not change our
conclusion, except for thdifference in predicted consumption amobatween the control and

oneplate conditionsAfter removing those with dietary restrictior@&mpared to the control
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condition, adding unattrége jellybeanson the same plate only directionatBduced
par t i @redicted dorsumption amouontroi= 30.6, SD = 16.,M1-plate= 26.0 SD = 17.7,
F(1, 193) = 2.26p = .134) which actually made the-dlate condition more similar to the 2

plates condition, further suggesting that the physical separation did not matter.
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WEB APPENDIX F. SUPPLEMENTAL STUDY 1

Adaptation to the presence of unattractive items

The purpose of this study was to rule out an alternative explanation that participants may
have ada@dto the presence of unattractive iteatthoughthey failed to anticipate this process.
Just as popleget used to unpleasant smells or ambient squoadticipants may have adapted to
having the unattractive items over time or simply learned to tunedhéniuring the actual
consumption period, although they did not foresee it. Accordingly, it may be argued that it is not
the piecemeal processing that makes consumers unaffected by the contéxt firesence of
theadditionalunattractive items) butitherther adaptation tahoseunattractive items. Given
that peopleften fail to anticipatadaptation (e.g., Wang, Novemsky, and Dhar, 2009),
participants could have overestimated the negative impact that unattractive items would have on
their consumpbn experience.

To test this possibility, we rearranged the icons in the grid every time the participants
viewedan image This was meartb disrupttheadaptation processcontinuous changes in the
location of the unattractive images would make thegmee of the unattractive items more
salient and make it harder to tune them out. If the unexpected adaptatosirsgthe lack of
effect of the unattractive items, thezarranginghose items shoulithcrease their effect
However, ifp e 0 p | e 6 scusoa tha iraiwiduél items they are consuming is causing the
lack of effect, then rearranging the unattractive images should not increase their Aspaath,
we predicted that participants would consumseémilar number of images, regardless of the
addition of unattractive items arttie rearrangemeioff thoseitems.

Method
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Participants We recruited 24151% maleMage= 37.7) Mturk participants to complete
the study in exchange for monetary compensafigmreregistered, those who disliked cute
animal images (n = 2), liked roach images (n = 31), engaged in other tasks during the experience
(n = 13),or did not pass the attentionatk (n = 19) were removed, leaving us with 184 data
points.

Design and Procedur&Ve randomly assigned participants to one of three between
subjects conditions: control, added/rearrangement, or addegdnmangemenParticipants were
first informed thatve had two different databases of images (i.e., cute animals and roaches), and,
during the experiment, they would view images from a set of images randomly created from
these databases. Participants in the control condition received a set of 60 intagesaonimals,
whereas those in the other two conditions received 10 images of roaches in addition to the same
60 images of cute animals. In the addeeemrrangement condition, the image icons were
presented in a grid with the last row containing the maegns (consistent with study 2).
However, in the added/rearrangement condition, the image icons were rearranged every time
they viewed an image and returned to the main pagethatyrid. Thus, the icons for the roach
images were placed at a differentdtion within the grid each time participahtdto select an
image to view, making these unattractive icons more salient.

During the main experience part, all participants viewed as many images as they wanted
for four minutes, and we recorded the numtfieimages each participant viewed. After the
viewing experience, they indicated how much they enjoyed viewing the cute animal images (1 =
not at all enjoyable7 =very enjoyable We also measured whether they would have viewed
more or fewer images ihey were assigned to the other set (counterfactual consumption) and

whether they would have enjoyed the experience more in that case (counterfactual enjoyment).
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Finally, we asked to what extent they noticed the cockroach icons every time they retuheed to t
page with the full grid of icons (1 rot at all 7 =very much and how easy it was to ignore the

roach icons (1 sot at all 7 =very much.

Results and Discussions

Consumption Amoun€onsistent with our narrow processing accows found no
differencebetweenconditionsin the number of images viewéH < 1,p = .489,seetable S3).
First, replicating the previous findinthe number of images viewed did not decrease when roach
images were added to the seaifixed locationMcontroi= 280, SD = 120 VS. Madded/neearrangement

=25.7,SD =2.3;F (1, 17§ = 1.3Q p = .256). Moreover, the number of images viewed also did

notdecrease when the images were continuously rearrdWge@drearrangemem 27.5, SD = 90
VS. Mcontrol= 28.0, SD = 120; F < 1,p = .789). The contrast between the two unattractive
conditionswasalso not significan(Maddedno-rearrangement 25.7, SD = 2.3VS. Madded/rearrangemer
275,SD=90; F< 1,p=.382.

Enjoyment (Hedonic Assimilation)Likewise, wefound no significant difference
betweerconditionsin actual enjoyment of viewing the cute animal images 1,p = .85)).
Adding theroach images did not decrease how much participants enjoyed viewing the cute
animals regardless of whether the roach images were presented in the same (Mo
6.1, SD = 1.2vS. Maddedmerearrangemene 6.0,SD = 13; F < 1,p = .649)or continuously rearranged
(Madded/rearrangemed® 6.0, SD = 1.8S. Mcontroi= 6.1, SD = 1.2F < 1, p = .599) Whether the
unattractive images were rearranged did not affect enjoyment of the attractive (fagkp

= .943)
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In sum, di srupting participantcomnuauslyapt ati on t
rearranging therdid not affect actual consumptiorr enjoyment This suggests that the lack of
an effect of the unattractive images was not primarily driven by an adaptation process.
Counterfactual Consumption and Enjoyméfie also replicatedur previous finding on
counterfactual consumption and enjoyment: algiothe addition did not reduce the number of
images viewed nor enjoyment of the cute animal images, participavesthelesbelieved that
it negatively affectboth theonesamplett est comparing the response
pointwas significahin each conditionpé < .015). This was the case regardless of whether the
image icons were rearranged or not (sdxde S3 for details).

TABLE S.3. RESULTS OF SUPPLEMENTAL STUDY

Conditions
Added/ Added/ F-value
Control
Rearrangement No-rearrangement
Number of Images 28.0 (12.0) 27.5(9.0) 25.7 (12.3) 0.72
Viewed . . 5 (9. . . .
Enjoyment of Viewing
Cute Images 6.1(1.2) 6.0 (1.3) 6.0 (1.3) 0.16
goumerfa?t”a' -1.50** (1.9)  0.51* (1.6) 0.95%* (1.57) 35.94%+
onsumption

Counterfactual “1.45%* (1.6)  0.98** (1.68) 1.30%* (1.68) 46,99+
Enjoyment

NOTE. i Standard deviations are in parentheses; For counterfactual consumption and counterfactual
enjoyment measures, significant deviations from the mid-point (=0) are indicated, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p
<.001.

Salience of Roach Imagdsastly, we tested whether there was a difference between the
arrangement and rarrangement conditions in how much participants noticed the roach icons.
Participants reported noticing th@ach iconsslightly more when the image icons were
rearrangegdbutthis difference was not reliab(&addedrrearrangemert 5.5, SD = 1.%S. Madded/ne

rearrangemer® 5.2, SD = 1.7F(1, 122) = 1.33p = .251).Unexpectedlythose in the rearrangement
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condition indicated that it was easier to ignore the roach imageshibssin the no
rearrangement COI"IditiOlM(added/rearrangemeﬁ 4.7, SD = 2.1 vMaddedmneearrangemere 3.9, SD = 1.9;
F(1, 121) = 5.41p = .022,— = .043) We speculate that this seffported ease may reflect that

they had to moractively ignore the roaches and were successful in doing so.
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WEB APPENDIX G. SUPPLEMENTAL STUDY 2

Replication of study2 with print advertisements

The goal of this study was to replicate the effect of adding unattractive images on
C onsumer s Onpredchossumtipldss extremmpleasant images. Instead of adding

roach images, we used images of print advertisements.

Method
Participants. A total of 216undergraduate students (53% femagge= 19.9)
participated in this study in exchange for course crédithis study was not preregistered w
only excludel those who did not pass the attention check (n = 16), after which we were left with
200 observations.
Design and Procedurd@his study used a-2ell (control vs.unattractive items added)
within-subject design. Participants were informed that they would receive a set of images and
they could view as many as they wanted for three minutes. We informedithieme hadtwo
image databses (i.e., a database of cute animal images and one of print advertisements) and that
the computer would randomly compile a set of images from these two databases. Participants
saw three examples from each database (see figg)rar®l indicated on a-@oint scale whether
viewing the images from each database would be a positive or negative experigniteH o w
pl easant or unpleasant woul d-3¥verylnpleatapd=vi ew i m
neither pleasant nor unpleasa@ =very pleasart Next, participants were told they would
receive one of two sets of images: both sets consisted of the same 50 cute animal images, but one

set also included 10 print advertisements. We presented a screenshot of 50 or 60 icons arranged
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in a grid from whichthey could click on each icon and view a corresponding image. Participants
were explicitly informed that each icon corresponded to a different image.

After the instructions, we first asked them to imagine receiving a set of 50 cute animal
images.They irdicated how happy they would be if they would receive this image set to view as
they would like (1 =ot at all happy7 =very happy and how many of these images they
thought they would view during the next three minutes (epeted). Next, we asked theém
imagine receiving the other set that included an additional 10 images of print advertisements
instead (i.e., a set of 50 cute animal images and 10 print advertisements). They then answered the
same two questions for this set. Next, we asked them taiexmpw they made their earlier
prediction® why they thought they would view more or fewer from the set if they also received
10 images of print advertisements in addition to the 50 images of cute animalshdiney
indicated how the addition of the priadvertisements would affect their enjoyment of viewing
the cute animal images (belief about hedonic assimilafonmake it much less enjoyab@=
no change4 =make it much more enjoyabléastly, as a comprehension check, we asked
whether theyuher st ood the instructions correctly (AP
stat ement slwoulsl betablast@view as@nany of the images as |,vitant would

need to view alltheimageand2=4 donodot ).r emember

Results and Discussion

Replicating the resustof study?2, participants predicted that they received print ads in
addition to the cute animal pictures, theguld be less happy to receive the imagdreeh
which they couldr/iew as many as they watt(Mcontrol= 6.0, SD = 1.3 vaM added= 4.5, SD =

1.5;F (1, 199) = 245.49 < .001,— = .552) andvould view fewer images overalM control =
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34.3, SD = 17.7 V8Vl added= 32.9, SD = 19.9(1, 199) = 3.97p = .048,— =.02).Theyalso
believed thatadding theprint ads would reduce their enjoyment of viewing the other cute animal
images M =-1.2, SD = 1.7; compared tbe mid-point t(199) =-9.95,p < .001,d = .70).

FIGURE S2. EXAMPLE OFA CUTE ANIMAL IMAGE AND A PRINT ADVERTISEMENT

For exploratory purposes, we ran the same analyses after removing those who disliked
the cute animal images (n = 3), those who liked print advertisements (n = 6) and those who failed
the attention check (n = 16). This left us with 192 resporigesconclwsions did not change.
Participants predicted that having additional print advertisement images would negatively affect
how happy they would be to receive the image Mekbfio= 6.1, SD = 1.3 VM added= 4.5, SD
=1.4;F (1, 191) = 246.2% < .001,— = .563) andwould reduce the number of images they
would view M controi= 34.8, SD = 17.5 V8l addes= 33.2, SD = 19.78(1, 191) = 4.42p = .037,

— =.023).





























































































