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A B S T R A C T   

In negotiations, first offers serve as potent anchors. After receiving a first offer, although people clearly have a 
choice about what amount to counteroffer, they often fail to adjust away from the first offer. We identify a simple 
nudge, a reminder that people have a choice, that can reduce the anchoring bias. We argue that a choice nudge 
leads people to think of more potential counteroffers that they can make, which reduces the extent to which they 
are anchored to the first offer. Seven studies conducted with US residents recruited from online research plat-
forms tested this hypothesis. We found that merely reminding buyers that they have a choice led them to anchor 
away from sellers' first offers in a painting buying task (Studies 1 and 2) and a used car negotiation (Study 3). A 
choice reminder nudged people to consider more counteroffers (Study 4a) and asking people to consider more 
counteroffers reduced the anchoring bias (Study 4b). Consistent with the idea that thinking of counteroffers 
requires cognitive resources, we found that the effect of a choice nudge is attenuated under high cognitive load 
(Study 5). Study 6 ruled out an alternative motivational account for the choice nudge effect. This research 
contributes to the choice mindset literature by showing that highlighting the semantic concept of choice can help 
correct a pervasive decision-making bias, and to the anchoring literature by showing that thinking of more 
counteroffers can reduce the anchoring bias, at least in contexts in which the direction of adjustment from the 
anchor is known.   

The concept of choice is pervasive in our everyday lives (Schwartz, 
2000, 2004). Extensive research in psychology, behavioral economics, 
and marketing has examined how the freedom to choose influences 
people's motivation and overall well-being (e.g., Patall, Cooper, & 
Robinson, 2008; Schwartz & Cheek, 2017). Researchers studying choice 
have largely assumed that choice is an objective state of the world—-
people either have multiple options to choose from, or they lack both 
options and freedom to choose. However, recent research suggests that 
choice could also be a subjective perception—sometimes, even when 
people don't have many options to choose from, they believe that they 
have a choice, whereas on other occasions, even when people have 
multiple options available, they don't realize that they have a choice 
(Savani, Markus, Naidu, Kumar, & Berlia, 2010). Accordingly, recent 
research has proposed that choice can also be a mindset, “a state of mind 
in which people perceive their own and others' actions through a lens of 
choice” (Ma, Yang, & Savani, 2019, p. 2). We argue that if choice is 

indeed a subjective state, could merely reminding people that they have 
a choice influence their subsequent decisions? In the current research, 
we examine this question in the context of anchoring. Specifically, we 
ask whether mere reminders of choice can reduce the anchoring bias. 

1. The anchoring bias 

The anchoring bias refers to people's tendency to base their judg-
ments on numbers that happen to be salient at the time of the judgment. 
In the original demonstration of this bias, participants first spun a wheel 
of fortune, which landed on either 10 or 65, and then estimated the 
percentage of African countries in the United Nations (Tversky & Kah-
neman, 1974). The researchers found that participants' responses were 
biased toward the numbers randomly generated on the wheel of fortune; 
the median estimate for participants who received an anchor of 10 was 
25%, whereas the median estimate for those who received an anchor of 
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65 was 45%. Since this compelling demonstration, the anchoring bias 
has been documented in numerous real-world contexts, including con-
sumer spending (Critcher & Gilovich, 2007), real estate prices (Buc-
chianeri & Minson, 2013), and credit card payments (McHugh & 
Ranyard, 2016). 

Multiple explanations have been proposed to explain the process 
underlying anchoring effects. One explanation is that people first make a 
judgment about whether the value to be estimated is above or below the 
anchor, but then fail to sufficiently adjust their estimate from the anchor 
(Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). This explanation has been particularly 
useful to explain anchoring effects in paradigms in which people are 
aware of the direction in which they need to adjust their response from 
the anchor. To illustrate, if people are asked to guess the year George 
Washington was elected president, a logical anchor would be 1776, the 
year the US gained independence. Participants would likely assume that 
the president was elected a few years later, so they would come up with a 
response by adjusting a few years after 1776. Recent research has 
documented that people fail to sufficiently adjust their estimate from the 
anchor because they do not put in enough cognitive effort in the 
adjustment process—when people were incentivized to think through 
and revise their estimate, the anchoring bias was reduced (Simmons, 
LeBoeuf, & Nelson, 2010). 

Other research has also provided evidence for the insufficient 
adjustment argument. Specifically, when people know the direction in 
which their response should be adjusted from the anchor, factors that 
could influence their motivation or ability to thoroughly engage in the 
adjustment process influence their extent of anchoring. For example, 
making people angry motivates them to engage in the adjustment pro-
cess with enhanced vigor, which reduces anchoring (Inbar & Gilovich, 
2011). Moreover, reducing the availability of cognitive resources, which 
interferes with people's ability to come up with different estimates, in-
creases the anchoring bias (Epley & Gilovich, 2006; Inbar & Gilovich, 
2011; Kruglanski & Freund, 1983). In a similar vein, people are more 
likely to anchor to salient numbers when solving math problems if they 
are under time pressure (Smith & Windschitl, 2011). 

Another explanation of the anchoring bias is the selective accessi-
bility of information related to the anchor. This explanation is particu-
larly relevant to the standard paradigm in which anchors are either 
randomly selected or provided by the experimenter and people are not 
aware of the direction in which they need to adjust their response from 
the anchor. In such paradigms, people are first asked to judge whether 
the true value is above or below the anchor, and then asked to make an 
estimate. Continuing with the African Nations example, before 
providing their final estimate, some participants were first asked if the 
percentage of African nations in the UN was below or above 10, whereas 
others were asked if it was above or below 65. This comparative 
assessment increases the accessibility of information activated in 
memory by the anchor (Mussweiler & Strack, 1999). For example, 
people exposed to the anchor of 10 might be more likely to recall in-
formation consistent with the idea that there are only a few countries in 
Africa (e.g., “Africa has a few big countries, such as Nigeria, Ethiopia, 
Egypt, Kenya, Sudan and South Africa”). In contrast, those exposed to 
the anchor of 65 might be more likely to recall information consistent 
with the idea that Africa has a lot of countries (e.g., “the map of western 
Africa appears very fragmented”). As accessibility effects are automatic, 
this research predicts that factors that can impact people's motivation or 
ability to adjust, such as time pressure and cognitive load, do not in-
fluence the extent of anchoring in situations in which they are not aware 
of the direction in which they need to adjust from the anchor (Muss-
weiler & Strack, 1999, 2000). 

Researchers have also provided an attitudinal explanation of the 
anchoring effect in standard paradigms in which the anchors are 
randomly generated, and thus, it is not clear whether the true value lies 
above or below the anchor (Blankenship, Wegener, Petty, Detweiler- 
Bedell, & Macy, 2008; see also Wegener, Petty, Blankenship, & 
Detweiler-Bedell, 2010). Blankenship, Wegener, Petty, Detweiler-Bedell 

and Macy (2008) exposed all participants to varying background in-
formation before the anchoring task, and then assigned them to either a 
high or a low cognitive load condition. They found that under low 
cognitive load, participants' estimates were not only influenced by 
randomly generated numerical anchors but also by background infor-
mation that was made accessible before the anchoring task. However, in 
the high cognitive load condition, the anchoring effect was primarily 
influenced by the salient anchors, not by the background information. 
Importantly, the anchoring effect persisted longer in low cognitive load 
condition than in the high load condition. Thus, consistent with the 
selective accessibility account, this attitudinal account of anchoring 
suggests that people use relevant information that is accessible at the 
time of judgment. However, drawing on attitude theories, this account 
suggests that people can more effectively access relevant information 
when they have the mental capacity to do so. 

In the current research, we focus on an important real-life con-
text—the amount people are willing to pay in scenarios where there is 
room to bargain. Unlike in research studying anchoring effects using the 
standard paradigm, in such bargaining scenarios, the anchors are not 
randomly generated and the direction in which people need to adjust 
from the anchor is obvious (e.g., buyers know that they need to adjust 
the price downwards). Thus, in the current research, drawing upon the 
insufficient adjustment explanation, we expect that the extent to which 
people are anchored to the asking price should be reduced when people 
are exposed to a nudge that can encourage them to more thoroughly 
think through the adjustment process. 

2. Choice mindset and anchoring bias 

A choice involves selecting one or more options from a larger set of 
available alternatives. For some choices, one option is clearly superior to 
the other options; thus, people can relatively quickly make such choices 
without much deliberation. However, in most choice contexts, decision- 
makers are likely to face alternatives that involve tradeoffs (e.g., the 
better-quality product is also more expensive, whereas the cheaper 
product is of lower quality; Dhar & Gorlin, 2013). When making such 
choices, people first carefully examine the options, focus their attention 
on options within the final consideration set, and then choose the option 
they find the most attractive (Bettman, Johnson, & Payne, 1990; McNeill 
& Wyeth, 2011). Consistent with this idea, an eye-tracking study found 
that when participants were making choices, they spent most of their 
time processing selected options more thoroughly before making their 
final selection (Russo & Leclerc, 1994). 

Recent research has found that in addition to being a behavioral act, 
choice is also a psychological state of mind. Even when people's objec-
tive choices are held constant, there is variation in how many choices 
people perceive as having and making (Savani et al., 2010). Even in the 
absence of making an actual choice, when the semantic concept of 
choice is activated, people view their own and others' behaviors through 
the lens of choice (Savani & Rattan, 2012; Savani, Stephens, & Markus, 
2011). When a choice mindset is activated, people believe that they 
themselves and others have multiple options available (Ma et al., 2019; 
Nanakdewa, Madan, Savani, & Markus, 2021; Wang & Savani, 2022). 
Moreover, a choice mindset enhances analytic thinking (Savani, Ste-
phens, & Markus, 2017), which in turn nudges people to think through 
their decisions more thoroughly; in particular, analytic thinking has 
been found to weaken framing effects (Kokis, Macpherson, Toplak, 
West, & Stanovich, 2002; McElroy & Seta, 2003). Drawing upon a 
synthesis of this research, we argue that in a bargaining context, a choice 
mindset should lead people to consider multiple options about how they 
can respond to a first offer. In other words, a choice mindset should 
make people consider more potential counteroffers that they can make, 
which should help them adjust their counteroffer further away from the 
first offer (i.e., the anchor). 

Thinking of more potential estimates or counteroffers requires 
cognitive resources as people need to mentally scan the feasible option 
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space (Hammond, Keeney, & Raiffa, 2015). Therefore, we further pro-
pose that as people need cognitive resources to thoroughly think about 
the potential options that they have, the effect of a choice mindset on 
anchoring would be attenuated when people are under cognitive load. In 
contrast, if the effect of a choice mindset on anchoring occurs due to 
non-cognitive factors, such as increased self-relevance of the decision, 
then this effect should not be affected by cognitive load. Thus, manip-
ulating cognitive load helps us test whether a choice nudge influences 
anchoring through a cognitive process. 

By documenting these effects, the current research seeks to make 
three important contributions. First, anchoring has been shown to be 
pervasive even in high-stakes decisions. If a simple choice nudge can 
reduce the anchoring bias, it could significantly improve the quality of 
people's decisions. Second, although extensive research has investigated 
how giving people multiple options to choose from influences their 
motivation and well-being (Patall et al., 2008), the current research 
would be among the first to examine how mere reminders of choice 
influence people's judgments and decision-making. Third, the current 
research is the first to document that a choice nudge can make people 
think of more estimates, and that thinking of more estimates reduces the 
anchoring bias. These findings contribute to both the choice mindset and 
anchoring literatures. 

3. Overview of studies 

We tested our hypothesis across seven studies. Study 1 used a 
between-participants design to assess whether a choice nudge reduces 
anchoring to first offers in a paintings purchase task. Study 2 sought to 
provide a pre-registered replication using a within-participant design. 
Study 3 was designed to provide yet another pre-registered replication 
using a used car bargaining scenario. Using an experimental causal 
chain design (Spencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005), Studies 4a and 4b tested 
whether a choice nudge leads people to consider more counteroffers 
when thinking of what offer to make in a paintings purchase task, and 
whether thinking of more counteroffers reduces the extent of anchoring 
to first offers. Study 5 examines whether the effect of a choice nudge 
would be attenuated when participants' cognitive resources were con-
strained. Finally, Study 6 examined an alternative motivational account, 
which suggests that a choice nudge could increase the importance of the 
task or increase people's motivation to engage with the task. 

In all experiments, we report all experimental conditions, measures, 
and participants. Sample size was determined before any data analysis. 
We report all numbers with two significant digits after the decimal point. 
The questionnaires, data, and analysis code are available on https://osf. 
io/rmkp6/. The hypotheses, sample size, methods, and analysis plan of 
Studies 2, 3, 4a, 4b, 5 and 6 were pre-registered. As the data quality from 
Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) participants often decreases in 
quality if we seek a large number of participants at once, we sought 
Mturk participants in batches of 200; however, data were analyzed only 
after all batches were run. We restricted our sample to participants 
residing in the US with an approval rating of 97% and with at least 100 
complete HITs. Across all studies, we only retailed responses with a 
value of "1" under the "Finished" column in the raw data file downloaded 
from QualtricsTM. We deleted responses that reflected the research 
team's attempts to test the survey before analyzing the data. 

4. Study 1 

This study tested whether a choice nudge can encourage buyers to 
make offers that are further away from the seller's offer. 

4.1. Method 

Participants. Based on recent research, we expected an effect size of 
Cohen's d = 0.30 (the average effect size in Studies 1, 2, 3, and 5 in Ma 
et al., 2019). We sought 400 US residents on Mturk, which would give us 

approximately 85% power to detect an effect of Cohen's d = 0.30 with α 
= 0.05 (two-tailed). In response, we obtained 385 complete responses. 
Eleven responses that bypassed a duplicate IP address filter built into the 
survey program were discarded because they could represent multiple 
responses from the same individuals. The final sample consisted of 374 
participants (202 women, 156 men, 2 others, 14 missing responses; 
mean age 37.60 years, SD = 11.36). Participants were randomly 
assigned to either the choice condition or the control condition. The 
final sample size had 80% power to detect an effect size of d = 0.29 with 
α = 0.05 (two-tailed). 

Procedure. Participants were asked to imagine that they wanted to 
buy some paintings and had come to know of a street fair where painters 
sell their paintings. They were further informed: “You know that there is 
room for negotiation at the street fair.” Thereafter, participants were 
shown 12 paintings, each with a quoted price that ranged from $100 to 
$200 in $10 increments. The order of the 12 paintings was fixed. In the 
control condition, participants were told, “The quoted price for this 
painting is $__. If you wanted to buy this painting, what amount would 
you offer (in dollars) for this painting?” In the choice condition, we 
added the following line immediately after the quoted price: “You can 
choose to offer any amount that you want for this painting. It's your 
choice!” Participants across conditions were only allowed to respond 
with a counteroffer between $0 and the quoted price. 

4.2. Results 

As the range of participants' counteroffers varied across trials based 
on the quoted price of the painting, for each trial, we converted par-
ticipants' dollar values into ranks. This procedure puts the dependent 
variable on the same scale across different trials. Higher counteroffers 
received bigger ranks. Note that lower ranks indicate that participants' 
counteroffers were further away from the quoted price. See Table S1 in 
the Supplementary Materials for descriptive statistics for each trial. We 
averaged the rank of participants' counteroffers across all 12 trials, and 
found that participants in the choice condition made lower counterof-
fers, M = 172.56, 95% CI [158.91, 186.21], SD = 92.31, than those in 
the control condition, M = 201.07, 95% CI [189.91, 212.22], SD =
79.20, t(372) = 3.21, p = .001, Cohen's d = 0.33. 

Thus, Study 1 found that in a buying task, asking participants to 
think about their choices when making counteroffers helped them move 
further away from the first offers in a negotiation task. 

5. Study 2 

The goal of this study was to provide a conceptual replication of 
Study 1. To increase our statistical power, we used a mixed within- 
between design in this and all subsequent experiments (Gelman, 2018). 

5.1. Method 

The methods and analyses for this study were pre-registered 
(https://osf.io/wavs8). 

Power analysis. This and all subsequent studies used a within- 
participant design, and the data were analyzed using a hierarchical 
linear model (HLM; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). We conducted power 
analysis for a within-participant t-test assuming d = 0.33 (from Study 1), 
alpha = 0.05 (one-tailed), and power = 80%, which indicated that we 
need to recruit 59 participants. However, as the effect size obtained in a 
within-participant design might be lower than in Study 1's between- 
participant design, we decided to recruit 400 participants. 

Participants. We pre-registered a sample size of 400. A survey 
seeking 400 US residents on Mturk elicited 451 complete responses. Six 
responses that bypassed a duplicate IP address filter built into the survey 
program were discarded because they could represent multiple re-
sponses from the same individuals. The final sample consisted of 445 
participants (220 women, 180 men, 45 missing responses; mean age 
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38.17 years, SD = 11.89). The final sample size had 80% power to detect 
an effect size of dz = 0.13 with α = 0.05 (two-tailed). 

Procedure. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two 
conditions. In one condition, the first six trials were in the control 
condition and the last six in the choice condition, and vice-versa in the 
other condition. Thus, the choice nudge was manipulated within- 
participants across trials and between-participants for a given trial. 
We used the same paintings negotiation task as in Study 1. The order of 
the 12 paintings was fixed for all participants. 

5.2. Results 

We pre-registered the data analysis procedure. For each trial, we first 
converted participants' dollar values into ranks. Higher counteroffers 
received bigger ranks, and lower ranks indicate that participants' 
counteroffers were further away from the quoted price. As per the pre- 
registered analysis plan, we analyzed the data using a hierarchical 
linear model (HLM; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002), treating the 12 trials as 
nested within participants. The rank of participants' counteroffer was 
the dependent variable, and experimental condition (control = 0, 
choice = 1) and the quoted price were the predictors. The slope of the 
experimental condition was allowed to vary across participants 
randomly, and the between-participants covariance between the inter-
cept and the slope was estimated (i.e., we ran a random slopes model). 
See Table S2 in the Supplementary Materials for descriptive statistics for 
each trial, and Table S3 in the Supplementary Materials for the variance 
parameters from the HLM. 

The effect of the quoted price was non-significant, b = 0.0023, 95% 
CI [− 0.073, 0.068], SE = 0.036, z = 0.06, p = .949. Importantly, there 
was a significant effect of the experimental condition, b = − 5.80, 95% CI 
[− 10.78, − 0.83], SE = 2.54, z = 2.30, p = .011 (one-tailed, given the 
pre-registered directional hypothesis; p = .022, two-tailed). The nega-
tive sign of the coefficient indicates participants counteroffered with 
smaller amounts in the choice condition than in the control condition, 
and thus, the size of the anchoring effect was significantly smaller in the 
choice condition than in the control condition. 

In additional analyses, we tested whether the effect of the experi-
mental manipulation varied across the two between-participant condi-
tions (some saw the choice condition first and others saw the choice 
condition second); however, there was no interaction between the 
within-participant variable (choice vs. control) and the between- 
participant variable (order of the two conditions), p = .97. Addition-
ally, there was no interaction between the within-participant variable 
(choice vs. control) and participants' gender, p = .85. 

Thus, Study 2 conceptually replicated the findings of Study 1 using a 
within-participants design. Once again, nudging people to think about 
their choices helped them make counteroffers that were further away 
from the first offers in a negotiation task. 

6. Study 3 

A goal of Study 3 was to conceptually replicate the finding of Study 2 
using a different buying scenario. Specifically, we simulated a used car 
buying decision. In the US, buyers typically make their own counterof-
fers when purchasing both new cars and used cars, thus making this an 
important context to examine. Further, in Studies 1 and 2, we used only 
round numbers as first offers (i.e., the last digit of the first offer was 
always zero. Research suggests that precise offers lead people to anchor 
more to first offers than round offers (Loschelder, Stuppi, & Trötschel, 
2014; Mason, Lee, Wiley, & Ames, 2013). Therefore, in this study, we 
tested whether our finding replicates when we use precise numbers as 
first offers. 

6.1. Method 

The methods and analyses for this study were pre-registered 

(https://osf.io/k2c3t). 
Participants. We pre-registered a larger sample size of 600 for this 

study. A survey seeking 600 US residents on Mturk elicited 857 complete 
responses. We seem to have obtained 257 additional responses because 
we were piloting an unrelated survey after the current study, and a large 
number of participants quit the survey after completing the current 
study but before completing the pilot survey. Twelve responses that 
bypassed a duplicate IP address filter built into the survey program were 
discarded because they could represent multiple responses from the 
same individuals. The final sample consisted of 845 participants (309 
women, 281 men, 1 others, 254 missing responses; mean age 36.91 
years, SD = 11.11). The final sample size had 80% power to detect an 
effect size of dz = 0.10 with α = 0.05 (two-tailed). As in Study 2, we 
employed a mixed within-between design in this study. 

Procedure. Participants were asked to imagine they were on the 
market to buy a used car and subsequently viewed various used cars on 
offer by a dealer. They were further informed: “Note that there is often 
quite some room to negotiate the price of used cars with dealers.” 
Thereafter, participants were presented with 6 cars, one on each screen. 
We showed a photograph of each car, information about key attributes, 
and a quoted price, ranging from $15,599 to $19,781. The order of the 
six cars was fixed. For about half the participants, the first three cars 
were in the control condition and the last three in the choice condition, 
and vice-versa for the remaining participants. 

In the control condition, participants were told, “The dealer has 
quoted you a price of $___. If you wanted to buy this car, how much 
would you offer (in dollars) for this car?” In the choice condition, we 
added this line immediately after the quoted price: “You can choose to 
offer any amount that you want for this car. It's your choice!” Partici-
pants were only allowed to respond with a counteroffer between $0 and 
the quoted price. 

6.2. Results 

Following pre-registered exclusion criteria, we excluded the coun-
teroffers that were below $10,000 (5% of total counteroffers), as these 
likely represented non-serious responses. We also excluded 17 offers 
above the quoted price, bypassing the restriction built into the survey. 
For each trial, we converted participants' dollar values into ranks. 
Higher counteroffers received bigger ranks, and lower ranks indicate 
that participants' counteroffers were further away from the quoted price. 
As per the pre-registered analysis plan, we analyzed the data using a 
hierarchical linear model treating the 6 trials as nested within partici-
pants. The rank of participants' counteroffer was the dependent variable, 
and experimental condition (control = 0, choice = 1) and the quoted 
price were the predictors. The slope of the experimental condition was 
allowed to vary across participants randomly, and the between- 
participants covariance between the intercept and the slope was esti-
mated (i.e., we ran a random slopes model). See Table S4 in the Sup-
plementary Materials for descriptive statistics for each trial, and 
Table S5 in the Supplementary Materials for the variance parameters 
from the HLM. 

The effect of the quoted price was non-significant, b = − 0.0018, 95% 
CI [− 0.005, 0.001], SE = 0.001, z = − 1.24, p = .215. Importantly, there 
was a significant effect of the experimental condition, b = − 12.38, 95% 
CI [− 21.31, − 3.45], SE = 4.56, z = − 2.72, p = .003 (one-tailed, given 
the pre-registered directional hypothesis; p = .007, two-tailed). The 
negative sign of the coefficient indicates participants counteroffered 
with smaller amounts in the choice condition than in the control con-
dition, and thus, the size of the anchoring effect was significantly smaller 
in the choice condition than in the control condition. In non- 
preregistered analyses, we tested whether this effect held while 
including all counteroffers below the quoted price without the $10,000 
exclusion, and found that it did: b = − 11.56, 95% CI [− 20.64, − 2.48], 
SE = 4.63, z = 2.49, p = .013. The average effect size across all trials was 
Cohen's d = 0.27 (see Table S1 in Supplementary Materials). 
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Thus, Study 3 conceptually replicated the finding of Study 2 using a 
different negotiation task in which we used precise offers as anchors. 
Once again, merely asking people to think about their choices led to 
counteroffers that were further away from the seller's first offer. 

7. Study 4a 

Our conceptualization suggests that a choice nudge can make people 
think of more counteroffers, which, in turn reduces anchoring. This is 
because a key psychological mechanism underlying the anchoring effect 
is that the anchor dominates people's thoughts (Tversky & Kahneman, 
1974). The more options participants think of, chances are that they will 
think of a wider range of options, thereby weakening the psychological 
predominance of the anchor. We test the first part of our causal chain in 
this study—impact of choice nudge on the number of different offers 
people consider in a bargaining context. 

7.1. Method 

The methods and analyses for this study were pre-registered 
(https://osf.io/4r9yu). 

Participants. We pre-registered a sample size of 216 for this study. A 
survey seeking 216 US residents on Prolific Oxford elicited 218 complete 
responses. Eight responses that bypassed a duplicate IP address filter 
built into the survey program were discarded because they could 
represent multiple responses from the same individuals. The final sam-
ple consisted of 210 participants (107 women, 101 men, 2 missing re-
sponses, mean age 42.99 years). The final sample size had 80% power to 
detect an effect size of dz = 0.17 with α = 0.05 (one-tailed). This study 
employed a between-subjects design with choice reminder as the 
manipulated factor. 

Procedure. As in Study 3, participants were asked to imagine that 
they wanted to buy some paintings and had come to know of a street fair 
where painters sell their paintings. Thereafter, participants were shown 
12 paintings, each with a quoted price that ranged from $100 to $200 in 
$10 increments. The order of the 12 paintings was fixed. In the control 
condition, participants were told, “The quoted price for this painting is 
$__. Imagine you are interested to buy this painting and are thinking of 
what offer to make. What are the different offers you think you can make 
for this painting.” Participants were then asked to write down all the 
potential offers that came to their mind, one in each line; there were ten 
separate lines. In the choice condition, we added the following line 
immediately after the quoted price: “You can choose to offer any amount 
that you want for this painting. It's your choice!” 

7.2. Results 

We computed the number of numeric offers that participants 
generated in each trial (while ignoring any text entries). We analyzed 
the data in a long format with trials nested within participants. We ran a 
similar HLM as in Studies 2 and 3. The number of counteroffer options 
generated was the dependent variable, and experimental condition 
(control = 0, choice = 1) was the predictor. See Table S6 in the Sup-
plementary Materials for descriptive statistics for each trial, and 
Table S7 in the Supplementary Materials for the variance parameters 
from the HLM. There was a significant effect of the experimental con-
dition, b = 0.17, 95% CI [0.06, 0.27], SE = 0.53, z = 3.17, p = .001 (one- 
tailed, given the pre-registered directional hypothesis; p = .002, two- 
tailed). The positive sign of the coefficient indicates that participants 
generated more counteroffer options in the choice condition than in the 
control condition. 

In additional non-preregistered analyses, for each painting, we 
computed the range of the counteroffers that participants generated 
(while only including valid counteroffers that were equal to or below the 
quoted price). A parallel HLM to the one reported above found that the 
counteroffer range was non-significantly wider in the choice condition 

than in the control condition, b = 1.24, 95% CI [− 0.31, 2.79], SE = 0.79, 
z = 1.56, p = .059 (one-tailed; p = .118, two-tailed). 

Study 4a provides support for our conceptualization that a choice 
nudge makes people think of more counteroffer options upon being 
faced with a first offer. When a choice reminder was made salient, 
participants thought of more offers that they could make, compared 
with when the choice reminder was missing. 

8. Study 4b 

Findings from Study 4a support our hypothesis that a choice nudge 
can make people think of more offers. In this study, we examine whether 
thinking of a higher number of offers can reduce anchoring. We further 
test whether participants in the more counteroffers condition generated 
a wider range of options than those in the fewer counteroffers condition, 
and whether this difference explains lower anchoring in the more 
counteroffers condition. 

8.1. Method 

The methods and analyses for this study were pre-registered 
(https://osf.io/8vkbf). 

Participants. We pre-registered a sample size of 200 for this study. A 
survey seeking 200 US residents on Prolific Oxford elicited 201 complete 
responses (101 women, 96 men, 3 missing responses, mean age 42.72). 
The final sample size had 80% power to detect an effect size of dz = 0.20 
with α = 0.05 (two-tailed). This study employed a between-subjects 
design. 

Procedure. As in Study 4a, participants were asked to imagine that 
they wanted to buy some paintings and had come to know of a street fair 
where painters sell their paintings. Thereafter, participants were shown 
12 paintings, each with a quoted price that ranged from $100 to $200 in 
$10 increments. The order of the 12 paintings was fixed. In the control 
condition, participants were told, “The quoted price for this painting is 
$__. Imagine you are interested to buy this painting and are thinking of 
what offer to make. What are the different offers you think you can make 
for this painting.” Participants were then asked to write down either two 
potential offers or eight potential offers that came to their mind. Sub-
sequently, participants were asked “The quoted price for this painting is 
$__. If you wanted to buy this painting, what amount would you offer (in 
dollars) for this painting?” 

8.2. Results 

As pre-registered, we excluded seven participants who did not 
generate the number of options that they were asked to generate in the 
instructions in two or more trials. The analysis procedure was virtually 
identical to that used in Study 2. The rank of the counteroffer was the 
dependent variable, experimental condition (two counteroffers = 0, 
eight counteroffers = 1) was the predictor, and the quoted price was a 
control variable. See Table S8 in the Supplementary Materials for 
descriptive statistics for each trial, and Table S9 in the Supplementary 
Materials for the variance parameters from the HLM. 

The effect of the quoted price was non-significant, b = 0.0053, 95% 
CI [− 0.041, 0.051], SE = 0.024, z = 0.23, p = .82. Importantly, there 
was a significant effect of the experimental condition, b = − 6.44, 95% CI 
[− 10.51, − 2.37], SE = 2.08, z = 3.10, p = .001 (one-tailed, given the 
pre-registered directional hypothesis; p = .002, two-tailed). The nega-
tive sign of the coefficient indicates participants counteroffered with 
smaller amounts in the “eight counteroffers” condition than in the “two 
counteroffers” condition, and thus, the size of the anchoring effect was 
significantly smaller in the more counteroffers condition. 

In additional non-preregistered analyses, for each painting, we 
computed the range of the options that participants generated (while 
only including valid options that were equal to or below the quoted 
price). A parallel HLM to the one reported above found that as expected, 
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the options range was wider when the quoted price was higher, b = 0.15, 
95% CI [0.13, 0.17], SE = 0.0082, z = 18.32, p < .001. Importantly, 
there was a significant effect of the experimental condition, b = 29.57, 
95% CI [27.44, 31.69], SE = 1.08, z = 27.31, p < .001. The positive sign 
of the coefficient indicates participants generated a wider range of op-
tions in the “eight counteroffers” condition than in the “two counter-
offers” condition. 

In a follow-up HLM model, we used participants final counteroffer 
rank as the outcome variable, and the quoted price, the experimental 
condition, and the options range as predictors. The effect of the quoted 
price was significant, b = 0.064, 95% CI [0.015, 0.113], SE = 0.025, z =
2.57, p = .010. The effect of the options range was also significant, b =
− 0.39, 95% CI [− 0.50, − 0.28], SE = 0.57, z = 6.86, p < .001. The effect 
of experimental condition was now non-significant, b = 5.16, 95% CI 
[− 0.27, 10.35], SE = 2.65, z = 1.95, p = .051, and even flipped in di-
rection. Thus, conceptually, the effect of the number of counteroffers 
condition was mediated by the wider range of counteroffers generated in 
the “eight counteroffers” condition than in the “two counteroffers” 
condition (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 

8.3. Discussion 

Together findings of Studies 4a and 4b show that a choice nudge can 
make people think of more options, as measured by the number of offers 
participants thought of (Experiment 4a) and thinking of more offers can 
reduce anchoring (Study 4b), thereby establishing an experimental 
causal chain. Additionally, there is some evidence that generating more 
counteroffers reduces anchoring because participants generate a wider 
range of offers. In Study 4b, the effect of the number of counteroffers 
manipulation was fully explained by the range of the counteroffers 
generated. 

9. Study 5 

One goal of Study 5 was to provide stronger support for the under-
lying mechanism. Our conceptualization suggests that the choice nudge 
reduces anchoring through a cognitive mechanism—it makes people 
consider more counteroffers (Stephens & Levine, 2011). If this is true, 
then restricting people's cognitive resources, which would be needed to 
think about more counteroffers (Shiv & Fedorikhin, 1999, 2002; 
Wadhwa & Zhang, 2015), should eliminate the effect of a choice nudge. 
A second goal of this study was to examine an alternative possibility 
which suggests that the choice nudge reduces anchoring through a 
self-serving motivational mechanism; that is, it makes people focus on 
their self-interest, which leads them to make more aggressive counter-
offers. If this alternative account is valid, then limiting people's pro-
cessing resources should not affect anchoring, given that a focus on 
“self-interest is automatic, viscerally compelling, and often uncon-
scious” (Moore & Loewenstein, 2004, p. 189). To rule in a cognitive 
mechanism, we used a divided attention paradigm to tax people's pro-
cessing resources in this study (Brandstätter, Lengfelder, & Gollwitzer, 
2001; Brünken, Steinbacher, Plass, & Leutner, 2002). 

9.1. Method 

The methods and analyses for this study were pre-registered 
(https://osf.io/eh5kg). 

Participants. We pre-registered a sample size of 400, which was 
determined by the consistent replicability of our choice nudge paradigm 
in prior studies. A survey seeking 400 participants was posted on the 
student subject pool at a university on the US East Coast. In response, 
359 participants completed the study (125 women, 234 men; mean age 
20.20 years, SD = 1.58). The study design was a 2 (choice nudge: absent 
vs. present, within-participants) X 2 (processing load: absent vs. present, 
between-participants). The final sample size had 80% power to detect an 
effect size of dz = 0.21 of the choice nudge with α = 0.05 (two-tailed) 

within each of the two between-participant conditions, and 80% power 
to detect an effect size of d = 0.30 with α = 0.05 (two-tailed) across the 
two between-participant conditions. 

Procedure. The choice manipulation and the negotiation tasks used 
in this study were identical to those used in Study 2. In the processing 
resources-constrained condition, logos of different brands, including so-
cial media brands, were flashed on the screen while participants were 
engaged in the negotiation task. As companies frequently place adver-
tisements on the right side of the screen (Chae & Hoegg, 2013), we 
flashed logos on the right side of the screen. Logos of 29 brands, 
including 15 social media brands (e.g., Facebook, Twitter) and 14 other 
retail brands (e.g., Target, Macy's), were flashed in random order for two 
seconds each. Participants were asked to count the number of times 
logos of social media brands were flashed. In the instructions preceding 
this task, we provided a list of the 15 social media brands. After logos of 
all 29 brands were displayed once, they kept repeating in random order. 
To mirror real-world experience, the horizontal and vertical locations of 
the logos on the right third of the screen were also randomized. At the 
end of the negotiation task, participants were asked to indicate the 
number of times logos of social media brands were flashed, and to ignore 
the logos from then on. In the processing resources-unconstrained condi-
tion, the right side of the screen was blank. 

Thereafter, given past experience with this subject pool, we admin-
istered an attention check: participants were presented with four 
multiple-choice questions in which they had to identify one of four 
words that was closest in meaning to a target word (adapted from 
Chandler, Rosenzweig, Moss, Robinson, & Litman, 2019). As per pre- 
registered criteria, we excluded 107 participants who failed this atten-
tion check. See Supplementary Materials for additional exploratory 
measures that were included but not pre-registered. 

9.2. Results 

In the pre-registration, we proposed to first examine the 95% CI of 
the residual trial-level variance in each condition and then combine the 
two conditions into an overall model only if the homogeneity of variance 
assumption was valid. However, the 95% confidence interval in each 
condition did not contain the estimate of the other condition (see 
Tables S10a and S10b in the Supplementary Materials), indicating that 
the two conditions have significantly different error variances. Thus, we 
only report results from the HLM models within each of the two pro-
cessing conditions. 

In the processing resources-unconstrained condition, we found a 
nonsignificant effect of the quoted price, b = − 0.034, 95% CI [− 0.13, 
0.067], SE = 0.051, z = 0.66, p = .511. As predicted, the effect of the 
choice condition was significant, b = − 7.96, 95% CI [− 15.05, − 0.87], 
SE = 3.62, z = 2.20, p = .014 (one-tailed, as we pre-registered a direc-
tional hypothesis; p = .028, two-tailed), indicating that participants 
showed lower anchoring in the trials in the choice condition than in the 
trials in the control condition. In the processing resources-constrained 
condition, we found a nonsignificant effect of the quoted price, b =
0.071, 95% CI [− 0.034, 0.18], SE = 0.054, z = 1.32, p = .186. The effect 
of the choice condition was nonsignificant, b = 1.41, 95% CI [− 7.60, 
10.42], SE = 4.60, z = 0.31, p = .759, indicating that participants 
showed similar degrees of anchoring in the trials in both the choice 
condition and the control condition. In particular, the effect of the 
choice nudge disappeared once participants' processing resources were 
constrained. Further, the 95% confidence interval of the beta coefficient 
of the choice nudge in each condition did not contain the beta coefficient 
of the other condition. 

In additional analyses reported in the Supplementary Materials, we 
found that participants' negative mood was similar across the two pro-
cessing resources conditions; however, those in the resources-uncon-
strained condition had a higher positive mood. Including positive mood 
as a covariate in the analysis did not influence the results, and partici-
pants' positive mood was unrelated to their counteroffers in the 
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negotiation task. 

9.3. Discussion 

This experiment provides further evidence for our proposed cogni-
tive mechanism, suggesting that a choice reminder nudges people to 
think more thoroughly about the offers that they can make. Consistent 
with the findings of the previous studies, in the control condition, the 
choice nudge helped people make counteroffers that were further away 
from the first offer. However, when participants were required to count 
logos displayed on the screen while working on the negotiation task, the 
choice nudge had no effect. The findings are consistent with the idea that 
the effect of the choice nudge in the negotiation task runs through a 
cognitive mechanism. An alternative motivational account would sug-
gest that a choice nudge can make people focus on their self-interest, 
which leads people to make lower counteroffers, However, focus on 
self-interest does not require cognitive resources as it is automatic 
(Moore & Loewenstein, 2004, p. 189). Thus, if self-serving motivation 
was driving the effect of a choice nudge on anchoring, then restraining 
cognitive resources should not have reduced anchoring. 

10. Study 6 

Study 6 sought to achieve two goals. First, we tested the motivational 
account more directly by measuring participants' motivation to get a low 
price in the bargaining task. Additionally, we also measured how 
important it was for participants to get a low price on the bargaining 
task. If a choice nudge motivates people to focus on their self-interest, 
participants in the choice condition should report higher motivation to 
get a low price than those in the control condition and should perceive 
the task as more important to them. Second, Study 6 provided a more 
stringent test for our hypothesis. In the previous studies, participants in 
both the control and choice conditions were informed that there is often 
quite some room to negotiate; however, in the choice, we had specif-
ically stated, “You can choose to offer any amount that you want” but 
there were no parallel instructions in the control condition. To address 
this issue, in the current study, we reminded participants in both con-
ditions that they could offer any amount they wanted. 

10.1. Method 

The methods and analyses for this study were pre-registered 
(https://osf.io/8b37z). 

Participants. We pre-registered a sample size of 200. A survey 
seeking 200 US residents on Prolific elicited 200 complete responses, all 
from unique IP addresses (96 women, 100 men, 4 of other gender; mean 
age 44.31 years, SD = 14.62). The final sample size had 80% power to 
detect an effect size of dz = 0.18 with α = 0.05 (one-tailed). 

Procedure. The procedure, using a mixed within-between design, 
was very similar to that of Study 2—participants viewed the same 12 
paintings in a fixed order. There were two major changes. First, to make 
the conditions more parallel, we instructed participants in the control 
condition: “You can offer any amount.” In the choice condition, we 
instructed: “You can choose to offer any amount that you want for this 
painting. It's your choice!” Second, we informed participants that they 
would be going to two different street fairs to look at paintings. For half 
the participants, the first fair was assigned to the control conditions and 
the second fair to the choice condition, and vice-versa for the other half. 
For each fair, after they provided counteroffers to the six paintings, 
participants were asked two questions to measure their motivation to get 
a low price (“How motivated were you to get the lowest price for the 
paintings?” response scale: 0 = not at all motivated to 8 = very motivated, 
and “How much effort did you put in to come up with your counteroffer 
for the paintings?” response scale: 0 = no effort at all to 8 = a lot of effort; 
adapted from Burgmer & Englich, 2013) and two questions to measure 
the importance of the task (“How important was it for you to complete 

the paintings task effectively?” and “To what extent was getting the best 
price for the paintings important for you?” response scale: 0 = not at all 
important to 8 = extremely important; adapted from Fisher, Minbashian, 
Beckmann, & Wood, 2013). 

10.2. Results 

The two motivation items were intercorrelated (αcontrol = 0.70, 
αchoice = 0.69), as were the two importance items (αcontrol = 0.69, αchoice 
= 0.72). The four items combined were also intercorrelated (αcontrol =

0.81, αchoice = 0.83). Mean motivation was similar across the control 
condition, M = 7.33, 95% CI [6.98, 7.68], SD = 2.52, and the choice 
condition, M = 7.45, 95% CI [7.10, 7.79], SD = 2.50, t(199) = 1.11, p =
.27. Mean importance was also similar across the control condition, M =
7.34, 95% CI [7.11, 7.56], SD = 1.60, and the choice condition, M =
7.34, 95% CI [7.12, 7.57], SD = 1.63, t(199) = 0.22, p = .82. The 
average of the motivation and importance items was also similar across 
the control condition, M = 7.33, 95% CI [7.06, 7.60], SD = 1.93, and the 
choice condition, M = 7.40, 95% CI [7.12, 7.67], SD = 1.95, t(199) =
0.99, p = .32. These non-significant differences indicate that partici-
pants' self-reported motivation to obtain a low price and importance of 
the task cannot account for any difference between the choice and 
control conditions in the anchoring effect. 

For the main analysis, we pre-registered an identical data analysis 
procedure as in Study 2. Given the prior experiments and given our pre- 
registered directional hypothesis, we report one-tailed t-tests and 90% 
CI for the hypothesized effect. The effect of the quoted price was non- 
significant, b = 0.00, 95% CI [− 0.044, 0.044], SE = 0.022, z = 0.00, 
p = 1.00. Importantly, there was a significant effect of the experimental 
condition, b = − 2.83, 90% CI [− 5.86, 0.21], SE = 1.55, z = 1.83, p =
.034 (one-tailed, given the pre-registered directional hypothesis; p =
.068, two-tailed). The negative sign of the coefficient indicates partici-
pants counteroffered with smaller amounts in the choice condition than 
in the control condition. See Table S11 in the Supplementary Materials 
for descriptive statistics for each trial, and Table S12 in the Supple-
mentary Materials for the variance parameters from the HLM. 

In three additional models, we added participants' motivation to 
obtain a low price, importance of the task, and the combined 
motivation-importance score as block-level predictors, one at a time. In 
all three models, the effect of the choice nudge was statistically signif-
icant (p = .041, 0.035, and 0.040, respectively, one-tailed), whereas the 
effect of the newly added variable was not (p = .176, 0.125, and 0.111, 
respectively, two-tailed). 

10.3. Discussion 

Study 6 improved upon the previous experiments in two respects. We 
used a tighter comparison between the choice and control conditions by 
informing participants in both conditions that they can offer any amount 
they want. Additionally, we found that participants' motivation to 
obtain a low price and the importance of the task did not vary by con-
dition; nevertheless, participants exhibited lower anchoring in the 
choice condition, as documented in the previous studies. Thus, the 
current study failed to find support for a motivational account. 

11. General discussion 

Seven experiments documented that a simple choice nudge can 
reduce anchoring bias. Study 1 found that when asked to think about 
their choices in a paintings task, participants made offers that were 
further away from the first offer. Study 2 conceptually replicated this 
finding using a within-participant design. Study 3 provided another 
conceptual replication in a different domain—a used car purchase task. 
Studies 4a and 4b provided evidence for the idea that a choice nudge 
makes people consider more counteroffers (Study 4a), and thinking of 
more counteroffers reduces the anchoring bias (Study 4b). Providing 
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further support for the underlying mechanism, Study 5 shows that when 
people's processing resources were constrained using a dual-task para-
digm, the choice nudge no longer helped people anchor away from the 
first offer. Finally, Study 6 ruled out motivation-related accounts—it is 
not the case that participants in the choice condition show less 
anchoring because they are more motivated to obtain a low price or 
because they perceive the task as more important. 

11.1. Theoretical implications 

The current research makes multiple theoretical contributions. First, 
the current research contributes to the literature on the choice mindset. 
Past research has largely used indirect manipulations of the choice 
mindset, such as asking people to recall their past choices, which lack 
ecological validity. In the current research, we developed a direct 
manipulation of the choice mindset in which people were instructed to 
think about their choices when making judgments and decisions. These 
findings indicate that a choice nudge can directly influence people's 
judgments. Additionally, this research is the first to show that a choice 
nudge can influence decision-making outcomes. Although past research 
showed that the choice mindset shapes people's attitudes and social 
judgments (Savani et al., 2011; Savani & Rattan, 2012), the current 
research shows that a choice nudge can also reduce a pervasive decision- 
making bias. These findings have wide-ranging implications for both 
social psychology and judgment and decision making, which have 
focused on documenting and correcting for numerous decision-making 
biases. 

Second, much of past research in judgment and decision-making has 
examined factors that influence people's choices, but not how reminding 
people of their choices can impact their subsequent decision-making. 
The present research highlights that the concept of choice can influ-
ence people's judgments and decisions in unrelated tasks. Some research 
in social psychology has documented that making an atypically large 
number of choices (e.g., making 292 choices one after another) can lead 
to ego depletion (Vohs et al., 2008), which would predict that making 
choices should increase cognitive biases. In contrast, we find that merely 
thinking about choices reduces a decision-making bias. Thus, the current 
research suggests that making the concept of choice salient can improve 
people's decision making. However, it is possible that making many 
decisions in which people have to expend cognitive effort might deplete 
people's self-control resources and impair their decision making. 

Our research also has important practical implications. The 
anchoring bias is one of the most prevalent decision-making biases, 
which can often negatively impact real-world decision-making. For 
example, anchoring bias could lead to sub-optimal outcomes in impor-
tant negotiations (e.g., Galinsky & Mussweiler, 2001), including the 
most important negotiation in people's lives—buying real estate (e.g., 
Northcraft & Neale, 1987). Our findings suggest that people would 
benefit from a choice mindset when making important decisions. 

While the anchoring bias can significantly impact decision-making, 
there are other significant biases, such as the default bias (Johnson & 
Goldstein, 2003), the status quo bias (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988), 
and the availability bias (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974), all of which 
result in part from a failure to thoroughly consider all of one's options. 
To the extent that a choice mindset can lead people to thoroughly think 
through the available options, the current research suggests that many 
of these common decision-making biases can be reduced through a 
choice nudge. 

Finally, our last experiment suggests that multitasking can have 
unintended consequences on the effectiveness of nudges. When partic-
ipants were engaged in multitasking, the choice nudge no longer influ-
enced the extent to which they moved away from the first offer. Given 
the frequency with which people multitask in their everyday lives 
(Kraushaar & Novak, 2010), this finding suggests that the effect of well- 
intentioned nudges introduced by policymakers can be disrupted. Future 
research can examine the impact of multitasking on the effectiveness of 

nudges in different contexts. 

11.2. Limitations and future directions 

Our research has multiple limitations. One limitation is that all 
studies used a bargaining scenario in which the anchors were externally 
provided and participants knew the direction in which they needed to 
adjust their offer from the anchor. In contrast, in many situations, 
externally provided anchors are randomly generated and the direction 
in which the response needs to be adjusted is not immediately clear. In 
such situations, when the direction is not known, it is likely that the 
choice nudge will lead people to consider alternatives both below and 
above the anchor. Thus, people are likely to consider a wider range of 
values. To the extent that choice nudge makes people think of more 
offers in both the directions, it might lead to a null effect overall. 

Another limitation of this research is that the current studies focused 
on a cognitive mechanism to explain why the choice nudge reduces 
anchoring. The anchoring bias occurs due to two parallel processes—an 
automatic process (selective accessibility of the anchor) and a cognitive 
process (gradual adjustment of the estimate away from the anchor). 
Both processes are often simultaneously at play. As we hypothesized that 
a choice nudge reduces the anchoring bias by making people consider 
more offers that they can counter with, in the current research, we 
focused on elucidating the latter cognitive process. However, it is 
possible that in addition to encouraging a more thorough processing of 
the options available, the choice nudge also reduces anchoring because 
it dampens the effects of selective accessibility. Future research can 
study the impact of the choice nudge on automatic processes in 
anchoring. 

Third, in this research, we primarily recruited participants located in 
the US from online research platforms, such as Amazon Mechanical Turk 
and Prolific Academic. Although online research platform participants 
are demographically similar to community participants (Goodman, 
Cryder, & Cheema, 2013) and are more ethnically diverse than under-
graduate student populations (Behrend, Sharek, Meade, & Wiebe, 
2011), online participants could differ from student and community 
participants on a number of psychological traits and tendencies 
(Goodman et al., 2013). Despite the differences, research shows that 
decision making studies using online platform participants produce 
reliable results that are consistent with those documented in past 
research conducted with community and student populations. However, 
given that all findings were from online platform participants located in 
the US, the cultural generalizability of our findings is unclear. Future 
research could examine the effect of choice nudge on anchoring effects 
with other populations, including those from non-Western countries. 

Choice is an integral part of people's everyday lives. Many people are 
probably thinking about choices much of the time. Whereas past work 
identified some potentially negative consequences of the salience of 
choice (Savani et al., 2011; Savani & Rattan, 2012), the current research 
suggests that thinking about choices can help people make better 
decisions. 

Open practices 

The pre- questionnaires, data, and analysis code for all experiments 
are available on https://osf.io/rmkp6/. The pre-registrations for Studies 
2, 3, 4a, 4b, 5, and 6 are available at https://osf.io/wavs8, https://osf. 
io/k2c3t, https://osf.io/4r9yu, https://osf.io/8vkbf, https://osf.io/eh 
5kg, and https://osf.io/8b37z. 
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